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Abstract 

This dissertation reports on an investigation of task-based, synchronous, 

computer-mediated communication (CMC) and its relationship to second language 

lexical acquisition among learners of English. Over the course of one university semester, 

twenty-four intermediate-low and intermediate level non-native speakers of English from 

the English Language Center at Michigan State University engaged in multiple 

communicative tasks in pairs using ChatNet, a browser-based chat program. One of the 

overarching objectives of this study was to evaluate the viability of implementing 

computer-mediated communicative language learning tasks as a tool for promoting 

language learning in the ESL classroom. This study also sought to explore how 

intermediate level international ESL students collaborate in reaching mutual 

understanding, and whether and how they negotiate meaning when communication 

problems arise while engaged in these CMC tasks. Another purpose of this study was to 

test existing frameworks used to describe student interaction and negotiation, as well as 

to explore the role of task type in learner-learner CMC. Finally, this study sought to 

determine whether task-based CMC could help us establish a more direct link between 

negotiated interaction and lexical acquisition. 

A detailed analysis of the chatscripts as well as the pre- and post-test measures 

provide strong evidence that learners use a wide variety of communication strategies in 

an effort to smoothly navigate computer-mediated conversations while engaged in 
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language learning activities. Learners were also found to negotiate for meaning when 

problems in understanding arose in ways that are similar to those observed in the oral 

interaction literature. Task type was found to influence learner choices in dealing with 

unknown lexical items as well as the overall amount of negotiated interaction learners 

engaged in. Moreover, based on the pre- and post-tests, this study provides strong 

evidence for a more direct link between negotiated interaction and second language 

acquisition, specifically the acquisition of lexical items. Post-treatment questionnaire and 

interview data suggest that learners, while engaged in task-based CMC activities found 

the experience valid, useful, enjoyable, and virtually stress-free. 

Based on the findings above, this study concludes that task-based CMC is a 

viable and effective tool for promoting language development in the intermediate-level 

ESL classroom. This is especially true when learners are engaged in those tasks that have 

been shown to elicit high levels of negotiated interaction. Further, in view of the 

favorable ratings by students, task-based CMC seems to offer a positive affective 

environment, which compliments the communicative language learning experience. 
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Chapter 1: [ntroduction 

1.1 General Introduction to the study 

This study investigates synchronous written computer-mediated interaction 

among learners of English and its relationship to second language learning. The research 

draws on conceptual and empirical methods for investigating non-native speaker (NNS) 

discourse elicited by conununicative tasks. Though findings from the emerging body of 

computer-mediated communication (CMC) literature addressing language learning are 

promising, much of this work occurs in a theoretical vacuum. Other studies are conducted 

under highly experimental conditions bearing little resemblance to second or foreign 

language instructional settings. Together, these shortcomings lead us to question the 

applicability of any subsequent findings to second and foreign language classrooms. The 

present study, in contrast, employs an intact class, within-groups design, which bolsters 

its ecological validity. Further, it is firmly grounded in current second language 

acquisition (SLA) theory. 

As the proliferation of computers in the language learning classroom continues to 

expand, it is important for language teachers to understand the norms of language use 

during computer-mediated communication and its relationship to SLA. The term 

computer-mediated communication was first used by Eliltz and TurofF(l978) in a study 

of computer conferencing. Taking into account the almost quarter century since then as 

well as the technological innovations which have developed during this time, it is not 

surprising that one single definition of CMC remains elusive. The definition of CMC 
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evolves with time and seems to mean different things to different researchers. Herring 

(1996) defined CMC as communication that takes place between human beings via the 

instrumentality of computers. Murray (1986) described CMC as an interactivity 

continuum, with instant messaging (synchronous CMC) at the most interactive end and 

electronic billboards (asynchronous) as the least. The present study uses the term, perhaps 

narrowly, to refer only to synchronous, text-based modes of computer-mediated 

interaction. 

Broadly defined, then, this is a study of computer-assisted language learning 

(CALL). Current thinking in the field of CALL deems it of little use to talk about the 

effects of "the computer" itself on learning. Indeed, CALL in general and CMC in 

particular does not constitute a method of language instruction, but rather a medium of 

communication through which interaction can flourish and language learning can 

develop. This said, however, CALL-related research must be anchored in SLA theory. 

Accordingly, this study is informed by an interactiom'st perspective on SLA. In actuality, 

this perspective is best considered a firework consistent with aspects of various current 

theories of second language acquisition rather than a theory of SLA itself Likewise, the 

task types chosen for comparison emerge from theory-based hypotheses about the 

relationship between task features and SLA. Thus, this study follows Chapelle (2000), 

who suggests that in sound CMC research, the object of investigation changes from the 

effects of the computer to the learners' interactions and outcomes involving particular 

features. 
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Research has found CMC discourse to exhibit features of both oral and written 

language. Among those characteristics similar to spoken language is the real-time nature 

of the communication, the ability to provide stress to words and phrases (via italics or 

holding), the use of the first person, and the clear informality found in CMC discourse. 

Written characteristics of CMC include the lack of intonation, the "permanent" record of 

the discourse, the lexical density, and the use of punctuation and textual formatting in 

messages. CMC possesses many unique characteristics as well. For example, learners, 

when communicating in a CMC environment make use of simplified registers, including 

shorter sentences, the use of abbreviations, simplified syntax, the acceptance of surface 

errors, and the use of symbols and emoticons to express emotion. Further, openings and 

closing in discourse have been reported to be largely optional in CMC (Murray, 2000). 

Moreover, turn taking includes many more overlaps than in face-to-face exchanges. This 

is largely due to a short time delay between the actual initiation of the message and its 

receipt by the addressee. This is also due in part to the fact that only one message at a 

time may traverse the interface. 

As the interactionist perspective views interaction and negotiation of meaning as 

highly facilitative for SLA, and task type has been found to influence the nature of this 

negotiated interaction, this study asks three major questions. The first question asks 

broadly what the nature of leamer/leamer task-based CMC is. As much of the previous 

interactionist research has been limited to what occurs after a breakdown in 

communication occurs, this question focuses on the communication strategies learners 

use to cooperatively share meaning while avoiding problems in communication as well as 
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the effect task type may have on this strategy use. This first question is also concerned 

with documenting how learners choose to deal with new words when they appear during 

task completion. Second, as negotiated interaction is viewed as key to the interactionist 

perspective, it was important to establish several things including whether learners 

negotiate for meaning during CMC once problems in communication arise, precisely how 

this negotiation unfolds, and whether task type influences this negotiation. Finally, as this 

study was interested in the relationship between computer-mediated negotiated 

interaction and SLA, the third question asked whether task-based, computer-mediated 

negotiated interaction enhanced learner ability to recognize and produce new target 

lexical items introduced during the task as well as whether learners retained this 

knowledge over time. In addition, since not only input but also learners' output is widely 

thought to influence language development, the relationship between learners' productive 

use of new vocabulary words and the acquisition of these words was also explored. The 

research questions are listed in Figure 1.1 below. 

Figure 1.1 Research Questions 

1 What communication strategies do learners employ during task-based 
CMC? 

1.1 What is the effect of task type on communication strategy use? 
1.2 How do learners deal with unknown lexical items during task-based CMC? 
2 How do learners negotiate for meaning during task-based CMC? 
2.1 What is the relationship between task type and computer-mediated negotiated 

interaction among learners of English? 
3 Does negotiated interaction &cilitate learners' ability to recognize and produce 

new lexical items? ^so, how? 
3.1 Do learners retain the ability to recognize and produce lexical items 

(acquired as a result of computer-mediated negotiated interaction) one 
week after the treatment? 
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1.2 Background to the study 

Technological advances can and do have a great influence on pedagogical 

practices in the second and foreign language classroom. Though computer-mediated 

communication has existed since the 1960s, its use has only become wide-spread in the 

last decade. This relatively short history of the field has witnessed both positive and 

negative consequences of implementing new technology in the language classroom. 

Computers, once seen as a surrogate of the teacher or an intelligent tool for occasional 

student use, are now viewed largely as a medium, which has changed the way we write, 

read, and possibly think (Selfe, 1989). Learners can now communicate directly, 

inexpensively, and conveniently with others around the clock anywhere in the world in 

real time. In language teaching pedagogy the use of local area networks (LAN) in 

particular has witnessed rapid growth recently and has become the focus of more 

intensive research. Though CMC can be text, audio, or video-based, text-based 

communication is clearly the most widely used form for language teaching/learning. This 

is also reflected in the CMC research relative to SLA. Further, communication over 

computer networks can occur in either synchronous or asynchronous modes. An example 

of asynchronous CMC is email, where there is a delay between when a message is sent 

and when it is retrieved. Synchronous CMC occurs when a message is sent and received 

instantaneously. The most widely used applications of synchronous CMC are the wide 

variety of web-based "chat" programs available such as AOL Instant Messenger, and 
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Yahoo Messenger, as well as those commercially available such as Daedalus 

Interchange, ChatNet and CU See-Me. 

Beauvois (1992) has described such "chatting" as conversation in slow motion 

because the CMC interface "slows down" the communicative interaction while retaining 

its real-time interactive nature. This is essentially one of the most beneficial aspects of 

synchronous CMC; that learners are afforded more processing time while reading and 

typing messages, though the "feel" of the interaction remains similar to that of face-to-

face oral interaction. 

The research to date on synchronous interaction suggests that CMC is a positive 

force for communication. Indeed, CMC is perhaps the perfect avenue through which to 

explore task-based, leamer-leamer interaction. First, there have been numerous benefits 

attributed to CMC. These include increased participation and equity compared to that in 

face-to-face discussions (Kenu 1995; Sullivan and Pratt, 1996; Warschauer, 1996a), more 

complex language use in CMC (Warschauer, 1996a), and the dynamic use of language 

functions (Chun, 1994). Learners also seem less apprehensive about making mistakes 

during interaction and less inhibited by gender- and status power relations. They are also 

less likely to be inhibited, less constrained by oral "rules" of conversation such as wait 

time, turn-taking, etc., and need not be concerned with pronunciation issues, which have 

a high inhibiting effect in the verbal mode. All of these points seem to make learners 

communicating in a CMC environment more willing to participate. The synchronous 

mode of CMC may also facilitate more equitable participation in that it redraws the 

power relationship between students and the teacher designating the instructor to the role 
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of participant rather than authority figure. Secondly, CMC provides an ideal medium for 

students to benefit from interaction. This is largely because the written nature of 

computer-based discussion allows a greater opportunity to attend to and reflect upon the 

form and content of the message, while retaining the conversational feel and flow as well 

as the interactional nature of verbal discussions. This opportunity is important for input, 

output, and focusing attention, all of which are key to the interactionist perspective on 

SLA. 

Among those studies in the foreign- and second language literature, which point 

to the positive effects of CMC, are studies comparing traditional and electronic 

interaction such as Kern (1995) and Chun (1994) in research of French and German as a 

foreign language respectively. Kern observed a decreased proportion of teacher to student 

language production in the electronic discussion group. Further, the teacher's discourse 

became less authoritative and less dominant. This elicited more language production and 

an overall higher level of sophistication than in the oral discussion, in terms of the range 

of morphosyntactic features and the variety of flinctions expressed as well as a reduction 

in communication anxiety. Similarly, Chun (1994) found an increase in learner 

production and a decline in teacher-centered discourse in the electronic discussion group. 

Chun also found that CMC allowed learners to develop discourse skills and interactive 

competence. Additionally, Chun found that the students as a whole took a more active 

role in discourse management than typically found in normal classroom discussion. 

Further, learners exhibited the ability to provide feedback to others, and demonstrated a 

higher degree of sociolinguistic competence. 
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Beauvois (1992) and Kelm (1992) found increases in the participation of shy, low 

motivated, and typically marginalized students. Kim (1998), in a study that examined 

how two modes of interaction (CMC and face-to-face discussion) affected learners' 

subsequent participation in follow-up whole-class oral discussions, found that the CMC 

group exhibited more equal participation in the follow-up discussions than did the control 

group. Warschauer (1996a), in a study of small group interaction, found greater equality 

of participation in the electronic discussion. The overall participation rate during the 

electronic discussions was twice as equitable as that in the face-to-face discussions. 

In addition to teacher/learner participation patterns and a more equitable sharing 

of the floor among individual participants, some studies suggest that synchronous 

interaction increases the amount of participation per individual student. That is, it 

increases learner productivity. The relationship between synchronous electronic 

interaction and learner output is important to explore from an interactionist theoretical 

perspective as production is viewed to be a facilitative if not necessary condition for L2 

development (McLaughlin, 1990; Swain, 1985). Swain's comprehensible output 

hypothesis, for example, designates a crucial role for language production in L2 

development. McLaughlin's (1990) application of the information processing model to 

SLA holds that practice (communicative production- as well as task-based exercises) is 

important for "restructuring," a key concept in explaining qualitative changes in learners' 

interlanguage. 

Research suggests that CMC provides an environment, which generates more 

opportunities for this communicative practice of the target language and more 
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opportunities for meaningful learner output compared with more traditional L2 

classrooms. Kern (1995), for example, found that learners had over twice as many turns 

and produced two to four times more sentences and words when engaged in synchronous 

electronic discussion over oral discussion. Kelm (1992) notes that during a typical 50 

minute CMC session, students would generate between 100 and 130 messages, many 

more than observed during a typical traditional face-to-face session. Students in his study 

also indicated a clear perception of radically increased participation. 

Evidence also points to an increased quality of language during CMC. Kern 

(1995) found that though the average turn length was similar in both electronic and non

electronic interaction, students' language during electronic discussions in French was 

more morphosyntactically complex than during face-to-face interaction. Also, simpler, 

shorter messages tended to elicit more responses than complex, longer ones in the 

electronic mode. Anecdotal evidence includes that of Kelm (1992), who noted that the 

interactive quality of CMC discourse and that of real conversation were similar in that 

electronic comments tended to end with either a direct question or question tag. In 

contrast, Warschauer (1996a) reports longer yet qualitatively different exchanges on the 

computer in that participants tended to express their own ideas rather than directly answer 

questions posed to them. This is perhaps due to the interactive nature of electronic 

communication in small groups where one may receive several messages or questions "at 

once" from the group before having the chance to fitlly respond to the targeted question. 

Thus, it may create the impression that one is being non-responsive. 
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Chun (1994) reports a wide array of individual styles of interartion with some 

students' electronic discourse resembling that of traditional written responses and other 

more closely resembling oral discussion. She found that CMC fostered discoursal moves 

such as topic initiation, own- and other-topic expansion, and interactional moves such as 

clarification requests, comprehension and confirmation checks, and repairs. Chun also 

found that students generated increasingly more complex sentences over time. Similarly, 

Warschauer (1996a) found that electronic discussions involved significantly more 

complex language than the face-to-face discussions on measures of lexical and syntactic 

complexity. 

Blake (2000), Bearden (2001), and Fidalgo-Eick (2001) offer conflicting evidence 

regarding the applicability of existing task typologies to the CMC environment. Whereas 

Blake seems to confirm research from traditional student interaction, results from 

Bearden, Fidalgo-Eick, and Pellettieri (1999) are not so clear. Additionally, Pellettieri 

found existing models for evaluating negotiation routines to be too restrictive for CMC 

discourse. Despite these inconsistencies, however, all four of these studies found CMC to 

elicit rich learner-learner (English LI Spanish L2) interaction. 

Thus, CMC appears to be a potentially useful tool for language pedagogy as well 

as research into second language use and acquisition. Through CMC we may elicit more 

(and more equitable) learner participation as well as better quality language. Further, we 

may capture and readily access this interaction for both research and pedagogical 

purposes. Indeed, the computer as a data collection instrument seems to be less intrusive 

than "traditional" procedures for recording face-to-face student interaction. Since there is 
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no speaking involved there is no need for clip-on or table-mount microphones. Similarly, 

dyads are already separated by virtue of each learner sitting at a different computer 

terminal. Thus, makeshift barriers need not be constructed to create a sensory gap 

between participants. Indeed, the researcher need not be present at all in many cases, 

choosing to monitor the interaction from a remote location. Many methodological 

obstacles, not least of all the "observer's paradox" (Labov, 1973), then, may be avoided. 

That is, the difficulty in collecting truly "natural" discourse while imposing markedly 

"unnatural" elements, such as a researcher, may be alleviated somewhat in CMC. This, of 

course, assumes that learner-learner computer-mediated interaction in a computer lab 

may be considered a natural (albeit pedagogical) setting at all. I argue that the 

proliferation of computers in the language classroom and easy access most learners in 

this country and the rest of the developed world have to networked computers, coupled 

with the increasing computer literacy of our student populations in general, allows us to 

make this assumption. 

From another sociolinguistic perspective we see the methodological advantages of 

CMC as a research tool. It has been established that speakers (and by extension CMC 

interactants) show a fine-grained ability to design their discourse style for a range of 

different addressees (Giles and Powesland, 1975). Indeed, speakers sculpt their speech 

based on the presence of other audience members. Bell (1984), for example, has 

established the difTerential potential influence of three other types of audience members 

including auditors, overhearers, and eavesdroppers. Auditors are those third persons 

whose presence is known and who are ratified within the group. Overhearers are those 
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third persons whose presence is known, but who are not ratified as a member of the 

group. Finally, eavesdroppers are those whose presence is not known by the speaker 

(interactants). In research involving face-to-face conmiunication it may be argued that the 

mere presence of a microphone necessarily signifies and designates at least an overhearer 

status to the researcher and thus influences the nature of the discourse. This is not 

necessarily the case in real classroom situations where there may be any number of pairs 

completing a communicative task. In the latter case, interactants may have a reasonable 

expectation of privacy despite a noisy classroom full of students as each dyad is focused 

on its own conversation. Thus face-to-face interactionist data collection, especially that 

which is non-classroom-based in nature, may yield skewed data. In contrast, CMC 

affords the researcher the power to better control his/her own perceived presence 

(importance). That is, with CMC, the researcher can choose to exert more influence on 

the interaction by identifying him/herself in the chat room and actively participating as 

part of the group (auditor), by simply establishing a clear but non-participating presence 

in the chat room (overhearer), or electing to remotely view the interaction undetected by 

the actual interactants (eavesdropper). The latter may very well elicit the "purest" learner-

learner interaction from a methodological perspective. 

Another potentially beneficial aspect of CMC for interactionist data collection is 

the ability for learners to interact anonymously. The degree of anonymity has been shown 

to have a significant impact on the nature of communication. For instance, anonymity has 

been found to create a certain distance between participants that may contribute to an 

atmosphere of critical receptivity (Kern, 1998). This anonymity may also cause the 
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"transitory character" of the language produced in a chat environment. When 

communicating through a chat program there is a different sense of connection to the 

world; the language does not belong to the speaker in the sense that a spoken word does 

(Werry, 1996). Indeed, there is little pressure of the sort imposed on an individual by 

another's physical presence. This is significant from those SLA perspectives, which view 

affective factors as influential in the learning process. The anonymity of CMC has also 

been claimed to result in decreased inhibition, leading to self disclosure on the one hand 

and inaeased expressions of hostility on the other (Kiesler, Siegel, and McGuire, 1984). 

In contrast, this lack of identity may allow a potential freedom from various forms of 

prejudice, although there is conflicting research in this area (Herring, 1996). A competing 

explanation for this high degree of self-disclosure by participants is that in wide-area 

networked communication there is a slim chance of actually meeting the other person and 

thus little "risk" is involved. This worry free attitude may have the added advantage of 

facilitating intercultural understanding. However, as Zhao (1998) points out, anonymity 

can be a "double-edged sword." In his study anonymity encouraged participants to be 

more critical during peer reviews yet it led them to work less. Similarly, anonymity 

encouraged learners to focus more on fellow students' journals while engaged in peer 

editing sessions, but yielded less helpful and lower quality reviews than reviews in the 

"identifiable" condition. Despite the "less absolute" anonymity of classroom-based 

interaction on a LAN, this relative anonymity nevertheless elicits less inhibited 

interaction, perhaps fueling the heightened risk taking found in the CMC/SLA literature. 
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Though computer-mediated communication helps overcome many of the 

obstacles mentioned above, evidence that CMC is a viable tool for investigating SLA is 

only now emerging. Essentially, it must be established that CMC facilitates the kind of 

interaction found to foster language development. That is, that learners provide one 

another with rich input, negotiate meaning when problems arise, provide linguistic and 

interactional modifications, and encourage "pushed output." Further, it must be 

established that CMC affords the same or similar opportunities for learners to focus 

attention on the L2 form as offered during face-to-face conmiunication. As more 

traditional interactionist research continues to build on the modest evidence that links 

negotiation to SLA, CMC research may serve to drive this line of inquiry forward. CMC 

may indeed offer a more attractive avenue for interactionist research for many reasons. In 

addition to the previously mentioned benefits afforded by CMC for participation, 

quantity, and quality of linguistic output, students have more opportunity to notice 

structures in the input, a process argued to be crucial to SLA (Schmidt, 1993; Leow, 

1997,2000; Gass, 1997). The heightened visual saliency of the written message as well 

as the ability to reread previous messages allows students to better attend to formal 

aspects without substantially hindering the flow of communication. Additionally, the 

visual display of the t&ctual message may "free up" some of the short-term memory 

requirements, allowing learners to focus more on form. Further, these "conversations in 

slow motion" offer more time to process input than during face-to-face communication, 

and also allow for more pianningtime before responding with "pushed output" in a way 

that incorporates previous "utterances." Such scaffolding may in fact work better during 



28 

CMC because of the written saliency mentioned above compared whh that which is 

possible in oral exchanges (Warschauer, 1999). Finally, the anonymity of CMC 

interaction may provide the basis for the increase in quantity of production and risk 

taking discussed earlier. This may be enhanced by the fact that during CMC learners need 

not be concerned with pronunciation problems. 

1.3 Theoretical Grounding 

This study is informed by the interactionist perspective of SLA. This perspective 

posits that L2 acquisition is promoted when learners have opportunities to solve 

communication problems by means of conversational modifications or the negotiation of 

meaning. When learners and interlocutors engage in negotiation to resolve impasses in 

communication, they signal and respond in ways that enhance their comprehension of 

input and assist their production of modified output, thus facilitating the process of SLA. 

Negotiation work also elicits negative feedback that preserves the learner's intended 

meaning. This feedback draws learners' attention to mismatches between input and 

output causing them to focus on form. This can induce noticing the kinds of forms for 

which a pure diet of comprehensible input will not suffice (White, 1991). The claim is 

not that negotiation causes learning or that there is an explicit theory of learning based on 

negotiated interaction. Rather, the claim is that negotiated interaction plays an important 

role in L2 learning, not by meeting learners' needs directly, but by facilitating the two 

important processes of comprehension and production. Finally, the interactionist 

perspective is largely compatible with aspects of various existing SLA theories and 
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approaches. It is anchored in notions of conversation and syntacticization (Hatch, 

1978b), input (BCrashen, 1985) and input modifications (Long, 1985), comprehensible 

output (Swain, 1985), and attention and noticing (Schmidt, 1990). It is also consistent 

with aspects of Pienemann's Multidimensional Model and Teachability Hypothesis 

(Pienemann, 1984), and Information Processing theory (McLaughlin, 1987). A detailed 

analysis of the relationship of the interactionist framework to other theoretical 

perspectives of SLA is presented in sections 2.1 and 2.2 of Chapter 2. 

1.4 Rationale for this study 

The present study will help us better understand the relationship between 

computer-mediated interaction, negotiation, and SLA. In fact, the computer-mediated 

nature of the interaction may help better illustrate the link between negotiation and 

language acquisition argued by many to exist. CMC is thought to provide more 

opportunities for learners to focus on form and allocate attentional resources more 

efHciently. This is largely due to the visual saliency of the input and the "slow motion" 

nature of the interaction, which combine to create a beneficial environment for input 

processing. This study will capitalize of these conditions and will allow us to gather 

evidence to help us understand whether CMC can facilitate the kinds of interaction 

believed to assist SLA, including whether learners provide and make use of rich input, 

negotiate meaning, produce "pushed" output, and provide (and make use of) negative 

feedback. 
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Most interactionist studies have focused on isolating features of conversational 

modification, quantifying their tokens, and extracting hypothetical conclusions regarding 

the benefits such interaction may have for SLA. Moreover, very few of these studies are 

classroom-based in nature. It seems, then, that a quite strong leap of faith is required to 

argue on the one hand that the sheer occurrence of such interactional features such as 

comprehension checks will be beneficial for SLA without more closely examining the 

nature of the actual negotiation that transpires; and on the other assume that findings 

emanating from a highly artificial situation will necessarily be relevant to classroom-

based language learning environments. In this way the present study will help us view the 

results in terms of their ecological validity as it involves intact classes of students 

engaged in computer-based activities that are a regularly scheduled part of their 

curriculum. 

There is very little data which examines learner interaction in a computer-

mediated environment explicitly from an interactionist perspective of SLA. Those 

studies that do exist often examine whole class interaction or computer/student 

interaction. Moreover, there are no published computer-based interactionist studies that 

involve learners of English as the target group. Likewise, there are very few studies that 

examine effects of task-type on learner interaction and negotiation and fewer still that do 

this in a CMC environment. The present study will fill this gap specifically examining 

learners of English engaged in task-based, dyadic interaction. This study is also important 

in that it will help us understand in general terms how computer-mediated negotiated 

interaction is different from or similar to face-to-face negotiation. Finally, as there are no 
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published studies that attempt to explicitly link the acquisition of new lexical items to 

network-based negotiated interaction, this study makes the important contribution of 

attempting to link the processes of negotiated interaction with acquisition more directly. 

This is important, as most of the literature and evidence to date suggesting a link between 

negotiation and acquisition has been indirect in nature. 

This study also approaches learner-learner interaction in a more realistic way in 

that both problem-free as well as problematic discourse is examined. In this way we can 

view the interaction as a continuum including what is referred to here as positive 

navigation, how learners anticipate and deal with problems in communication, the actual 

fine-grained analysis of the individual negotiation routines that transpire, and the effects 

this negotiation may have on vocabulary learning. Indeed, most input and interaction 

studies have tended to ignore communication strategy (CS) use among learners as a 

variable affecting interaction and problem resolution. The present study will help us view 

previous work on CS in terms of the interactionist framework as well as examine the role 

CS play in NNS/NNS interaction. 

As mentioned above, the present study looks deeply into the elements of each 

negotiation routine that occurs during CMC, classifying the episodes according to 

established models. By establishing how learners negotiate meaning in CMC we will be 

able to better uncover what it is about the routine that seems to help facilitate SLA, 

specifically, in this case, vocabulary development. The first step, however, is to 

determine whether existing methods of classifying negotiation episodes in face-to-face 

communication are appropriate for that occurring during CMC. This study provides an 
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evaluation of the applicability of current models and suggests a new expanded model that 

seems to better capture the essence of CMC negotiation. In a similar way, this study also 

attempts to examine the effect of task type on leamer-leamer interaaion during CMC. As 

there is very little research into task-based CMC, an established typology of task type is 

employed. This will help us understand whether the elements making up task type for 

face-to-face communication and their reported effects on learner interaction also hold 

true for CMC. 

This study, then, attempts to integrate all of these areas of inquiry. It delves 

deeper into the process of pair work while concentrating on how intermediate level 

international ESL students manage conversations, collaborate toward mutual 

understanding, and negotiate meaning when engaged in task-based, computer-mediated 

activities in a synchronous written mode. It also seeks to determine whether subsequent 

acquisition of target lexical items can be traced directly to the negotiation of meaning, 

which occurs therein, something not previously attempted in the CMC/interactionist 

literature. 

1.5 Definition of Key Concepts 

It is important at this point to define the key concepts used throughout this study. 

Perhaps the best place to begin is with the concepts found in the title of the study ; Task-

based computer-mediated communication and negotiated interaction in the ESL 

classroom. Borrowing from Skehan (1998), task is defined here as an activity where there 

is some communication problem to solve with the communication of meaning being of 
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primary importance and where task completion has a high degree of priority. Though 

straying from a strict definition of computer-mediated communication (CMC), the 

present study will use this term to refer only to synchronous written CMC in a networked 

environment. That is, written interaction occurring in real time and mediated through a 

computer network. Task-based CMC, then, refers to the synchronous written networked 

communication occurring among pairs of learners while engaged in challenging, 

meaning-focused activities. The term negotiated interaction is used in this study over the 

more widely known term negotiation of meaning because of the explicit (potential) 

inclusion of negotiation of form and content in addition to the negotiation of meaning in 

the case of the former. Since negotiation around each of these areas occurs during 

learner-learner interaction, it seems that negotiated interaction is a more inclusive term. 

The first series of research questions in this study address learner use of 

communication strategies in creating and sharing meaning as well as learner choice in 

their treatment of unknown lexical items. Borrowing from Long (1983 a), CS have been 

divided into two fundamental types. The present study will use the term communication 

strategy to refer to what Long (1983a) calls strategies. That is, CS will refer to those 

operations used for avoiding communicative breakdown. Though traditionally considered 

a type of CS in the SLA literature, the present term compensatory strategy (CpS) is 

synonymous with Long's term tactics, which are used for dealing with trouble after it 

occurs. This period where CS use abounds is referred to here as positive navigation. That 

is, the conversational maneuvering which occurs prior to explicit indications of non-

understanding. In contrast, when non-understanding occurs and learners shift their 
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attention temporarily toward solving the communicative breakdown, the term negotiated 

interaction is used. In this study conmiunication strategies (CS) and compensatory 

strategies (CpS) are considered separately. Research questions 1-1.2 are listed below. 

Research Question I: What communication strategies do learners employ 
during task-based CMC? 

Research Question 1.1; What is the effect of task type on communication strategy 
use? 

Research Question 1.2; How do learners deal with unknown lexical items during 
task-based CMC? 

The second series of research questions address how learners negotiate meaning 

during CMC. Negotiated interaction is the conversational work that occurs between 

learners when they have reached an impasse in understanding that is deemed important to 

the conversation. Thus learners "push down" from the main line of conversation in an 

effort to address the problematic area(s). Upon resolution of the problem, learners "pop 

back up" to the main line of discourse. During negotiation routines, the learner who 

initiates the episode through a signal or indicator of non-understanding is referred to as 

the initiator (of the routine). The interlocutor is labeled the respondent, as this participant 

must respond to the signal of non-understanding in order for the negotiation episode to be 

viable. Research questions 2-2.1 are listed below. 

Research Question 2; How do learners negotiate for meaning during task-based 
CMC? 

Research Question 2.1; What is the relationship between task type and computer-
mediated negotiated interaction among learners of English? 
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Finally, the third series of research questions specifically address the relationship 

between negotiated interaction and SLA. Exactly what constitutes SLA is often a matter 

of theoretical perspective and interpretation. The present study examines a small element 

of acquisition, that is, the intentional acquisition of certain target lexical items through 

task-based, leamer-leamer CMC. In general terms, target lexical items are those 

vocabulary words (concrete nouns) that were "infused" into the tasks. The term target 

learner refers to that learner who is "attempting" to learn these items. The gain scores, 

which were the basis for the measurement of acquisition of the target lexical items, 

however, only refer to those target lexical items scored correct on the post-tests that were 

previously unknown by the respective target learners. That is, only those items that were 

scored as "unknown" on the pre-test, that were located on the task sheet of the 

interlocutor, and that were scored correct on the post-test are reflected in the gain scores 

and thus considered acquired. Research questions 3-3.1 are listed below. 

Research Question 3; Does negotiated interaction facilitate learners' ability 
to recognize and produce new lexical items? If so, how? 

Research Question 3.1; Do learners retain the ability to recognize and produce 
lexical items (acquired as a result of computer-mediated negotiated interaction) 
one week after the treatment? 

The relationship between the productive use of a target lexical item by the target 

learner after a negotiation routine around that item was examined in post-hoc fashion. 

Productive use of a recently negotiated item may be considered a type of learner uptake 

as well as pushed output. Productive use, then, is defined as the post-negotiation use or 
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attempted (corrert) use of a target item by a learner who previously used the same target 

item incorrectly. 

1.6 Organization of the Dissertation 

Because this study approaches SLA from an interactionist perspective, this 

dissertation first outlines the theoretical foundations of this framework including 

complimentary SLA theories and establishes the empirical basis supporting this 

perspective. As this study examines the role of CS in CMC, the appropriate research in 

this area is addressed as well. Next the role of task type in SLA is explored in relation to 

learner interaction. Finally, the empirical data surrounding the role of CMC in language 

learning in examined especially as it relates to task-based, learner interaction. Thus, the 

various theoretical elements making up the interactionist framework, empirical evidence 

supporting and questioning these aspects as well as the most recent research that 

combines CMC and task-based learner interaction from an interactionist perspective are 

carefully explored in Chapter 2. 

Chapter 3 presents the three major research questions to be examined in this 

study. A detailed description of the data collection, coding, and analysis methods are 

outlined here as well. Further, the post-tests are discussed in detail, as are the methods for 

scoring each of the post-tests. 

Chapter 4 presents the results obtained for each of the research questions. This is 

followed by a detailed discussion and interpretation of the results. Finally, additional 

observations that emerged during the data analysis are discussed in terms of the core 
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research questions. These observations are intended to help qualify the core results as 

well as offer possible areas for future exploration. 

Chapter S recaps the salient findings reported in Chapter 4 and offers some 

general implications these findings may have for SLA theory and pedagogy. Finally, the 

limitations of the present study are elaborated and potential avenues this study opens for 

future research into task-based computer-mediated interaction in the FL/SL classroom are 

suggested. 
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature 

Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the theoretical and empirical work, 

which informs the present study of task-based computer-mediated interaction among 

learners of English. The theoretical foundations upon which the interactionist perspective 

on second language acquisition (SLA) is based, the empirical research supporting this 

perspective, and limitations thereof will be discussed. The chapter then explores the 

literature examining lexical acquisition, communication strategy use, and task-type 

relevant to learner interaction. Finally, the literature of synchronous, computer-mediated 

communication among language learners, especially as it relates to (negotiated) 

interaaion and SLA will be explored. 

2.1 Theoretical Foundations of the Interactionist perspective on SLA 

The interactionist perspective on SLA emphasizes the contributions of both 

learners' internal mechanisms as well as the linguistic environment in explaining second 

language acquisition. From this perspective, language acquisition results from an 

interaction between learners' cognitive abilities and the linguistic input and output. In 

contrast to this '^cognitive" interaaionist perspective, which is anchored largely in 

psycholinguistic research, a "social" interactionist perspective on SLA, grounded in 

sociocultural theory emphasizes how communication among learners and other speakers 

promotes cognitive development and learning. In either case, the learner is viewed as an 
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active participant in the learning process with verbal interaction viewed as key in the 

acquisition process. The interactionist perspective on SLA is based largely on Long's 

Interaction Hypothesis (1981; 1996), which holds that SLA is a process explicable by 

neither a purely linguistic nativist nor a purely environmentalist theory. The crucial site 

for language development, he posits, is the interaction between learners and other 

speakers (including learners and more proficient non-native speakers) and between 

learners and texts. 

Key to this interaction is the notion that L2 acquisition is promoted when learners 

have opportunities to solve communication problems by means of conversational 

modifications or the negotiation of meaning. When learners and interlocutors engage in 

negotiation to resolve impasses in communication, they signal and respond in ways that 

enhance their comprehension of input and assist their production of modified output, thus 

facilitating the process of SLA Negotiation work also elicits negative feedback, 

including recasts that preserve the learner's intended meaning. This feedback draws the 

learner's attention to mismatches between input and output and causes them to focus on 

form. This can induce noticing the kinds of forms for which a pure diet of 

comprehensible input will not suffice (White, 1991). 

The claim, then, is not that there is a unified interactionist theory of SLA Indeed 

leading researchers within this area explicitly acknowledge that an interactionist 

perspective on SLA is not a theory in and of itself but rather a framework compatible 

with many established theories (Pica, 1996). Likewise, the claim is not necessarily even 

that negotiation directly causes language learning. Rather, negotiation is claimed to aid 
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second language development not by meeting learners' needs directly, but by allowing 

for opportunities to obtain comprehensible, usable input, by helping focus learners' 

attention on problematic areas in communication, and by facilitating "pushed" output, all 

thought to be facilitative for SLA. 

The Development of the Interactionist Theoretical Perspective 

Interest in negotiation grew out of inquiries into a special register found in NS-

NNS interaction known as "Foreigner Talk Discourse." In the mid 1970s, Evelyn Hatch 

called attention to the need to study linguistic input to learners as well as interactional 

characteristics of NS-NNS conversations and its possible role in SLA. She argued that 

research on learner discourse could yield not only insights into social aspects of speech to 

learners, but also information about linguistic and cognitive features of the L2 learning 

process (Hatch 1978a, 1978b). Hatch also believed that the role of input in the SLA 

process may involve the incorporation of NS speech elements by the learner (Wagner-

Gough and Hatch 1975). She further proposed the possibility that by learning to interact 

verbally, learners may internalize "horizontar (sentence level) syntactic knowledge from 

the "vertical" discourse constructions they jointly build with their more proficient 

interlocutors (Hatch, 1978b). In effect, then. Hatch called for a reversal in the 

assumption that the nature of the learning process was one in which L2 structure learning 

led to the learner's communicative use of the L2. Instead, she called for researchers to 

focus on how learning of L2 structure evolved out of communicative use. 
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The empirical work needed to address Hatch's challenge was first undertaken by 

Long (1980, 1981). Long described and quantified the features found in NS-NNS social 

discourse, and identified negotiation as a process which included requests for clarification 

and confirmation of message meaning and checks on message comprehensibility. These 

features, called interactional modifications, though not completely absent from NS-NS 

discourse, were much more prevalent in NS-NNS interaction. Long claims that NSs 

modify their speech in order to avoid conversation problems and repair discourse when 

non-understanding arises, referring to those devices employed to avoid communication 

problems as strategies with tactics referring to rectifying problems after they occur. 

Out of this work grew one of the most widely espoused views in current 

theorizing about the role of input/interaction in L2 acquisition. Long's (1981) interaaion 

hypothesis helps explain how verbal interaction can create the conditions necessary for 

acquisition to occur. The two major tenets of this hypothesis are I. That comprehensible 

input is necessary for acquisition; and 2. Modifications to the interactional structure of 

conversations which take place while negotiating solutions to communication problems 

help to make input comprehensible to the learner. Long's (1996) updated version of the 

interactionist hypothesis suggests that negotiation for meaning, and especially negotiation 

work that triggers interactional adjustments by the NS (or more competent interlocutor), 

facilitates acquisition because it connects input, internal learner capacities such as 

selective attention, and output in productive ways. According to this hypothesis, 

negotiation for meaning elicits negative feedback, which includes comprehension and 

confirmation checks, and clarification requests. Negotiation also results in utterances by 
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the interlocutor such as repetitions, extensions, rephrasings, expansions, and recasts, 

which maintain reference to the learners' original meaning and draw the learner's 

attention to mismatches between input and output. The increased comprehensibility that 

negotiation brings about helps reveal the meaning of new forms and so makes the forms 

themselves acquirable. Any initial adjustments to the interlanguage grammar can be 

tested immediately by the learner through output, which can in turn elicit more feedback. 

The origin of Hatch's notion that learning of L2 structure can evolve out of 

communicative use can be traced to the work of Russian psychologist Lev Vygotsky. 

Vygotskyan sociocultural theory views the learner and learning as situated in a social 

plane where learning emerges within cultural practice (Vygotsky, 1978). In this view, 

cognitive structures are influenced and even develop through engagement in social 

activity (Cole, 1985). Indeed, sodal interaction may be viewed as key to cognitive 

development. The learm'ng process is said to proceed through a zone of proximal 

development, whereby novices are able to display skills in the context of socially 

organized activities that they otherwise would not be able to accomplish on their own. 

From this perspective, language use through interaction forms (or is instrumental in 

forming) cognition. Verbal interaction in particular, then, must be viewed as a vital 

activity in the process of SLA. 

Positioning the interactionist penpective on Input, Output, Attention, and 
Feedback within SLA Theory 

As mentioned, many of the key tenets of the interactionist perspective on SLA are 

fundamental to other established SLA theories. In this respect, the interactionist 



43 

perspective may be seen as compatible with elements of various existing SLA theories 

including notions of comprehensible input (Krashen, I98S), comprehended input (Gass, 

1997), comprehensible output (Swain, 1985), attention and noticing (Schmidt, 1990), 

interactional modifications (Long, 1985), feedback (Long, 1996; Schacter, 1991), and 

"teachability" (Pienemaim, 1984). The interaaionist perspective on SLA also clearly 

draws on sociocultural theory, which views (verbal) interaction as an essential element in 

the SLA process. The role of the individual or individuals as active participants in their 

own second language development is also key to a sociocultural perspective on SLA. 

Where the interactionist framework diverges from many of these theories of SLA is that 

it eschews isolating one construct as sufficient or even primary in SLA in favor of a more 

integrative approach, which acknowledges key contributions of various factors. It is 

important, then, to briefly elaborate on the key constructs of the interaaionist perspective 

on SLA contrasting these against other complementary views from existing SLA theories 

where possible. 

Input 

Since current SLA theories seem to agree that without input of some type 

language acquisition will not occur, it is important to compare the interactionist 

framework's compatibility (or lack thereof) to existing SLA theories in terms of their 

respective views on the role of input. Perspectives vary from a view that language input is 

the essential causal factor, which determines the rate and ultimate shape of SLA, to that 

of a limited role for input features as potential triggers to internally programmed 



44 

restructuring of the interlanguage grammar. The imeractionist perspective of SLA and 

Krashen's input hypothesis share the notion that comprehension of input is essential and 

key to the acquisition process. The interactionist perspective, however, moves beyond 

the point where comprehensible input is seen as sufficient for L2 learning. In Krashen's 

view, speaking is the result of acquisition, not its cause. Indeed, he denies that learner 

production contributes directly to acquisition at all. Both perspectives largely share the 

idea that learners progress along a natural order of acquisition as well. Whereas Krashen 

views this progression purely in terms of the input they receive (at the i + I level), those 

in the interactiom'st camp acknowledge the role of output in SLA as well. For Krashen, 

input becomes comprehensible as a result of simplification and with the help of 

contextual and extralinguistic cues. Long (1985), however, argues that interactive input 

is more important than non-interactive input. He stresses the importance of interactional 

modifications (negotiation moves) that occur when communication problems arise. 

Where Long and ICrashen further differ is on the issues of input delivered through formal 

targeted instruction, the role of negative feedback, and the importance of attention in the 

SLA process, with Krashen downplaying the role of each whereas Long acknowledges 

the importance of each. While many of Krashen's points have been widely criticized 

(Schmidt, 1990; Swain, 1985; Schmidt and Frota, 1986; White, 1989; Lightbown, 1998; 

among others), the notion of comprehensible input as necessary for SLA remains a key 

tenet of the interactionist framework. This view, though, has been expanded to 

investigate just which features of interaction and negotiation make input more 

comprehensible, thus facilitating learning (Gass, 1997; Varonis and Gass, 1985b). In 
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sum, then, the basic claims made by interactionist researchers writing from an input-

processing perspective are a) that comprehension of meaning is necessary if learners are 

to internalize L2 forms and structures (Pica, 1994); b) interactional modifications (Long, 

1981; 1996) brought about through negotiation of meaning facilitate language learning; 

and c) some form of conscious awareness is beneficial if not required for language 

learning to occur (Schmidt, 1990; 1993). 

Output 

Traditionally, linguistic output has been viewed as a reflection of second language 

acquisition, not the cause. As White (1991) notes, production strategies are unlikely to 

tell us how language is acquired. Rather, they tell us how language is used, "which 

presupposes that something has been acquired." White flirther claims that there is no 

connection between the input processing mechanisms and the production mechanisms, 

although they both draw on the same grammar. 

Whereas the interactionist position views input as necessary but not sufficient for 

acquisition, there is generally a more important role ascribed to learner output than the 

one outlined above. A learner may comprehend and interpret the intended meaning of an 

utterance without the use of syntax. This comprehension may be based on a few lexical 

items and some world knowledge alone. With production, however, one is forced to put 

the words into some syntactic structure. Until Swain's contribution, output had generally 

been seen not as a way of creating knowledge but as a way of practicing already-existing 
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knowledge. Indeed, this view informed or misinformed the early methods of language 

teaching in which drill and repetition predominated. 

Swain's observation of a lack of native-like development by immersion children 

in Canada even after years of academic study in the second language was the impetus for 

her original study of learner output. She hypothesized that it was the lack of opportunity 

to use language productively, which hinders native-like development. In her comparison 

of sixth-grade children in a French immersion program with native French-speaking 

peers, she found a lack of proficiency and productive use among the immersion group 

who typically achieved native-like fluency on measures of receptive skills. She then 

suggested the crudal role of output (comprehensible or pushed output) in second 

language development (Swain, 1985) whereby learners are pushed or stretched in their 

production as a necessary part of making themselves understood. In doing so, they may 

modify a previous utterance or they may try out forms they had not used before. Thus, 

in comparison to Krashen (1985, 1989), who views output as a way to prartice already 

acquired material as well as a means by which more input can be elicited, but 

inconsequential to language acquisition itself. Swain (1985) views output as a part of the 

actual learning mechanism. 

In a more recent expansion of the notion of comprehensible output. Swain (1995) 

argues that output may cause learners to move from semantic, open-ended, strategic 

processing relevant in comprehension to the complete grammatical processing needed for 

accurate production. Output, then, from this perspective would seem to have a 
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potentially significant role in the development of (but not limited to) syntax and 

morphology. 

The question remains, though, exactly how output flinctions as a central role in 

the learning process. Those within the interactionist camp argue that output may provide 

learners with a forum for important language learning functions in four ways; I. Testing 

hypotheses about the structures and meanings of the target language (TL) (based on 

notions of hypothesis testing in SLA first suggested by Schacter, 1983); 2. Receiving 

crucial feedback for the verification of these hypotheses (consistent with White's (1991) 

study of the relationship between negative evidence and acquisition of grammar); 3. 

Developing automaticity in interlanguage production (borrowing from McLaughlin, 

1990); 4. Forcing a shift from meaning-based processing of the second language to a 

syntactic mode (in Swain's original argument). 

From an interactionist perspective, then, output provides the learner the 

opportunity to produce language and gain feedback, which, by focusing learners' 

attention on certain aspects of their speech, may lead them to notice either a mismatch 

between their speech and that of the interlocutor or a deficiency in their output. 

Attention 

Attention in L2 learning is now widely viewed as fundamental to the learning 

process. Attention involves the interaction between two aspects of language learning; the 

learner's attention to L2 form and meaning (Gass, 1988; Schmidt, 1990; Doughty, 1991) 

as well as to the L2 learning &q)erience itself (Gass and Selinker 1994). The 
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interactionist perspective holds that some form of conscious awareness is beneficial if not 

required for language learning to occur (Schmidt, 1990; 1993). Schmidt (1990) and 

Schmidt and Frota (1986) argue that before something can serve as intake and thus be 

incorporated into their expanding interlanguage system, learners must consciously notice 

the gap between their interlanguage and the target language. Schmidt (1995) further 

makes the distinction between noticing, which refers to the conscious registration of the 

occurrence of some event, and understanding, which refers to a higher level of awareness 

such as the recognition of a general rule principle, or pattern. Noticing, then, is similar to 

Gass' (1988) notion of apperception, which serves as a priming device or a prerequisite 

of sorts for the intake component. From this perspective a failure to learn is due to either 

insufficient exposure or to failure to notice the item(s) in question. Thus, attention to and 

focus on form is theorized to have beneficial effects on SLA, a position directly in 

opposition to that taken by Krashen (198S) and VanPatten (1988), who deny the 

beneficial effects of a focus on form. The diflference between Schmidt's view and many 

others in the interactiom'st camp is that for Schmidt, intake is that part of input that the 

learner notices (Schmidt, 1990). Input automatically becomes intake as soon as it is 

noticed. For Gass and others, though, input that is noticed, or apperceived, does not 

necessarily continue on to the next level of comprehended input. 

Enhanced input has been identified as one major way that learners' attention can 

be drawn to linguistic forms and thus beneficial for SLA (Doughty, 1991; Sharwood-

Smith, 1993). Enhanced input is a teacher-induced or externally induced enrichment, 
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which makes input more salient to the learner. Such enhancements can be positive 

(special stress) or negative (highlighting problems) in nature. 

In Doughty (1991) above, she investigated whether different levels or types of 

attention to form had varying degrees of effectiveness for SLA. She compared three 

groups of learners engaged in a computer-assisted language-learning projea. Each group 

was exposed to a text that contained an artificially high proportion of relative clauses. 

One group, the meaning-oriented treatment group, received support in the form of lexical 

and semantic rephrasings and sentence clarification strategies. This type of "processing" 

instruction was expected to engage attention at the level of noticing. The rule-oriented 

treatment group received instruaion in the form of explicit rule statements and on-screen 

sentence manipulation. This type of instruction was expected to engage conscious 

attention at the level of understanding. The control group simply re-read the text. Post-

test scores revealed that both experimental groups outperformed the control group, but 

there was no difference between the two experimental groups. Doughty interpreted these 

results to mean that noticing need not occur at the level of conscious understanding for 

learning to take place. However, as Gass and Selinker (2001) observe. Doughty's 

meaning-oriented treatment group benefited from a high degree of saliency (Bardovi-

Harlig, 1987) as well as redundancy, which would then predict her eventual outcome. 

This is because under these circumstances both treatment groups received instruction that 

focused their attention to relative clause formation. 

Overall, the bulk of the most recent research, however, seems to support the claim 

that awareness plays a crucial role in the SLA process (Robinson, I99S; Schmidt I99S, 
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among others). However, several researchers have argued for the "dissociation" between 

awareness and learning (Tomlin and Villa, 1994; Carr and Curran, 1994). Much of this 

empirical evidence questioning the role of awareness and attention in SLA, however, 

suffers from theoretical problems such as how to measure and operationalize just what 

constitutes awareness in SLA as well as methodological problems, not least of all the use 

of "post-exposure" questionnaires to gauge learner attention during some treatment. 

Leow (1997) argues that using such post-treatment data elicitation techniques to establish 

a relationship between learners' awareness during an experimental exposure to some 

stimuli and their performances after exposure to the stimuli raises questions of internal 

validity. This is because such post-treatment tools are not truly able to account for what 

learners actually paid attention to or became aware of during the experimental treatment. 

In response to these concerns, Leow (2000) set out to investigate the effects of awareness 

on foreign language learners' intake and written production of certain Spanish 

morphological forms by employing a think aloud protocol method to gather data on 

attention while learners were interacting with the L2. Leow found that learners who 

demonstrated awareness of targeted morphological forms in the L2 data were able to 

understand and produce in writing significantly more of these forms, compared to 

learners who did not appear to be aware of these forms during exposure. Thus, the results 

above coupled with the methodological improvements offered by the study, seem to 

further support the &cilitative role of awareness in foreign language learning and bring us 

a bit closer to the "essentiality" question regarding attention and SLA. 
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The research that argues for the "dissodation" between awareness and learning is 

not without its critics, however. Simard and Wong (2001), for example, argue that though 

work such as Tomlin and Villa (1994) is important for describing the nature of attentional 

processes, in that they provide a fine-grained analysis of the construct of attention, its 

validity is suspect for SLA because they rely exclusively on findings from the 

neuroscience literature to draw conclusions about attention and SLA, a comparison that is 

fraught with problems. 

Negotiation as providing Feedback 

The degree to which feedback assists second language acquisition is a hotly 

debated topic. There are studies which claim to show that corrective feedback is effective 

in SLA and others which question whether feedback is regularly provided to learners and 

the extent to which learners notice corrective feedback even when it is present. Finally, 

the ability of learners to correctly identify and utilize this feedback is also in question. 

Tomasello and Herron (1988, 1989) compared the efficiency of feedback under two 

conditions. First, before a faulty generalization was made by learners, and second, after 

learners were led down the ''garden path" and induced into making a faulty 

overgeneralization. Results suggest that corrective feedback was more effective after 

learners had been induced to produce an error as opposed to when it was provided as a 

"preventive" measure. White (1991), in a study of middle school aged learners of 

English explored how learners learn not to do something in the L2 that is present in the 

LI. White showed that explicit negative evidence facilitated the learning of adverb 
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placement, at least in the short-term. In another study of the relationship between 

corrective feedback and grammar, Carroll, Roberge, and Swain (1992) compared two 

groups of learners of French. The focus here was on regular noun formation in French. 

After receiving traim'ng on the relationship between nouns and verbs, learners were given 

the task of correctly manipulating new French words. Some learners were given 

corrective feedback and other were not. Results showed that corrective feedback was 

beneficial for learning new items, but had little effect on learners' ability to generalize 

this knowledge. 

The interactionist perspective on SLA considers feedback or negative input 

extremely important in the SLA process. Negative input is important because it provides 

metalinguistic information on the clarity, accuracy, and comprehensibility of the learners' 

own production and helps them notice non-standard forms in their interlanguage. 

Negotiation provides learners with feedback, most notably on vocabulary, morphology, 

L2 specific syntax, and LI-L2 contrasts (Long, 1996), through target-like models, recasts, 

and repetitions. Target like models in particular have been shown to be eflFective in both 

NS-NNS and NNS-NNS negotiation (Gass and Varonis, 1994; Pica, Lincoln-Porter, 

Paninos, and Linnell, 1995). Pica, Holliday, Lewis, and Morgenthaier, (1989) found that 

it was the type of feedback that is important. They found that the greatest amount of 

modification came in response to clarification requests as opposed to seeking 

confirmation through modeling. Recasts, those immediate responses that reformulate, 

expand, and are semantically related to an incorrect learner utterance have also received 

more attention recently. Mackey and Philip (1998), for example, found that recasts seem 
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to be most effective when there is only one learner error per recast. Thus, it seems that 

feedback is a dynamic and complex issue. Pica (1994) suggests that there may be a 

differential role for feedback depending on the linguistic area under study. For example, 

morphosyntactic feedback may not be as salient to learners during dyadic or small group 

interaction (Mackey, Gass, and McDonough, 2000) because individuals are focused on 

meaning rather than form. In contrast, as lexical and phonological errors are more likely 

to interfere with meaning, they may require more immediate attention, and therefore may 

be more likely to precipitate negotiation. 

2.2 The Interactionist Framework as compatible with other models of SLA 

The Multidimensional Model 

The multidimensional model concerns the relationship between internal readiness 

and usable input information about TL (Pienemann, 1984; 1989). Within this model the 

term "teachability" refers to whether a structure can be processed by a learner at a 

particular point in time. This model argues for certain developmental aspects of 

language, which can only be acquired in a set order. Variable features of a given 

language can be acquired at any time. Input (and instruction) can only facilitate 

acquisition if it is presented at the proper stage of development and stages cannot be 

skipped. 

Whereas many within the interactionist camp may accept the notion of 

developmental and variable features of language (Mackey, 1995), Pienemann's model 

does not deal systematically with external factors having to do with the initial perception 
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of salient linguistic data, or how these data are internally processed and selectively 

integrated into the learner's knowledge system. However, certain studies, which found 

that negotiation often fails to result in long-term syntax acquisition, are easily explained 

by the multidimensional model which may argue that the learners in question were not 

yet at the appropriate developmental level to benefit from the negotiation that occurred. It 

has been suggested that learners may "store" this information until they receive more data 

on how to use it. This notion may also be compatible with the multidimensional model if 

we accept the possibility that this (grammatical) data is "ream'mated" when the learner 

develops to the appropriate level. 

The Information Processing Model 

The interactionist perspective on SLA is also compatible with aspects of the 

information-processing model (McLaughlin, 1987) in that both are concerned with the 

input internalization phase of the overall language learning process. This position begins 

with the assumption that the human mind has a limited capacity for processing 

information. Here a distinction is made between automatic processing, which is the 

activation of certain nodes in memory every time the appropriate input is present; and 

controlled processing, which is a temporary activation of nodes in a sequence. 

Similar to the interactionist perspective, the information-processing model 

acknowledges the crucial importance of attention. It posits that learners interact with 

input as they focus attention on those parts, which have not been automatized. Like the 

interactionist perspective, the information processing model sees as a prerequisite for 
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SLA a certain acioiowledgment by the learners that there is something to be learned. That 

is, they must notice the gap between their interlanguage system and the target language 

system. One way this can be done is by drawing learners' attention to those parts of the 

input that do not coincide with their own interlanguage grammar. The result may be a 

"restructuring which involves a change in one's underlying knowledge. In this respect, 

the interactionist and interlanguage hypothesis (Corder, 1967; Selinker, 1972) views of 

errors-as-valuable-occurrences are mutually compatible. Whereas the former sees errors 

as useful in that they "trigger" negotiation, the latter view errors (as well as correct 

utterances) as providing a glimpse into the systematic development of the interlanguage 

grammar. 

An Integrated Framework 

Perhaps the premier SLA model within the interactionist framework was 

developed by Gass (1988; 1997) who proposes an integrated framework to account for 

the conversion of speech data into learner grammatical development, evidenced in output. 

Gass proposes five levels of activity. The first level is input apperception. This refers to 

the process by which learners perceive some part of the available TL data and relate it at 

some level to existing knowledge. Whereas apperception relates to the potentiality of 

comprehension of the input, comprehended input refers to what is available for the third 

stage of intake. In Gass' model, comprehension represents a continuum of possibilities 

ranging from semantics to detailed structural analyses. A learner may comprehend an 

utterance at the level of meaning and understand the general message, or a deeper 
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analysis may occur whereby the learner gains an understanding of the syntactic pattern 

represented. Intake is the process of assimilating linguistic material. This is where 

psycholinguistic processing takes place and where processed input is matched against 

existing knowledge. The integration of elements of the mental representation into the 

interlanguage grammar is the next stage. This occurs either through grammatical 

restructuring or through long-term unanalyzed storage for eventual use. At this stage 

existing hypotheses may be confirmed and modified based on the input. The fifth stage is 

output. Once learners have formulated hypotheses about the language, they may test these 

in spoken (or written) production. The feedback they receive may cause them to modify 

(or confirm) these hypotheses. Consistent with Swain (1985), this model acknowledges 

the possibility that output not only forces semantic analysis of language, but also 

syntactic analysis. Figure 2.1 below illustrates this model. 

Figure 2.1 Model of SLA (from Gass (1988; 1997) 
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2.3 Interactioa and SLA: Empirical Studies supporting the role of interaction 

The interactionist perspective argues that rather than being purely a venue for 

language practice, conversational interaction in the target language forms the basis for 

language development. Long's updated version of the Interaction Hypothesis (Long, 

1996) states that negotiation for meaning, and especially negotiation work that triggers 

interactional adjustments by the NS or more competent interlocutor, facilitates 

acquisition because it connects input, internal learner capacities, particularly selective 

attention, and output in productive ways. Negotiation can direct learners' attention to 

either a discrepancy between their interianguage and the target language, or to an area of 

the target language about which a learner has little or no information. Learning may take 

place during the negotiated interaction, or negotiation may provide an initial step serving 

as a priming device for leaning (Gass, 1997). 

Long has proposed an indirect way of establishing the role of negotiation in 

second language acquisition. This approach acknowledges the difficulty in designing 

studies that would explore a direct relationship between interactional modifications and 

acquisition. Long (1985) suggested that researchers must 1. Establish that interactional 

modifications promote the comprehension of input; and 2. Show that comprehension 

promotes acquisition. We may then deduce that interactional modifications promote 

acquisition. 

In terms of Long's second point, SLA research generally supports the notion that 

some sort of comprehension must take place before any intake or acquisition can occur. 

This is not to say that comprehension and acquisition are synonymous. The flood of input 
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will be differentially used for various purposes, some for meaning, some for granmiatical 

development, and some not at all. Further, comprehension does not always lead to 

acquisition. One may comprehend directions with a new word, for example, but fail to 

internalize the new item for later retrieval. Ellis (1995), for example, found 

comprehension and acquisition of lexical items to be weakly related. Many times 

comprehension was high but acquisition was low. Nevertheless, this is consistent with 

Long's (1996) weaker version of the Interaction Hypothesis, which states 

I. Comprehension does not necessarily lead to acquisition and 2. Only some interactional 

modifications (those that cause learners to notice new material in the input) promote the 

kind of comprehension that fosters acquisition. 

Negotiation assists comprehension 

There is growing evidence which supports the view that negotiation assists 

comprehension, both indirectly (Long, 1985), and directly (Pica, Doughty, and Young, 

1986; Pica, Young, and Doughty, 1987). Long (1985) compared two versions of a short 

lecture on Mexico. One was a foreigner talk (FT) version which had more redundancy, 

shorter T-units, etc., and the other had no modifications. Comprehension scores of the 

FT version were higher. Long's study provides evidence for a causal relationship 

between linguistic and conversational adjustments and the comprehensibility of what NSs 

say to their NNS listeners. If one accepts that comprehension aids SLA, then we can 

deduce an indirect causal relationship between linguistic and conversational adjustments 

and SLA. Pica et al. (1986) found that the most important benefits brought about by 
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interaction were increased quantity and redundancy of input. The interactional 

modifications outlined in Long (1985) were shown to be critical factors in input 

comprehension. Further, syntactic simplification of the input (premodified) was found to 

play no significant role in its comprehension. Pica et al. (1987) also found that 

interactionally modified input (compared to premodified input) directly facilitates 

comprehension. Learners had significantly higher degrees of comprehension in the 

interactive condition. Further, it was found that negotiation assists not only active 

participants in negotiation with comprehension, but also those who simply observed 

others negotiate. 

Negotiation and Acquisition 

A direct link between interactional modifications and second language acquisition 

has been supported by Loschky (1994). In a picture identification task, the input 

contained examples of two target Japanese locative structures and new vocabulary items. 

In an immediate post-test, the negotiation group had significantly higher retention scores 

than the control group in both lexis and morphosyntax. The premodified input group did 

not show significantly higher scores than the control group. The delayed post test a day 

later, however, failed to find any significantly higher retention of the target structures or 

vocabulary. 

Mackey (1995) set out to establish the extent to which a relationship existed 

between conversational interaction and L2 development. Her study, which examined the 

acquisition of question formation, found that learners who were involved in structure-
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focused interaction progressed along a developmental path more quickly than learners 

who did not. Interaction was able to step up the pace of development but was not able to 

push learners beyond a developmental stage (consistent with Pienemann, 1984). 

Learners who received premodified input but were not permitted to interact did not 

experience development. 

Vocabulary acquisition 

The traditional, psychological view of vocabulary acquisition is that elaboration 

on features of new words promotes their retention. That is, the more attention that is paid 

to the formal and semantic aspects of words and the richer the associations that are made 

with existing knowledge, the higher are the chances that the new information will be 

retained. 

In contrast to this traditional view, Craik and Lockhart (1972) suggested that the 

chance that some new piece of information (a new lexical item, for example) will be 

stored in long-term memory is determined by the degree of depth with which it is initially 

processed. Similarly, Craik and Tulving (1975) argued that what is critical for retention is 

the richness with which the material is encoded. However, these proposals are challenged 

by their failure to clearly operationalized many of their key constructs. 

N. Ellis (1994), making a distinction between implicit and explicit vocabulary 

acquisition, claims that whereas the phonetic and phonological features are learned 

implicitly as a result of frequent exposure, the meanings of words are learned explicitly, 

requiring the conscious processing at the semantic and conceptual levels and paying 
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attention to the form-meaning connections. Implicit learning in this context is the 

acquisition of knowledge by processes that occur naturally, simply, and without 

conscious operations, whereas explicit learning is a more conscious operation where 

learners develop and test hypotheses. 

Until recently L2 vocabulary acquisition studies have not focused on the role of 

oral input. Instead, researchers have chosen to explore the effectiveness for various 

lexical item memorization strategies (Cohen, 1990), learner success in inferring meaning 

from written texts (Li, 1989), the effects of listening to stories on vocabulary acquisition 

(Elley, 1989), and word frequency and saliency (Brown, 1993). Recently, however, 

researchers within the interactionist camp have begun to explore the role of oral input and 

interaction in lexical retention and acquisition. Indeed, among the most widely touted 

benefits today regarding negotiated interaction is its facilitative value for vocabulary 

acquisition. Research suggests that negotiation of meaning is far more likely to be over 

lexical items than over grammatical morphology (Sato, 1986; Brock, Crookes, Day, and 

Long, 1986; Pica, Kanagy, and Falodun 1993; Pica 1994). Isolated lexical items often 

provide the "trigger" for negotiation because of a pronunciation problem or lack of 

familiarity with the meaning (Gass, 1998; Gass and Varonis l98Sa; Gass and Varonis 

1985b; Pica and Doughty 1985b). Likewise, Foster (1998) found that of 20 modified 

responses following a negotiation move, 11 were semantic in nature. Whereas large 

amounts of negotiation have been reported to occur around lexical features, the "gains" 

achieved are not always clear or lasting; the rate of acquisition may be slower than other 

methods; and the necessity of such interaction to achieve these gains is questionable. 
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One of the most compelling studies, which examined the effect of interactionally 

modified input on L2 comprehension and acquisition of L2 word meanings is Ellis, 

Tanaka, and Yamazaki (1995). This study compared the effects of premodified, 

interactionally modified, and unmodified input on comprehension and acquisition (short 

and long-term). Ellis at al. found that learners in the interactionally modified group were 

more successful in carrying out the directions for the task correctly. Although 

interactionally modified seemed to facilitate comprehension, there was no evidence 

of a direct relationship between frequency of interactional modifications and 

comprehension. Ellis et al. also found that premodified input aided comprehension, just 

not as well as interactionally modified input. Finally, Ellis et al. found that the learners 

who received interactionally adjusted input achieved higher vocabulary retention scores 

in the immediate posttest than those who received premodified input. More importantly, 

this group maintained their advantage over time (2 days, one month, and 2.5 months after 

the treatment). Interestingly, this study found no significant difference in comprehension 

between learners who participated'm negotiation and those who simply observed 

the interaction. This supports Pica (1992) who found no significant difference in 

comprehension scores among three groups of learners; negotiators, listeners, and 

observers. Among closer examination of her data, though. Pica found that whereas 

learners who have achieved a high level of comprehension ability do not need to rely on 

negotiation to comprehend input, those with low comprehension ability do. This finding 

is also consistent with Long's (1983b) suggestion that negotiation is especially useful in 

the early stages of L2 acquisition. These findings were one of the chief factors in 
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choosing intermediate level ESL learners for the present study as this level of learners 

can be expected to have a high enough degree of overall English proficiency to allow 

them to be active interactants during the CMC activities, but still low enough to allow 

them to gain the maximum benefit from negotiated interaction. Ellis et al. (199S) and 

Pica's (1992) findings do not argue against the role of interaction and negotiation in SLA, 

but rather strengthen it. If what is critical about interaction is that input become salient in 

some way, then it doesn't really matter how that saliency comes about. The crucial point 

is that input become available for attentional resources and that attention is focused on a 

particular form or meaning. These findings have clear pedagogical implications for 

group work in traditional verbal as well as in computer-mediated interaction. 

Ellis (1995) found that negotiated interaction led to more words being acquired 

although these words were acquired at a much slower rate than the premodified 

condition, perhaps raising the question of efficiency. Further, comprehension and 

acquisition of items were found to be weakly related. Many times comprehension was 

high but acquisition was low (in the premodified and interaction group). This is, 

nevertheless, consistent with Long's (1996) weaker version of the interaction hypothesis. 

Gass and Varonis (1994) compared the performance of 16 adult NS-NNS dyads 

under various conditions in a two-part closed, two-way, object location task. The most 

interesting finding was that those NNSs who were allowed to negotiate with their 

interlocutor in part I were significantly more accurate in their (Ascriptions in part two 

than those NNS who had not been allowed to interact on part I, as measured by the NSs' 

success in placing 20 objects on the new board scene. A quantitative analysis of the 
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transcripts revealed that the advantage for the NNSs who could negotiate on part I of the 

task was not in their ability to clarify unknown vocabulary items and learn them, but in 

the opportunity the interaction provided for them to acquire various descriptive devices 

the NSs used to explain the items. For example, one NNS could not recall the word 

squirrel, which was used by the NS in part one. However, she could clearly describe the 

animal as one that eats nuts, thus recreating the NS's explanation from part I. NNSs who 

had heard unmodified input on part 1 also acquired some descriptive devices, but tended 

to use them inappropriately. 

Negotiation and Grammar 

One challenge to the interactiom'st perspective on SLA surrounds the dubious 

relationship between negotiated interaction and grammatical development. Sato (1986) 

proposed that conversation is selectively facilitative of grammatical development, 

depending on the structures involved. In her longitudinal study of two Vietnamese 

brothers, she found that they relied heavily on scaffolding from the interlocutor's prior 

reference to a past event to compensate for their inability to consistently use inflection for 

past time marking. She found that even severe breaks in communication rarely elicited 

learner attempts to provide the missing verbal morphology. The learners created 

alternative ways of expressing the past, such as "Yesterday, I go...." However, one 

could argue that had the boy's been at a different (higher) stage of development, that is, a 

stage where they were ready to learn past tense forms (see Pienemann, 1984), the results 

may have been quite different. 
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It is likely that the lack of negotiation over grammatical features is more a 

fiinction of task design than the nature of negotiation itself Some researchers have 

commented on the lack of existing tasks that tap into grammatical modifications 

(Loschky and Bley-Vroman, 1993). Current information gap tasks, for example, often 

lack specificity in terms of the linguistic focus of instruction. Loschky and Bley-Vroman 

suggest that two crucial features of such communicative grammatical tasks are the 

essentialness ofgrammar to the communication task and clear feedback. In many tasks, 

the connection between the structural focus and the task is loose thus eliciting little 

negotiation around grammatical structures. Similarly, Pellettieri (1999) found that 

though the vast majority of negotiation of meaning is triggered by lexicon in the CMC 

environment, morphosyntax does come into play when the nature of the task demands it. 

Also, while there may be much positive (grammatical) evidence in existing tasks, 

negative evidence is often omitted. Such negative evidence may be helpful and even 

necessary to destabilize one's target language hypotheses (White, 1991; Lightbown, 

1998; Long, 1996). 

There is some evidence, though, which suggests that negotiation can aid in 

bringing about morphosyntactic complexity of NS input (Pica et al., 1987) and learner 

output (Pica et al., 1989; Linnell, 1995). This latter case may also be a site for message 

modification toward syntacticization. An example of negotiation prompting 

syntacticization is listed below; 

NNS NS Researcher 
I am confused. I don't get it 
I am confused. I don't get it 

... They not find the dragon in the cave 
they find not the dragon in the cave 
the dragon hide in the cave and the knights 
find not it OK (Linnell 1995) 
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Nevertheless, the studies to date show that although negotiation has been 

observed over grammatical morphology, learners negotiate more frequently over lexis 

than over morphosyntax. One reason for this may be that learners and interlocutors give 

more attention to the physical features and attributes of the people and objects in their 

discourse than to the time and activities they are engaged in (Pica, 1994; Pica et al., 

1995). 

Ability Level 

One of the chief guiding factors in implementing negotiation in the classroom is 

the learner's L2 developmental level. As alluded to earlier, research suggests that 

negotiation may be most helpful in the intermediate stages of learning. Indeed, the bulk 

of the interactionist research targets intermediate-level language learners. This may help 

explain the fact that most negotiated routines are triggered by lexical items. As 

intermediate level L2 learners have typically had less than 200 hours of instruction in the 

target language, they do not have the syntactic competency, which would allow them to 

correa their interlocutors, no matter how much non-target-like grammatical usage 

abounds. Lexical problems on the other hand are more salient at this level largely because 

this is generally a key component of instruction early on. Also, vocabulary understanding 

is more crucial than morphosyntax when focusing on meaning during task-based 

communicative interaction. Whereas beginner level learners can and do negotiate as well, 

they are more likely to do so as input consumers rather than output providers (Pica, 
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1996). This is most likely due to their limited linguistic resources available for output 

modification. In NS-NNS (beginner level) interaction, learners may provide the "trigger" 

which elicits an "indicator" of non-understanding from the NS. During such exchanges 

the burden is more clearly on the NS, evident in the great amount of "leading" which 

occurs. Leading is a situation where the NS formulates a "closed" utterance to which the 

NNS must only answer yes or no. More advanced learners, in contrast, often make self-

repairs of what they perceive to be unclear utterances, thus eliminating the need for much 

negotiation. Negotiation at this level is less likely to be about clarity and 

comprehensibility and more likely to be about interpretation. 

2.4 Limitations oflnteractionist Research 

Approacii: Non-classroom studies to guide pedagogy 

Many of the quasi-experimental studies designed to address classroom variables 

have been implemented under non-classroom-like conditions with participants typically 

operating in dyads (Gass and Varonis, 1985a; Gass, 1986; Long, 1985). This is a valid 

concern as claims are made about classroom pedagogy based on seemingly non-

classroom-like research. This preference for empirical inquiry is partially explained 

perhaps by the fact that spontaneous negotiation occurs rarely in classrooms, even in 

communicative classrooms (Long and Sato, 1983). This lack of "naturally occurring" 

negotiation may be more due to the organizational structure of most classrooms as well as 

the organizing unit of most language syllabi and not because negotiation is unnatural in 

some way. In fact we must remember that Long's (1983a) initial identification of 
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interactional modifications were based on those moves found predominately in NS-NNS 

speech. Indeed, benefits shown under tightly controlled conditions are clearly relevant (to 

a certain degree at least) to language classrooms as much of these data surround the 

nature of the task, which facilitates negotiated interaction in the classroom. 

Methodology 

Most interactionist studies are experimental or quasi-experimental in nature. 

Whereas such experimental studies allow the researcher to manipulate individual 

variables thought to influence the nature of the interaction, the disadvantage is that it is 

difficult to determine how well the results reflect the kind of communication learners 

typically engage in. Despite the potential benefits of negotiation to SLA and the 

communicative classroom, most of what has been documented and described in the 

interactionist framework literature has been work on second language (SL) rather than 

foreign language (FL) learning. Applying methods and findings from SL studies to FL 

situations may prove problematic. Further, many studies, while compelling, are based on 

very modest numbers of NNS participants, often containing fewer than twenty subjects 

(Pica et al., 1987) and often ten or fewer (Pica, et al., 1986; Gass and Varonis, 1986; Gass 

and Varom's, 1994). Many studies, however, including those which offer some of the 

most persuasive support for a interactionist perspective on SLA often include 

significantly more subjects (Loschky, 1994; Ellis, et al., 1994). 

Another problematic area is that the range of subjects is often very narrow -

normally being made up of ESL students in American universities and often from the 
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same culture (Pica, Holliday, Lewis, Berducci, and Newman, 1991; Gass and Varonis, 

1986). Whether younger/older subjects, for example, in different contexts would produce 

the same results is an open question. Also, most of the NNSs are students who either 

volunteered their time or were lent by their teachers to participate in the study - usually 

experimental in nature. Thus, considerations such as setting is ignored as a potential 

intervening variable. In supposed classroom-based research, little information is 

normally provided as to just how closely normal classroom procedure was followed 

(Pica, 1996). Such deviations from routine could influence language performance, which 

can be affected by various factors including self-consciousness and levels of formality 

(Labov, 1972). We should be especially cautious in allowing strictly controlled research 

findings to guide pedagogical practices. More palatable is interactionist research which 

moves into the undisturbed classroom where factors such as task, grouping, and setting 

are less likely to be adversely affected. The present study attempted to address many of 

these issues including incorporating qualitative in addition to quantitative elements in the 

data collection and analysis (see Chapter 3). 

Empirical Evidence 

Classroom teachers frequently worry that leamer/leamer discussions will 

reinforce non-target-like language. As Kern (199S), comments, "grammatical accuracy 

suffers" during learner-learner CMC "... and consequently learners read "defective" 

French." In an often-cited study, Aston (1986) found that tasks, which promote 

negotiation often, resuh in language that is frustrating to produce and as a result is error-
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laden. However, Aston's study did not demonstrate that language produced in 

negotiation activities had more errors than in non-negotiated situations. In fact the level 

of accuracy maintained in unsupervised groups of NNSs has been found to be as high as 

that in teacher-monitored work with learners miscorrecting each other very rarely (Porter, 

1986). This finding has received recent support in Blake (2000), who found that in his 

CMC study, no incorrect forms were explicitly passed on from one student to the other 

during negotiation routines. More recent evidence, however, suggests that this concern 

should not be totally discounted and requires perhaps another in-depth look. Swain 

(1998), for example, found that of the total negotiations in her study, only 8.2% involved 

the transmission of incorrect solutions. She found in the post-tests, however, that students 

tended to remember these incorrect solutions and reproduce them on subsequent tests. 

There are other potential dangers during NS-NNS and NNS interaction as well. 

For example Hawkins (1985) and Aston (1986) point out that learners may sometimes 

feign comprehension after negotiation rather than continue to demonstrate 

incomprehension to their interlocutor. In addition, when presented with minimal 

responses from NSs during negotiation such as "yeah," NNSs may interpret that to mean 

not only that the NS has understood them (meaning) but also as a confirmation of the 

target-like correct form (which may have been non-target-like). Such salient feedback 

may have lasting effects. Similarly, Hatch cautions that some aspects of conversation 

may actually inhibit learning. For example, mistakes in the markings of verbs may not be 

caught by questions posed by clarification requests. Such questions would most likely 

elicit a time adverb rather than a correction of the verb's morphology (Hatch, 1983). 
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Foster (1998) questions whether negotiated interaction is "alive and well" at all. 

In her classroom-based study she found that in response to 87 negotiation moves, 

modified responses occurred only 20 times. This is in stark contrast to Pica et al. (1989) 

who found that during NS-NNS negotiation the 10 NSs made a total of327 negotiation 

moves during the three tasks they completed, and that the 10 NNS interlocutors made 327 

responses, of which 116 were modified. However, these "inconsistencies" may be 

largely due to the fart that Pica et al.'s study examined NS-NNS interartion and Foster 

examined all NNSs. Further, the possibility exists that this lack of negotiation may have 

been due to the nature and timing of the task(s) employed rather than something inherent 

in classroom participation patterns. The lack of interartion/negotiation found in Foster 

above and elsewhere may be explained by Loschky and Bley-Vroman's (1993) notion 

mentioned above of essentialness. If students do not perceive the task at hand as 

requiring interartion, none will be forthcoming. Gass and Varonis (1991) argue that 

students must realize the nature and intent of such artivities before they operate properly. 

This is consistent with Gass and Selinker's (1994) notion that students must be aware that 

there is something to be learned. 

Thus there are many reasons why learners may occasionally choose not to negotiate. 

These say more about the nature of the task, dyadic makeup, or other classroom variables 

rather than the nature of learner negotiation itself. 

The problem of (too much) enhanced input 
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Some research suggests that learners are best aided in their access to and 

comprehension of language through enhanced input (Sharwood-Smith, 1991; 1993). 

Enhanced input helps learners with forms that are difficult to recognize because they are 

unstressed in the stream of speech or are difficult for learners to notice (White, 1991). 

Through negotiation, a native speaker or more competent NNS may segment phrases, 

provide information about the meaning of certain vocabulary used, and give the learner 

information about structural and phonological possibilities of the TL. Over-elaborate 

input, however, that results from negotiation can hinder rather than facilitate 

comprehension (Ellis, 199S). In this study into lexical acquisition, Ellis found that 

overall, premodified input worked better than interactionaily modified input because this 

input provided shorter definitions. However, when the interactionaily modified input 

supplied short definitions involving mention of only a few salient characteristics, 

interactionaily modified input worked better than input. This questions the 

notion of elaborative simplification as being helpflil in that when input becomes over-

elaborated it may cease to aid SLA. Further, the number of clarifications (regarding the 

same word) reported was negatively related to vocabulary acquisition. In sum then, Ellis' 

study suggests that short, salient input was most effective and the more times participants 

negotiated around a word, the less likely they were to report having learned it. 

Derwing (1989) found that native speakers who included more information while 

describing a film they had seen when addressing non-native speakers than when they 

were addressing other native speakers were less successful in communicating with 

learners than those native speakers who did not elaborate as much. Ehrlich, Avery and 
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Yorio (1989) reported that not only did native speakers dififer in the amount of 

information they provided to learners in a problem solving task, but those who adopted a 

"embroidering" strategy rather than a "skeletonizing" strategy (see Chapter 3) created 

problems for learners by making it difficult for them to identify essential information and 

the source of the communication difficulty. It seems, then, that less is often more in 

regard to the efficacy of input during negotiation. Thus, researchers exploring negotiated 

interaction need to concentrate not so much on the quantity of negotiated input as on the 

quality of that input. 

2.5 Research into Communication Strategies 

There are two broad theoretical approaches to dealing with communication 

strategies. In the first approach, they can be viewed as discourse strategies and devices of 

conversation maintenance occurring in interactions involving learners (Ellis, 1994). 

During inter-ethnic communication these discourse management techniques are often 

employed as an attempt to simplify the discourse and avoid communication problems. 

Long (1983a) cites a number of what he terms strategies for avoiding communicative 

breakdown including limiting the amount and type of information conveyed, the use of 

questions, employing a "here and now" orientation, using confirmation checks, and using 

self repetition. These are distinguished from tactics, which are used for dealing with 

trouble after it occurs. 

In the second broad approach, commum'cation strategies are treated as cognitive 

processes involved in the use of the target language in reception and production. Tarone, 
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Cohen and Dumas (1976) provide an early definition of communication strategies as '"a 

systematic attempt by the learner to express or decode meaning in the target language, in 

situations where the appropriate systematic target language rules have not been formed" 

(p. 5). Though this definition seems to limit communication strategy use to language 

learners, other definitions offered a more inclusive approach. Corder (1981) for example 

suggests that communication strategies are "a systematic technique employed by a 

speaker to express his meaning when faced with some difficulty" (p. 16). Even when 

native speakers of a language are admitted to this definition, there still seems to be an 

exclusive focus on the speaker. Tarone (1980), however, rectified this situation by 

acknowledging the expanded role of the listener in her revised definition, which 

considers communication strategies as "mutual attempt[s] of two interlocutors to agree on 

a meaning in situations where requisite meaning structures do not seem to be shared" 

(p.4I9). As these strategies reflect learners' attempts to make themselves understood to 

their interlocutors, they are considered interactional in nature. Along with this updated 

definition, Tarone (1980) offered the following necessary criteria for communication 

strategies, which she explicitly distinguishes from production strategies and learning 

strategies; 

1. A speaker desires to communicate a meaning x to a listener, 
2. The speaker believes the linguistic or sociolinguistic structure desired to 

communicate meaning x is unavailable or is not shared with the listener, 
3. The speaker chooses to: 

a) Avoid - not attempt to communicate meaning x or 
b) Attempt alternate means to communicate meam'ng x. 
c) The speaker stops trying alternatives when it seems clear to the 

speaker that there is shared meaning 

(Tarone, 1980:419) (Italics mine). 
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Out of this interactional approach to communication strategies, which essentially 

treats them as reflecting learners' attempts to make themselves understood to their 

interlocutors, grew Tarone's typology of communication strategies. This typology 

included the following categories; avoidance, paraphrase, conscious transfer, appeal for 

assistance, and mime along with sub-categories of each. What is of particular interest in 

Tarone's definition above and of special relevance to the present study is the italicized 

section of point 2, which suggests that the means of communicating the intended message 

is unavailable to the speaker, or is not shared with the listener. Since it is most likely that 

the speaker will not truly know what is and is not "shared" with the listener, we may 

expand Tarone's definition to read .. or is not shared or perceived to be shared with the 

listener." Point 3b above is also of particular relevance to the current study since we are 

concerned with how learners interact in expressing meaning through communication and 

not as much with when they choose to avoid communicating meaning. Research from 

this interactional approach, based on typologies, has largely focused on describing the 

strategies employed by learners and on identifying the factors that mfluence strategy 

choice. These factors include the learners' proficiency level, personality, learning 

situation, and the nature of the task being performed (Ellis, 1994). 

Other approaches to communication strategy research attempt to distinguish 

strategies from processes, procedures, plans, tactics, etc. This psycholinguistic approach 

is best illustrated by the work of Faerch and Kasper (1980). From this perspective, 

communication strategies are located within a general model of speech production, in 
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which two phases are identified, the planning phase and the execution phase. 

Communication strategies are part of the planning phase and are utilized when learners 

are prevented from executing their original plan because of some problem. Similar to 

Tarone's criteria above, learners may chose "avoidance" by changing their original goal 

by some sort of reduction strategy. The other alternative, similar to Tarone's 3b above, is 

to maintain the original goal albeit through an alternative plan. This is referred to as an 

achievement strategy. 

Faerch and Rasper's model of communication strategies is often considered 

superior in some ways to Tarone's because the psycholinguistic framework of the former 

allows for the classification of the communication strategies into categories rather than 

simply listing them. Further, as mentioned above, it positions the strategies they address 

within a theory of second language production. Fasrch and Kasper use the notions of 

problem-orientedness and potential consciousness as the key, defining criterion of 

communication strategies. In this respect, too, their approach is not unlike other attempts 

at dealing with communication strategies (Domyei and Scott, 1997). Problem-

orientedness distinguishes between non-strategic conununicative goals, that is, goals that 

can be reached without difficulty, and strategic goals, which present themselves to the 

speaker as problems. It is only those plans reflecting strategic goals that are considered 

strategies within this framework. Potential consciousness is secondary as it is derived 

from problem-orientedness in that if a speaker &q)eriences a problem in reaching a goal, 

this implies consciousness about there being a difficulty. 
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According to Faerch and Kasper, use of strategies may arise for various reasons. 

Usually, the catalyst is due to speakers themselves having insufficient linguistic 

knowledge. They also acknowledge that the problem may lie with the listener in NS-NNS 

interaction. As they also expand communication use to include native speakers of a 

language as well as L2 use, it is easy to go one step further and include NNS-NNS 

communication. Similarly, incorporating the notion o^perceived ovpotentially unshared 

information as in Tarone's typology discussed above seems consistent with Faerch and 

Kasper's approach. Though there are some similarities in how Tarone and Fasrch and 

Kasper address communication strategies, is should be pointed out that Tarone's 

interactional definition which emphasizes the importance of the interlocutor has been 

heavily criticized by Faerch and Kasper (1984) on the grounds that it is unclear as to 

exactly what makes a communication strategy interaaional. 

Bialystok (1984) offers a more general approach, which attempts to account for 

the use of both learning and communication strategies by LI and L2 speakers including 

children as well as adults. Bialystok argues that whereas the three major criteria 

traditionally used to define strategies, problematicity, consciousness, and intentional ity 

may be useful fi'om an applied linguistic or pedagogical perspective, they are less so 

when applied to child language development. This is true, she argues, because 

problematicity, consciousness, and intentionality all involve metacognitive skills, which 

are lacking in pre-metacognitive children learning their first language. 

Bialystok's alternative cognitive framework of communication strategies is based 

on two cognitive skills; analysis of knowledge and cognitive control. Analysis of 
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knowledge is the learner's ability to "represent the structure of knowledge along with its 

content" (p.45). That is, the ability to make some kind of alteration to the message 

content by exploiting knowledge of the concept. Strategies employed to accomplish this 

may include providing a definition of a concept or object, or engaging in circumlocution. 

Cognitive control refers to the learner's ability to "deliberately focus on relevant aspects 

of a problem and not be misled by distracting alternatives" (p.46). Control-based 

strategies manipulate the method of expression by integrating resources from outside the 

L2 in order to communicate the intended message. These may include use of the L1 or 

non-linguistic strategies such as miming. 

It should be evident that a single, generally accepted approach for dealing with 

communication strategies remains largely elusive. As mentioned, among the chief 

problems in coming to some consensus are the very categories used in defining 

communication strategies; problematicity, consciousness, and intentionality (Bialystok 

1990; Gass and Selinker 2001). This fundamental problem makes comparisons and 

critiques of the various approaches tricky at best. For example, it seems that what Faerch 

and Kasper consider to be communication strategies only covers a portion of those 

outlined in Bialystok's framework. Whereas Faerch and Kasper restrict the term 

communication strategy to mean only those attempts to overcome linguistic difficulty, 

Bialystok includes all attempts to reach a communicative goal (problems or no) in her 

definition. 

Perhaps the most extensive series of studies to date into conmiunication strategies 

was undertaken by the Nijmegen project throughout the 1980s and 1990s. The Nijmegen 
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project approaches communication strategies from a psycholinguistic perspective. This 

research has been chiefly concerned with investigating a subset of conununication 

strategies called compensatory strategies with the goals of investigating the relationship 

between these strategies and learner proficiency level, and establishing the relative 

effectiveness of particular strategy types (Poulisse 1990a, 1990b). The Nijmegen group 

have offered an alternative "parsimonious" taxonomy to dealing with communication 

strategies resulting from insufHciencies in existing taxonomies especially in the areas of 

coding and generalizability. Coding problems occur due to the ill-defined criteria used to 

distinguish different communication strategy types. Similarly, it is often the case that the 

distinaion between two supposedly different categories seems to be quite subjective. For 

example the difference between a paraphrase and a circumlocution strategy are often 

obscured. Another example includes Faerch and Kasper (1980) distinguishing between 

"code Switching" and "Borrowing" on the basis of the number of words transferred from 

the LI to the LI. The second problem was that generalizability. This problem, 

acicnowledged early on by Tarone (1977) herself, makes the various taxonomies sensitive 

to the variables of each individual study attempting to employ them. This results in an 

ever-expanding list of communication strategies. Paribakht (1982), for example, 

developed a taxonomy of strategies, many of which seem extremely task-specific, 

including the use of target language idioms and proverbs. 

Besides theses practical problems mentioned above, Poulisse (1990a) and 

Kellerman (1991) outline the more theoretical problem psychological plausibility. 

Some of the criteria employed to distinguish between various sub-types of strategies are 
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largely product-oriented and obscure some obvious generalizations, which may be made 

with respect to the cognitive processes underlying strategy use. The example below helps 

illustrate this criticism of existing taxonomies. 

1. hair-cutters (target word = hairdressers) 
2. hairgrowers (target word = hair-restorers) 
3. ones, who, who erm, could cut people's hair (target word = hairdressers) 
4. something to let uh hairs grow (target word = hair-restorer) 

(from Poulisse 1990a) 

Traditional taxonomies, the Nijmegen group argues, would distinguish between 

these utterances on the basis of their linguistic forms. They would classify (1) and (2) as 

word coinage, and (3) and (4) as circumlocution. This is despite the fact that (1) and (3) 

and (2) and (4) refer to identical attributes of "hairdressers" and "hair-restorers" 

respectively. By focusing in on the surface level differences in form the similarity 

between the utterances in terms of their propositional content is obscured. Thus, 

generalizations, which could have been made regarding the analytic process underlying 

these utterances, remain concealed (Poulisse, 1990a). 

The task type and target referents involved also may lead to "misclassification" of 

strategies. For example, a task involving concrete nouns will often result in the use of 

form (shape) and function descriptors, whereas in a task involving abstract concepts other 

properties may be more critical. However, according to the Nijmegen approach, as long 

as both strategies are essentially a description of a target referent's critical properties, 

then the strategy type should be considered the same. The up-shot of this, of course, is 

that such miscalculation of communication strategy use could lead researchers to 

misinterpret learners' behavior. 
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When learners find that they lack the linguistic resources needed to express their 

intended message, they essentially have three choices. First, they can give up and 

abandon the message or revise their original utterance. These are typically referred to as 

avoidance and reduction strategies respectively. Second, they can appeal to their 

interlocutor for help in providing the missing information. In this case, it is the 

interlocutor not the initial speaker who must bear the burden of solving the problem. 

Third, they can resort to a compensatory strategy in an attempt to execute their original 

speech plan(s). In the Nijmegen model, these compensatory strategies will be one of two 

types, conceptual and code compensatory strategies. Conceptual strategies are those 

whereby the participant manipulates the concept of the target referent (the name of which 

is unknown to the im'tiator, respondent, or both) in an effort to explain the item. This is 

achieved through one of two sub-strategies. Conceptual-analytic strategies are those 

where the learner selects and articulates specific properties of the target referent. For 

example,... this one is to use for a baby so it doesn 7 get clothes dirty (target word - bib). 

Here properties regarding the usage of the item are elaborated. In contrast, conceptual-

holistic strategies are those where the learner names a substitute referent with which the 

target referent shares properties, or which forms part of the same category hierarchy. For 

example,... it looks like a ball (grenade); or ...it's a bird (sparrow). Linguistic or code 

compensatory strategies are those where learners manipulate their linguistic knowledge. 

Linguistic strategies can also be broken down into two subtypes. Morphological 

creativity occurs when learners aeate new words, which they believe will be 

comprehensible in the L2 to their interlocutor. One example of such an occurrence from 
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the literature is the item "shamely" to express the meaning shameful. This has been 

referred to in other taxonomies as word coinage. In contrast, a strategy of tranter 

exploits similarities between languages. In addition to simply transferring words or 

phrases from one language to the other, this may include using an L3 to overcome the 

limitations. 

Essentially, then, there are two basic theoretical camps contributing to the 

literature on communication strategies. Yule and Tarone (1997) refer to these two camps 

as the Pros and the Cons. The Pros favor a liberal expansion of strategy categories 

whereas the Cons are rather conservative in that they reduce CpS at least to two 

fundamental types. The Pros often investigate the variability in linguistic performance 

while the Cons are more concerned with generalizability and psychological plausibility of 

the strategy categories. Likewise, the Pros favor the teaching of some CS (Tarone, 1984), 

while the Cons are vehemently opposed to such instruction. This is so because the Cons 

view strategies employed in creating L2 reference as cognitive processes and that 

teaching them would be an attempt to teach cognitive processing. They argue that for 

adult learners, these cognitive processes are already in place and well-developed through 

their experience with their LI. The Pros, in contrast, cite that learners develop a wide 

range of abilities in the target language through various classroom activities and tasks. 

Tasks which introduce and foster different types of CS can promote greater awareness, 

less inhibition, and purposeful language practice useful in subsequent focus on form. 

Indeed, Domyei, Csomay, and Fischer (1992) found significant improvement in oral 

skills among language learners after training in communication strategy use. The Pros 
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employ a taxonomic approach to classification and refer to reduction strategies, or those 

associated with avoiding, altering, or abandoning a communicative goal when faced with 

a perceived communication problem, and achievement strategies (referred to in this and 

other studies as compensatory strategies) whereby alternative communicative resources 

are employed when faced with a perceived problem. The Cons eschew such taxonomies 

opting for a parsimonious model consisting of two categories. 

In the present study I chose to consider communication strategies totally separate 

from compensatory strategies. For clarity, perhaps it is better to think of the 

communication strategies in terms of the way Long (1983a) uses the term strategies. That 

is, as discourse management tools and devices of conversation maintenance employed to 

avoid communicative breakdown. In constructing the taxonomy used in this study to 

address research question 1,1 selected a more interactional approach, combining 

elements of taxonomies from a number of sources (Long, 1983a; Tarone, 1977; Oxford, 

1985; Fsrch and Kasper, 1983a; Bejarano, Levine, Olshtain, and Steiner, 1997; Chun, 

1994; Rost and Ross, 1991; Bremmer, Broeder, Roberts, Simonot, and Vasseur, 1988; 

Canale, 1983; Ddmyei and Scott, 1997; Richards and Schmidt, 1983). This approach was 

taken as the goal of this part of the study was to simply describe the conununication 

strategies, which occurred during computer-mediated NNS-NNS interaction before any 

non-communication occurred. These conmiunication strategies normally had no 

connection to the target lexical items involved in the task. Rather, they reflect how 

learners interact in an effort to create meaning and avoid potential problems in 

communication during completion of the tasks. 
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Since, like the model outlined in Poulisse (1990a) and Kellerman (1991), the 

present study was also largely concerned with compensatory strategies used to overcome 

lexical difficulty, I chose to use the 'parsimonious' taxonomy of compensatory strategies 

suggested by the Nijmegen group to address the remainder of research question I and 

much of research question 2. This "parsimonious" model is equally applicable to those 

"pre-negotiation" situations where no explicit or implicit indication of non-understanding 

is present, but where potential QI perceived communication problems exist as well as 

those situations where an explicit indication of non-undersianding elicits the use of a 

compensatory strategy, often within a negotiated interaction episode. Those "pre-

negotiation" situations mentioned above, when compared to negotiated interaction 

episodes in the data are referred to as instances of salient input throughout the study. 

Thus salient input can be thought of as a compensatory strategy, which is executed as a 

result of a "speaker's" own perception that a communication problem surrounding one of 

the target lexical items s/he has just used or is about to use is imminent. As will be argued 

later, such pre-negotiation compensatory strategies are fundamentally the same as 

compensatory strategies occurring within negotiation routines. 

Communication strategies and CMC 

Chun (1994), in perhaps the only study to address communication strategy use 

during CMC from an interactionist perspective reports a wide array of individual styles of 

interaction with some students' electronic discourse resembling that of traditional writing 

and others more closely resembling oral discussion. She found that computer mediated 
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interaction fostered discoursal moves such as topic initiation, own- and other topic 

expansion, and interactional moves such as clarification requests, confirmation and 

comprehension checks, and repair. These results seem to suggest that existing 

communication strategy typologies may not be sufficiently to adequately evaluate 

synchronous electronic discourse. 

2.6 The Relationship between Task and Interaction 

Skehan (1998) defines a task as an activity in which meaning is primary, where 

there is some communication problem to solve, where there is some sort of relationship 

to comparable real-world activities, where task completion has some priority, and the 

assessment of the task is in terms of outcome. Task type is generally accepted within the 

interactionist fi-amework to affect the nature of interaction that transpires among learners 

thus indirectly affecting language acquisition. This claim is based on several studies, 

which have focused on the interaction of foreign language learners according to the 

nature of different tasks. Comparisons have been made between one-way and two-way 

tasks (Long, 1981; 1983; Gass and Varonis, 1985b), required versus optional information 

exchange (Pica and Doughty, 1985a; Doughty and Pica, 1986), convergent versus 

divergent tasks (Duff 1986), and focused versus unfocused tasks (Nobuyoshi and Ellis, 

1993). In addition, there is substantial research examining pedagogic and real world 

tasks (see Brown, 1994). From these studies it has been concluded that some task types 

are more conducive to negotiation than others. To engage in the kinds of interaction 
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believed to activate acquisition, activities must be structured to provide a context 

whereby learners not only talk with their interlocutors, but negotiate meaning as well. 

Early on in interactionist research Long (1983a) proposed an acquisition model 

whereby he outlines the relationship between conversational task, interaction, and second 

language acquisition. Long (1981) distinguished between one-way and two-way tasks. 

This refers to the participants' control over information. In one-way tasks one participant 

has access to all of the information needed to complete the task. In a two-way task each 

participant holds some of the information needed to complete the task. Long predicted 

that more negotiation would occur in two-way tasks (1983a). Studies designed to test 

this claim have produced conflicting results. Gass and Varonis (198Sa), for example, did 

not find that those dyads involved in two-way tasks produced more modified interaction 

than those in the one-way task group and point out that the distinction between one- and 

two-way tasks is better viewed as a continuum rather than a dichotomy. 

Doughty and Pica (1986), in a study that examined participation patterns among 

teacher-fi'onted, small group, and dyadic groups labeled the two task types in their study 

required information exchange and optional information exchange. Each group had to 

come up with a completed picture of a garden based on the information that one or both 

participants held. Consistent with Long's (1983a) prediction, the amount of interaction 

was greatest in the required information exchange condition. Further, more interaction 

occurred in the group and dyadic conditions than the teacher-fronted condition. In a 

related study. Pica (1987) compared teacher-fronted and student-student participation on 

two tasks. In the teacher-fronted decision-making task there was very little interaction at 
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all. In contrast, the student-student information exchange activity produced many more 

interactional exchanges. These results suggest that task type as well as teacher presence 

(or direct involvement) affect opportunities for negotiation. Further this suggests that 

tasks, which require students to participate to arrive at a single resolution best facilitate 

the kinds of interaction thought to be beneficial for acquisition. 

One of the findings in Doughty and Pica (1986) was that the information 

exchange requirement of a task might outweigh the inequality in participation structure 

(teacher-fronted, small group, or dyads). That is, when the NNS controls the task 

information, then the NS (or more proficient NNS) is less likely to control the task 

discourse. To further explore the relationship between the control over task information 

and interactional modifications. Pica et al. (1989) compared the discourse of ten NS-NNS 

dyads engaged in a picture drawing information gap task (one-way) with that of a 

sequential ordering jigsaw task, which required learners to correctly order a series of 

pictures by sharing information. They hypothesized that the information gap task would 

produce more opportunities for learner modifications than the jigsaw task. "Increased 

opportunity" was measured by the ratio of NS signals to total utterances, with a high 

number of NS signals creating the opportunity for an equally high number of NNS 

responses and modifications. They found no significant effect for task in actual NNS 

modifications. This was explained by the fact that during the information gap task the 

NSs often took control over the interaction once they felt they had enough information to 

determine the nature of the object the NNS was describing. Nevertheless, this study is 

important in that Pica et al. also found that the nature of the feedback signals the NS 
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provided was a crucial factor in NNS modifications. The greatest amount of modification 

came in response to clarification requests as opposed to confirmation checks. This 

suggests that when the NNS is forced to make an actual correction, as opposed to simply 

hearing the correct form, this occurrence facilitates language acquisition. 

Pica, et al. (1987) in a picture arrangement task found that comprehension was 

superior when negotiation was allowed (interactionally modified condition) as opposed to 

when it was not (pre-modified condition). In contrast. Pica, et al. (1991) found that 

negotiation was greatest when in a picture description task in which one participant 

described a picture to another to draw. There was less negotiation in an information 

exchange task (sequencing pictures), and an opinion exchange task (focused 

conversation). They concluded that negotiation was greatest when all of the information 

needed for the completion of the task was held by one of the participants. 

Pica, et al. (1993) cite two recurrent features common to virtually all discussions 

of task in the literature. The first is that tasks are oriented toward goals. Participants are 

expected to arrive at an outcome accomplished through their talk. The second feature is 

that of activity, which suggests that participants take an active role in carrying out tasks. 

Their task typology is perhaps the most informative of those typologies within the 

interactionist framework as they delineate task type along the two categories above in 

relation to their impact on opportunities for learner comprehension of input, feedback on 

production, and interlanguage modification. Interactional activity consists of two pans in 

this typology; I. Interactant relationship (who holds the information needed to complete 

the task); and 2. Interaction requirement (or lack thereof) to complete the task. 
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Communication goa/ is divided in to 1. Goal orientation, which describes whether 

interactants have convergent or divergent goals; and 2. Outcome options, which describes 

whether the task has only one or more than one possible outcome. According to this 

typology, tasks which have the most value for facilitating SLA are those which meet the 

following four criteria: 

1. Each interactant holds a different portion of the information which must be 
exchanged and manipulated in order to reach the task outcome. 

2. Both Interactants are required to request and supply this information to each 
other. 

3. Interactants have convergent goals. 

4. There is only one acceptable outcome. 

Based on this typology, five conunonly used task types have been identified. 

These are listed in descending order fi-om most facilitative (1) for SLA to least (S). 

I. Jigsaw; 2. Information gap; 3. Problem solving; 4. Decision-making; 5. Opinion 

exchange. 

The study above confirms earlier work by Duff (1986) who compared decision

making and opinion exchange tasks in terms of convergence and divergence of their 

communication goals. She found decision-making tasks to be more effective, providing a 

greater number of turns for each learner and generating more questions than opinion 

exchange tasks. Decision-making tasks are, for example, the well known "Desert Island" 

activity whereby learners must reach a joint decision on what items they will need to 

survive on a desert island. A two-way exchange of information is expected here but not 

required and more than one task outcome is possible. Crookes and Rulon (I98S) 
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compared tasks on the basis of whether or not there was a required information exchange. 

They found there was significantly more corrective feedback offered to NNSs in task-

related conversations (required) than in free conversation (not required) among NS-NNS 

dyads. More importantly, the NNSs were more likely to incorporate this feedback in 

subsequent discourse in the task-related condition. Robinson (2001), comparing two 

versions of the same task, also found that the more complex task elicited more negotiated 

interaction as measured by an increase in confirmation checks and to a lesser degree 

clarification requests. Robinson also found that there was greater lexical variety on the 

more complex version of the task yet greater fluency on the simpler version. Task 

complexity, however, did not significantly affect speaker accuracy. 

Thus, it is clear that the notion of task and task type have received much attention 

in recent research into SLA. Indeed, Long (198S) has called for task-based syllabi in 

language teaching. Long argued that a task-based syllabus should adopt pedagogical tasks 

as the unit of analysis, sequenced from simple to complex, and gradually approximating 

the demands of real world tasks identified by a needs analysis. But just what makes a task 

simple or complex? 

Skehan (1996, 1998), distinguishes three factors which contribute to the difficulty 

of tasks; code complexity (the syntactic and lexical difficulty of language input), 

cognitive complexity (the processing demands of tasks and the availability of relevant 

schematic knowledge), and communicative stress (the result of differentials in time 

pressure, the modality of task performance, and the scale or number of participants 

involved). Robinson (2001), in proposing certain task sequencing criteria, suggests the 
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following distinctions regarding tasks; cognitively defined task complexity, learner 

perceptions of task difficulty, and the interactive conditions under which tasks are 

performed. Robinson suggests that task complexity is the result of attentional, memory, 

reasoning, and other information processing demands imposed by the task structure on 

the learner. These are essentially cognitive factors and help explain within learner 

variance when performing any two tasks. Task difficulty refers to learner-based factors 

including affective factors such as motivation, anxiety, and confidence; and ability 

variables such as aptitude, proficiency and intelligence. Task difficulty thus helps explain 

between learner variance on a given task. Task conditions refer to the interactive demands 

of tasks. This includes participation factors such as the information flow (one-way or two 

way) and the communicative goals (one or many solutions to the task), and participant 

factors including gender, relative status, and familiarity with the interlocutor or task type. 

Robinson argues that increasing the cognitive demands of tasks increasingly 

engages cognitive resources, leading to more attention to, and incorporation and rehearsal 

of task input in working memory. It also leads to greater attention to and modification of 

output facilitating the noticing and pushing of speaker production argued to be important 

in promoting interlanguage change, (p. 34). Robinson further argues that the effeas of 

task complexity on language production during interactive tasks (as opposed to 

monologic or non-interactive tasks) is that complex versions of tasks should result in 

more negotiation, and consequently more confirmation checks and clarification requests 

than simpler versions. 
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Generally speaking, learners have seldom been found to negotiate for meaning 

around grammatical structures (Gass 1997). However, research from Swain and Lapkin 

(1995), Fotos (1993), and Fotos and Ellis (1991) suggests that attention to form can be 

achieved through interactive tasks where grammar becomes the content that learners 

negotiate. That is, tasks which force learners to focus attention on grammatical elements 

in the input while communicating meaning can achieve high levels of awareness about 

the target language structure while maintaining the interactive benefits of 

communication. 

From another perspective Loschky and Bley-Vroman (1993) suggest that this lack 

of grammatical negotiation generally found in the studies to date may be due in part to 

the relative (non)saliency of grammatical structures to the tasks. Accordingly, they have 

developed a model, which identifies the relative contribution of task type to 

automatization and restructuring, dividing tasks along a continuum from essential 

(target structure appears in all cases) to useful (target structure useful for task completion 

but not required) to natural (the target structure appears frequently). They note that 

tasks, which are at the essential end of the continuum will involve more restructuring as 

the designer has more control over the output that will be produced and, therefore, more 

control over where the learner's attention will be focused. In contrast, natural tasks 

where the target structure appears frequently are more conducive to practice through 

meaningful interaction and, therefore, automatization. 

Recent evidence, however, suggests that this lack of structure-focused negotiation 

(in tasks that are not specifically designed to force learners to focus on grammar) may be 
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due in part to learners' inability to accurately recognize feedback about morphosyntax 

(Mackey, et al. 2000). In this study, learners of English and Italian performed a problem 

solving task with a native speaker or near-native speaker of the target language. Results 

showed that although there was a significant amount of feedback directed at 

morphosyntax, learners usually failed to acknowledge this feedback as such, very often 

perceiving this as feedback about lexis. Mackey et al. observed "with such a small 

percentage of morphosyntactic feedback being recognized as being about morphosyntax, 

the window of opportunity for these learners to notice grammar in interaction may have 

been relatively small" (p.488). 

Taken together, the interactionist-based research into task type suggests that 

providing learners with the opportunity for negotiation may be one way to achieve a 

successful communicative classroom^ which facilitates second language acquisition. 

Learners must have the chance to ask questions, seek assistance, and provide help to 

others when communication breaks down. An environment guided by tasks, whose 

completion depends on all participants, seems to provide the most fertile ground for 

negotiation. However, this evidence is tempered by findings that suggest that negotiation 

may be more beneficial for certain aspects of SLA such as lexical learning and specific 

L1-L2 contrasts, but less beneficial for others aspects such as acquisition of 

morphosyntax (Pica, 1994). Research also indicates that negotiation becomes part of the 

discourse when the interlocutors recognize and have concern for each other's objectives. 

That is, both participants must be aware of the objectives of the interaction and be willing 

to work toward mutual attainment (Doughty and Pica, 1986; Gass and Varoms, 1985b; 
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Varonis and Gass, 1985a). Two-way tasks whereby learners both ask and give 

information seem to generate more negotiation than do one-way tasks. Also, tasks where 

an exchange of information is required to complete the task are more productive as are 

those in which there is a more or less set solution (closed-ended tasks). In contrast, more 

reflective tasks involving debates, decisions and problem solving often inspire little 

negotiation. That is, those tasks which are more open-ended in nature are not conducive 

to generating large amounts of negotiation. One key reason for this may be that one 

learner typically dominates the debate, makes the decision, or solves the problem while 

other, less assertive learners listen. Within small group negotiation tasks this may be 

more of a problem as inhibited learners may be even less inclined to actively participate 

whereas more gregarious learners have a larger audience. Moreover, the affective 

environment conducive to classroom negotiation is one where face-threatening moves are 

kept to a nunimum. Negotiation seems to flourish in an environment where learners' 

displays of non-understanding do not reveal weaknesses, but rather reveal their pivotal 

role in completing a joint task. Situations where a "shared incompetence" of learners is 

operating are perhaps more conducive to negotiation. This supports and helps explain 

findings, which show NNS-NNS interaction produces more negotiation that NS-NNS 

dyads (Gass and Varom's I98Sa). Indeed an explanation for this may lie in the suggestion 

by Varonis and Gass (1985b) that NNS-NNS dyads largely avoid the unequal power 

relationship evident in much NS-NNS interaction. Garcia-Mayo and Pica (2000) further 

support the efficacy of NNS-NNS interaction as their study found that interaction 

between advanced EFL learners can provide as much modified input, feedback, and 
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output as NS-NNS interaction. Learners were found to offer each other modified target 

language input and grammatically accurate feedback as well as produce modified output. 

Thus it seems to be the nature and structure of the task, matched of course against an 

appropriate environment, learner ability level, and dyad make-up, which seems to be 

crucial to the ultimate amount of negotiation that the activity produces. 

2.7 Computer-mediated Communication and Interaction 

Synchronous computer-mediated commum'cation (CMC) refers to real-time 

interaction, usually written communication, between people over either a local area 

network or a wide area network. Messages are typed and sent, and received 

instantaneously. This is contrasted against asynchronous conimunication, where there is 

some significant delay between the time the message is sent and when it is received by 

the addressee. Email and bulletin boards are the most common examples of asynchronous 

communication. Since the present study is one involving synchronous, written 

communication, the phrase "computer-mediated communication" (CMC), when referring 

to the present data, shall indicate synchronous electronic conununication only. Where 

asynchronous computer-mediated conununication is discussed, it will be referred to 

explicitly as such. Both synchronous and asynchronous CMC technology is gaining 

popularity in virtually all sectors of our society, not least of all in education. On-line and 

distance learning courses are now offered in some form at many if not most um'versities. 

Indeed, universities regularly have agreements with companies like Blackboard, 

TopClass, and WebCT, which offer both synchronous and asynchronous communication 
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tools, to support their course-related web presence. In addition, there are a multitude of 

opportunities to "chat" with someone in real time via proprietary servers such as America 

Online's Instant Messenger and Yahoo Messenger. 

Computer-mediated communication has been found to exhibit characteristics, 

which resemble spoken communication, others that are similar to written interaction, and 

still others that are unique to CMC discourse (Werry, 1996; Blake, 2000; Collor and 

Bellmore, 1996; Yates, 1996). CMC also removes or at least reduces other para- and 

non-linguistic aspects of face-to-face speech (though perhaps adding others), which 

facilitate and often complicate verbal communication. Thus a certain degree of support is 

stripped away as well concentrating the entire burden of communication on written 

characters. 

Generally speaking, research into synchronous CMC suggests several major 

benefits for CMC as compared to face-to-face interaction; Increased participation (equity) 

among students; increased quantity of learner output; and increased quality of learner 

output There is also growing evidence that benefits gained through classroom-based 

CMC may transfer over to spoken language, as well as some indication that the text-

based medium may amplifies students' attention to linguistic form (Warschauer, 1997), 

and that CMC creates a less stressful environment for L2 practice (Chun, 1998). 

Increased Participation 

CMC research suggests the total amount of student-generated "talk" in electronic 

discourse ranges from 85% to 92% (Sullivan and Pratt, 1996; Kern 1995; Kelm 1992) 
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whereas in face-to-face discourse, student participation has been reported to range from 

3S% to 60% compared to teacher initiated discourse (Sullivan and Pratt, 1996; Kem, 

1995). Learners interacting in CMC seem less apprehensive about making mistakes 

during interaction, and are therefore more willing to participate. Learners are also less 

likely to be inhibited by gender- and status power relations, and less constrained by oral 

"rules" of conversation such as wait time and turn-taking, which may account for much 

of the reported increase in participation. 

Nevertheless, some gender-related differences in communication still persist in 

the CMC environment. Herring (1996), for example, has described female CMC style as 

one of politeness and consideration, alignment, support, and appreciation - not unlike 

that suggested from the traditional sociolinguistic work on gender and language. In 

addition, women's messages have been found to be more informative than male's whose 

messages tend to express more critical views. However, Herring also notes that there is a 

tendency for female internet users to display features of culturally-learned gender styles 

in their typed messages, thus contradicting in some ways the suggestion that CMC creates 

a more equal site for communication. 

Kem (199S) compared a traditional and electronic whole-class discussion in two 

French classes. He observed that the proportion of teacher to student language 

production was much lower in the electronic discussion group. He also found that the 

teacher's discourse became less authoritative and less dominant. Further, the synchronous 

environment reduced communication anxiety with the large majority of students 

reporting having enjoyed the program and finding it motivating. 
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Similarly, Chun (1994), in a two-semester study of a university-level German 

class, found an increase in learner production and a decline in teacher-centered discourse 

in the electronic discussion group. Chun reported that 88% of student conunents were 

questions directed toward each other rather than to the teacher. She also noted that CMC 

provided excellent opportunities for foreign language learners to develop the discourse 

skills and interactive competence advocated by the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines. 

Learners took the initiative more often constructing and expanding topics, and taking a 

more active role in discourse management than is typically found in normal classroom 

discussion. Learners also exhibited the ability to give feedback to others, and 

demonstrated sociolinguistic competence in greeting and leave taking, requesting 

confirmation or clarification, and apologizing. 

Beauvois (1992) and Kelm (1992) found increases in the participation of shy, less 

motivated, and typically marginalized students. Kelm (1992) reported that one reason for 

the increased production noted in his study may have been due to a lack of interruption 

during synchronous CMC activities. Kim (1998), in a study which examined how two 

modes of interaction (CMC and face-to-face discussion) affected learners' subsequent 

participation in follow-up whole-class oral discussions, found that the CMC group 

exhibited more equal participation in the follow-up discussions than did the control 

group. 

In a study, which compared both whole-class and small group discussions in two 

ESL classes (one traditional and one using Interchange software), Sullivan and Pratt 

(1996) report 100% student participation in electronic discourse compared to only 50% in 
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face-to-face discussion. They also found that face-to-face oral discussions were 

dominated by the author whose essay was being discussed, whereas there was no 

dominant individual in a similar computer-mediated discussion. 

Warschauer (1996a) examined open-ended discussions in face-to-face and 

electronic interaction. Overall, he found greater equality of participation in the electronic 

discussion as his less vocal students used the electronic medium to participate more. 

Finally, MacLeod (1992) found that email and e-conference rooms facilitated decision

making by groups in terms of more on-task discourse, equality of participation, and 

arriving at higher quality decisions; however, they take longer to reach decisions and are 

less satisfied with the results. 

Quantity of learner language 

Research into CMC suggests that it provides an environment, which generates 

more opportunities for communicative practice and meaningful learner output compared 

with more traditional L2 classrooms thus increasing the amount of participation per 

individual student. The relationship between CMC and increased learner output is 

important to explore from the interactionist perspective as production is viewed to be a 

facilitative if not necessary condition for L2 development (McLaughlin, 1990; Swain, 

1985). 

Kem (1995) found that learners took over twice as many turns and produced two 

to four times more sentences and words when engaged in synchronous electronic 

discussion over oral discussion. Kelm (1992) notes that during a typical 50-minute 
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session, students generated between 100 and 130 messages in the synchronous written 

format, many more than observed during a typical traditional classroom session. Of 

course a causal relationship between quantity of production and language development 

has yet to be definitively shown (Pica, 1994). 

Quality of learaer language 

Kern (1995) found that the average turn length was similar in both electronic and 

non-electronic interaction. Kern also reported an overall higher level of sophistication 

than in the oral discussion, in terms of the range of morphosyntactic features and the 

variety of functions expressed in French. Further, he found that simpler, shorter messages 

tended to elicit more responses than complex, longer ones in the electronic mode. 

Kelm (1992), noted that the interactive quality of CMC discourse and that of real 

conversation were similar in that electronic comments tended to end with either a direct 

question or question tag. In contrast, Warschauer (1996b) reports longer yet qualitatively 

different exchanges on the computer in that participants tended to express their own ideas 

rather than directly answer questions posed to them. 

Chun (1994) reports a wide array of individual styles of interaction with some 

students' electronic discourse resembling that of traditional written responses and others 

more closely resembling oral discussion. Chun found that CMC fostered discoursal 

moves such as topic initiation, own- and other-topic expansion; and interactional moves 

such as clarification requests, comprehension and confirmation checks, and repairs. She 

also found that over two semesters (14 sessions total) of using a synchronous CMC 
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program, students generated increasingly more complex sentences during their interaction 

and showed a significant improvement in the depth and strength of argument following 

online collaborative discussion. She noted that the types of sentences students used 

required not only comprehension of the preceding discourse but also coherent thought 

and use of cohesive linguistic references and expressions. These findings led Chun to 

suggest that electronic discussion appears to be a good bridge between writing and 

speaking skills, with the strengths of each domain apparently helping the other. 

Finally, Warschauer (1996a) found that electronic discussions involved 

significantly more complex language than the face-to-face discussions on measures of 

lexical (type-token ratio) and syntactic complexity (coordination index) He also reported 

that participants tended to express their own ideas during CMC rather than directly 

answering questions posed to them, suggesting increased creativity. 

Transfer of CMC gains from written to oral abOitics 

Chun (1994) notes, that electronic discussion is similar to written texts in terms of 

functions performed, and thus can serve as an important bridge for transfer of 

communication skills from the written to spoken domain. CMC may in fact facilitate 

transfer from written to oral proficiency. Brown, Sagers, and LaPorte (1999), in a non-

CALL study, found that words used exclusively by the teacher in the written mode (of 

written journal entry responses) seem to be acquired by students and produced in the 

spoken mode (of subsequent verbal journal entries). Beauvois (1998), in a study which 

compared students engaged in CMC discussions with those engaged in traditional group 
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discussions surrounding the week's assignment, found that the synchronous group had a 

mean score five percentage points higher on the final oral exam than those students in the 

control group. Kim (1998) compared a CMC group discussion with a face-to-face 

discussion group and found that the experimental group exhibited more equal 

participation in the follow-up oral discussions than did the control group. These findings 

seem to indicate that CMC can indeed facilitate overall oral proficiency. 

2.8 CMC and the Negotiatioii of Meaning within an Interactionist Penpective on 
SLA 

From an interactionist perspective on SLA the key interest in CMC involves the 

specific ways computer-mediated communication is relevant to and facilitative of the 

processes believed to be beneficial to second language learning. As discussed earlier, 

most relevant to an interactiom'st perspective is the learners' need for inpuf, the potential 

benefits of CALL in facilitating and promoting comprehensible output, and the ease of 

providing various types offeedback, and the faculty for focusing learners' attention on 

aspects of the target language. 

Input, Interaction and Task-type 

The importance of comprehensible input is generally accepted within the SLA 

community. To explore the role of interaction modifications Pellettieri (1999) 

investigated the interactional modifications that take place during synchronous electronic 

discussion under a variety of task conditions between pairs of intermediate students of 

Spanish. She found that the computer-mediated interaction followed a number of patterns 
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that have previously been found to occur in face-to-face interaction. These include a) that 

great majority of negotiation was triggered by lexical items and content; b) that the 

amount of negotiation was affected by task type; and c) that negotiation of meaning, 

corrective feedback, and self-repair all contributed to students producing more target-like 

forms. Pellettieri posited that increased processing time and the fact that students can 

view their messages while writing results in a higher quality interlanguage than there 

would be in a non-electronic environment. Indeed, Domyei and Kormos (1998), building 

on Levelt's (1989) model of speech processing, suggest four instances of NNS needing 

more processing time than would naturally be available in conversation; 1. During 

macro- and micro-planning, when the content and the form of the message are generated; 

2. While the pre-verbal plan is processed to generate the articulated message; 3. In the 

monitoring phase; and 4. During the comprehension of the interlocutor's speech. Because 

in CMC the conversations occur "in slow motion," learners are essentially afforded more 

processing time in each of these four areas. This extra time may lead to better 

comprehension and more accurate production. In this respect, however, we may not say 

that CMC and face-to-face interaction differ in kind but rather in degree. Thus, there is 

both theoretical and empirical evidence that electronic negotiation may even be more 

beneficial for enhancing language acquisition than face-to-face negotiation. Further 

Pellettieri (1999) only partially supported Pica et al.'s predictions regarding the influence 

of task type on negotiated interaction. Pellettieri's data suggest that the one-way/two-way 

distinction may function differently in CMC with the one-way structure making such 
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tasks more difficult thus eliciting more negotiation, contrary to Pica et al.'s (1993) 

prediction. 

Blake (in press), in a unique CMC study exploring interaction between heritage 

speakers of Spanish and learners of Spanish confirms Peilettieri's (1999) finding that 

learners negotiate primarily around lexical items rather than syntax and pragmatic 

meaning. More importantly, his results suggest the negotiation of meaning has a positive 

effect on vocabulary growth. In spite of many morphosyntactic errors in the data, many 

of which went seemingly unnoticed, there were very few instances of negotiation over 

grammar. In addition, the demands of electronic chatting seem to force participants to. 

produce output. This CMC environment also seemed to offer the Spanish heritage 

speakers a chance to expand their bilingual range including grammatical, textual, 

illocutionary, and sociolinguistic competencies. Blake also suggests that the output 

elicited by the CMC environment can serve to remedy the incessant problem of 

''disfluency" among Spanish heritage speakers by serving to facilitate automatization of 

language processing. Moreover, the Spanish heritage speakers seem to gain a sense of 

empowerment through computer-mediated conmiunication with learners in that despite a 

degree of "shared incompetence" with the learners of Spanish, they take on the role of the 

"more competent peer." This role may bolster their primarily negative opinions of their 

own Spanish abilities. 

Blake (2000), in a task-based CMC study of learners of Spanish sought to confirm 

that networked NNS-NNS interaction would elicit the same types of interaction found in 

the oral-based interactionist literature. He also sought to charaaerize linguistically these 



105 

modifications, and to test whether Pica et al.'s (1993) predictions concerning the 

superiority of jigsaw and information gap tasks also held for language learners involved 

in CMC. Blake found that task-based CMC guided learners to notice the gaps in their 

lexical interlanguage in a manner that has been reported in the face-to-face literature. He 

also confirmed that lexical confusion caused the most triggers of negotiation routines. 

There were morphosyntactic triggers, but these seldom occurred. Further, the CMC 

interaction provided a good venue for pushed output, which as mentioned above, is 

thought by many to be a crucially important factor in SLA. Finally, Blake found that 

jigsaw tasks proved superior to other task types for getting students to focus on form as 

Pica et al. (1993) have predicted, but information gap activities did not. In fact jigsaw 

tasks accounted for 78% and 93% of the total negotiations in the two semesters of the 

study. Perhaps most importantly, the post-treatment questionnaire data revealed that 

learners felt the task-based CMC experience was flia, helpful and conducive to improving 

their communicative skills in Spanish, establishing strong face validity for using task-

based CMC activities in the foreign language classroom. 

Bearden (2001) compared dyadic oral discussions with computer-mediated 

discussion between native speakers and learners of Spanish. Three groups of participants 

engaged in computer-mediated interaction while solving a jigsaw task. The groups were 

NNS-NNS face-to-face, NNS-NNS CMC, and NS-NNS CMC. She found that among the 

NNSs, the CMC group produced many fewer words, and total utterances. Interestingly, 

the NNS CMC group had many fewer negotiation moves of ail types including 

confirmation checks, clarification requests, comprehension checks, expansions, other 
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repetitions, self-repetitions, and other corrections. Moreover, CMC negotiation routines 

never lasted more than three turns in the NS-NNS or the NNS-NNS groups, but the face-

to-face group had many extended negotiation routines consisting of many turns. Bearden 

suggests the data show that learners produce less and actively avoid negotiation in the 

CMC enviromnent. However, her study is limited by the fact that she reports results for 

only one task type, the jigsaw task. Further, there is no indication as to learners' 

familiarity with the CMC software. Perhaps most importantly, these NNS learners were 

aware that they shared their LI with their interlocutor. This most likely made the 

communicative experience less authentic than with, say, the NS-NNS group. 

Fidalgo-Eick (2001) compared the computer-mediated interaction among 

participants while completing two tasks, one jigsaw task and one decision-making task. 

One group consisted of English LI learners of Spanish (NNS-NNS) with the other being 

NS-NNS dyads. Fidalgo-Eick explored whether Varonis and Gass' (1985b) model of 

negotiated interaction held up for CMC negotiation. Further, she asked whether there 

were differences according to the dyad make-up and across task type. Results indicated 

that in 70% of the cases, learners completed all four stages of the negotiation routine 

outlined in Varonis and Gass (1985b). This is consistent with Chun (1994) who found 

that when miscommunication occurred, interactional moves such as clarification requests 

were immediately forthcoming. 

Further, the nature of the triggers was similar across both groups with 

lexical/semantic triggers making up about 65% of all triggers. Interestingly, there were no 

morphosyntactic triggers. Overwhelmingly, both groups chose explicit indicators of non-
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understanding when problems in communication were signified. NNS-NNS dyads used 

their LI (English) in less than three percent of the total turns and provided corrective 

feedback in less than one percent of the turns. The NS-NNS dyads provided slightly 

higher amounts of corrective feedback with 1.39% of all turns containing "other" 

corrections. Finally, when collapsing both groups together, the decision-making task 

elicited almost 65% of all negotiation routines. 

Though the last two studies above seem to contradict the literature on the 

relationship between task-type and negotiation, the Blake (2000) study does so only 

partially. It should be remembered that most of the studies above are small-scale in nature 

usually made up of one class of language learners, and make use of one individual task to 

represent an entire task type. Nevertheless, three of the studies above seem to confirm 

that learners do negotiate for meaning during CMC and that this negotiation strongly 

resembles that found in face-to-face interaction. 

Interaction and learner output 

Swain (1995) suggests four roles for output in SLA: I) Output enhances fluency; 

2) production of output helps learners to notice the gap between what they want to say 

and what they are able to say; 3) output may be used as a way to test out hypotheses 

about what is possible in the target language; and 4) learners may benefit from explicitly 

discussing questions they have about language. This metalinguistic benefit is apparent 

during interaction with "experts" or more competent peers. Research suggests that 

computer-mediated conmiunication can help learners "notice the gap" (St. John and 
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Cash, 1995), who reported that through the use of written email recasts of non-target-like 

constructions, learners indicated that they noticed some of these gaps and immediately 

incorporate the target-like form into subsequent replies. Of course such feedback does 

not ensure that the learner will notice and incorporate such forms into their target 

language. This point has most recently been pointed out by Mackey et al. (2000), who 

found that learners often misinterpret feedback, especially that surrounding 

morphosyntax. Research also suggests that CMC is viewed by students as being less 

threatening than face-to-face interaction. This may, in turn, incite students to take more 

risks and try out more new hypotheses (Kelm, 1996; Kern, 1995; Warschauer, 1996a; 

1997). Warschauer (1996a), for example, found that students were more inclined to 

pursue idea-generating discourse and were less inhibited during written production than 

in oral discussion. Kern (1995) reported that students were linguistically more creative 

and sophisticated during CMC and that 80% of the students reported feeling more 

confident in writing French during the CMC sessions. Finally, Meunier (1998) notes that 

students take more risks experimenting with ideas during online discussions. As 

mentioned previously, research also suggests that computer-mediated production by 

second language learners is syntactically and lexically more complex than face-to-face 

interaction (Kern, 1995; Warschauer, 1996a). 

Noticing, Attention, and Feedback 

It is widely held that computer-mediated communication allows for an apparent 

ease of providing feedback as well as greater noticing than in oral communication. This is 
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most likely due to the anonymous nature of the interaction in most cases on the one hand 

and the permanence and modality of the message on the other. 

Up to now there has been no interactionist study which explicitly examines the 

role of feedback in CMC. We may arrive at conflicting notions regarding feedback in 

CMC by simply inferring from the descriptions of the discourse or attempting to 

extrapolate from the pieces of transcripts occasionally provided in published studies. 

Fidalgo-Eick and Blake above seem to suggest that feedback is plenti&l and helpful 

during task-based CMC. Pellettieri (1999) and Blake (2000) have shown that learner-

learner negotiation during CMC discussions can serve as a "priming" device for learner 

intake (Gass, 1997). Chun (1994) reports that her learners of German exhibited the ability 

to give feedback to others when necessary and St. John and Cash (1995) demonstrate that 

after recasts of non-target-like constructions learners showed that they noticed some of 

their "gaps" by immediately incorporating the target-like form into subsequent replies, 

though this last example is from asynchronous interaction. Beauvois (1992), however, 

provides one case where a learner sends repeated requests for help with a target language 

phase only to be categorically ignored by the group. 

2.9 Summary of Interaction, CMC and SLA 

Finding the best balance between form and meaning is one of the greatest 

challenges in language teaching. Long's (1991) focus on formS/ focus on form (FOP) 

distinction outlines an alternative to traditional, explicit grammar instruction whereby the 

overall emphasis in the latter is on communication and meaning but attends to form issues 
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that arise within this process. The conflict seems to be then, how to halt interaction to 

attend to form while not compromising the communicative process. CMC may offer a 

way to overcome this conflict in that students have more opportunity than in oral 

interaction to notice structures in the input, a process argued by many to be crucial to 

SLA (Schmidt, 1993; Leow, 1997,2000; Gass, 1997). In addition, CMC surely offers 

more processing time than face-to-face communication. Further, the visual saliency of 

incoming and outgoing messages as well as the ability to reread previous messages 

allows students to better attend to formal aspects without substantially hindering the flow 

of communication. During CMC students can also make use of more planning time 

before responding with "pushed output" in a way that assimilates previous "utterances." 

Such "assimilation" may in fact work better with written examples such as those found in 

CMC than that which is possible in oral exchanges, a prospect first raised by Warschauer 

(1999). 

Further, the security of anonymous CMC interaction may provide the basis for the 

increase in quantity of production discussed earlier. This becomes especially salient for 

those learners who are more inhibited or unsure of their productive language abilities. 

This solace provided by the CMC interface may be seen as a compliment to the notion of 

a "shared incompetence" offered by Varonis and Gass (1985b) whereby learners take 

comfort in the fact that they are on an equal footing with their NNS interlocutor, and thus 

produce more interaction and negotiation. Blake (in press) offers another view of this 

concept suggesting that the computer-mediated setting provides a stress-free environment 
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for Spanish Heritage-speakers (when interacting with learners of Spanish) who often 

have primarily negative opinions about their own Spanish abilities. 

Thus far, I have discussed the theoretical basis for the interactionist perspective 

on SLA as well as the empirical evidence supporting this framework and some of the 

limitations of this research. This research is grounded in early work by Hatch (1978a, 

1978b) and Long (1981, 1983,1996), who argue for an expanded role of discourse in 

understanding the linguistic and cognitive features of the L2 learning process; Swain 

(1985, 2000), who suggests that productive output during interaction forces learners to 

move away from semantic processing and toward syntactic processing, rather than simply 

serving to practice already learned material; and Schmidt (1990, 199S), who holds that 

some form of conscious awareness is beneficial if not required for language learning to 

occur. 

Empirical support for the interactionist perspective comes in many forms 

including work that suggests that negotiated interaction facilitates comprehension both 

indirectly (Long, 1985), and directly (Pica, et al., 1986; Pica, et al., 1987). Further, 

though a more direct link between negotiation and SLA has remained largely elusive, 

there is growing evidence that such a link does exist. Loschky (1994) and Mackey (1995, 

1999) provided evidence that negotiation can aid in the development of morphosyntax. 

Research has also shown that negotiation of meaning is likely to be over lexical items 

than over grammatical morphology (Sato, 1986; Brock et al., 1986; Pica, et al., 1993; 

Pica, 1994). This lexical negotiation has also been shown to facilitate the acquisition of 

these items. Ellis, et al. (1995) found that learners who received interactionally adjusted 
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input achieved higher vocabulary retention scores on an immediate posttest than those 

who received premodified input, suggesting that it is the interactional modifications 

found during negotiation which make new vocabulary more salient to learners. Their 

study also suggests that these gains are lasting as their "interaction group" maintained 

their advantage for over 2.5 months after the treatment. There is also evidence that 

negotiation can help learners in their ability to provide accurate descriptions of target 

items (Gass and Varonis, 1994). 

Certain limitations to research into negotiation were outlined as well. These 

limitations include a reliance on many short-term studies of rather modest sample sizes in 

making claims about the efficacy of negotiated interaction as well as reservations about 

using learner-generated input at all during language instruction. Though the short 

duration of such studies can be addressed perhaps through classroom-based, semester-

long studies, this methodological approach will necessarily limit the sample size of the 

subjects, though this trade-ofif may well be viewed as an advantage rather than a 

disadvantage - especially if we are to make claims and inferences about language 

teaching pedagogy. 

[ have also introduced relevant research into communication strategies, especially 

compensatory strategies and outlined the justification for using a more "parsimonious" 

approach in interactionist research. Aside from being more practical, this approach is 

argued to be more "psychologically plausible" in that it addresses the underlying 

psychological processes of strategy selection and use. This approach is an alternative to 



113 

widely used and ever expanding taxononues of communication strategy use, which seem 

to be too sensitive to external factors like task type and dyad make up. 

The most widely used typology of communicative task type was introduced and 

its connection to learner negotiated interaction outlined. This typology (Pica et al., 1993) 

has been shown to be generally robust, but some very recent evidence suggests that it 

may need to be refined or expanded when applied to the CMC condition. Specifically, 

some researchers have questioned whether the various task types outlined in Pica et al. 

elicit the same degree of negotiated interaction as diey have been shown to do in face-to-

face oral interaction (Pellettieri, 1999; Blake, 2000; Fidalgo-Eick, 2001; Bearden 2001). 

This chapter, then, outlined the research into computer-mediated communication, 

focusing on synchronous communication. This research has suggested some key benefits 

to using CMC in the language classroom including increased participation and equity 

among students, increased quantity of learner output, and increased quality of learner 

output. Also discussed were potential benefits gained through the transfer from 

synchronous written language to spoken language, increased attention to linguistic form 

fostered by CMC, and a less stressful environment created by the computer-mediated 

medium. 

The chapter finally focused on the emerging interactionist-based research into 

CMC. As we have seen, thus far most CMC interactionist studies have been limited to 

establishing simply whether negotiation occurs in the computer-based foreign language 

classroom, and to what degree the negotiated interaction that does occur resembles that 

found in the literature of face-to-face-interaction. This research suggests that computer-
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mediated learner interaction largely resembles that found in "traditional" fece-to-face 

studies and that students generally accept CMC as a legitimate part of their language 

learning curriculum. Moreover, in addition to the benefits elaborated above, research 

suggests that CMC may be more beneficial than oral conmiunication in many ways. For 

example, the increased processing time afforded by CMC and the different mode of 

conununication may result in a higher quality interlanguage. 

So far there have been no published studies exploring the nature of task-based, 

learner-learner CMC among learners of English from an interactionist perspective. 

Further, there have been no CMC studies that examine the relationship between 

negotiated interaction and lexical acquisition despite the fact that the literature clearly 

shows lexical items to trigger the most problems in NS-NNS communication and NNS-

NNS interaction alike. There has also been little interest in what happens before non-

understanding occurs in NNS-NNS communication from researchers writing from an 

interactiom'st perspective, and no research exploring this aspect of computer-mediated 

communication. 

The present study attempts to rectify this situation, building on existing research 

and applying well-established approaches in examining learner-learner interaction, 

negotiation, and subsequent lexical acquisition during task-based, synchronous CMC in 

the ESL classroom. Though the results of this study strongly argue for the value of CMC 

during task-based negotiated interaction, it should be remembered that this study does not 

argue in any way for the replacement of the language teacher by the computer. Indeed, in 

light of the conflicting research regarding the saliency of learner-produced errors in 
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subsequent language performance, we may say the teacher's role may have shifted but 

has surely not diminished. The teacher's role in these cases is to provide immediate 

feedback on such trouble areas before they are integrated into the learners' interlanguage. 

Likewise, s/he is shouldered with the task of reinforcing that language which is target

like. Finally, CMC provides the language pedagogue with a digitized insight into 

learners' interlanguage development and overall communicative competence. The nature 

of this electronic medium expands these benefits by allowing teachers to reach beyond 

the traditional classroom, connecting with students both locally and at a distance. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

Introduction 

Much of the work within the interactionist framework of second language 

acquisition has been restrictive and narrow in its focus. Most of the existing studies have 

focused on isolating features of conversational modification, quantifying their token, and 

extracting hypothetical conclusions regarding the benefits group or pair work and 

particular tasks may have for language acquisition. Further, while many of these 

interactionist studies into second language acquisition have sought to identify the 

beneficial aspects of interaction between native speakers and non-native speakers, 

relatively few have applied the interactionist perspective of language learning to learner-

leaner interaction. Of these studies fewer still have examined learner interaction in a 

computer-mediated environment. Those studies that do exist often examine whole class 

or small group interaction rather than communication among dyads. Further, only a 

handful of these studies examine learner interaction against the backdrop of task type as 

an independent variable affecting communication. 

In addition, while many studies have examined negotiation of meaning after 

communication problems arise, few have explored the meaning making that occurs 

before problems occur and surely not in a CMC environment. Further, most input and 

interaction studies have tended to ignore communication strategy use among learners as a 

variable affecting interaction and subsequent resolution or non-resolution of instances of 

non-understanding. In addition, despite a compelling theoretical rationale suggesting a 
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more direct relationship between negotiation and acquisition, there exist few attempts to 

establish this direct link; and those that do exist (Mackey, 1995, 1999; Loschky, 1994; 

Gass and Varonis, 1994; Ellis, et al. 1994) have yielded somewhat unclear results as a 

whole. It is in view of this paucity of research in all of these areas that the current study 

developed. 

The purpose of this study, then, is multifaceted. As the systematic evaluation of 

the nature of task-based leamer-leamer interaction in a CMC environment is in its 

infancy, much of this study is exploratory in nature. Accordingly, one of the overarching 

objectives is to evaluate the viability of implementing computer-mediated communicative 

language learning tasks as a tool for promoting learning in the ESL classroom. 

Specifically, this study seeks to explore how intermediate level intemational ESL 

students collaborate toward mutual understanding, and whether and how they negotiate 

meaning when engaged in task-based, computer-mediated activities in a synchronous 

written interactive mode. Another purpose of this study is to test existing frameworks 

used in describing student interaction and negotiation, as well as the role of task type in 

leamer-leamer communication. The question here is whether we can apply these 

established frameworks to a synchronous, computer-mediated communicative 

environment. Finally, this study seeks to determine whether task-based CMC can help us 

establish a more direct link between negotiated interaction and lexical acquisition. 
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3.1 Methodological Overview 

The procedures for this study essentially consisted of five distinctive parts. First, a 

pilot study was conducted the summer before in an effort to gain some initial information 

regarding the viability of the proposed study for the intended target group. A more 

detailed description of the pilot study may be found in section 3.2 below. Second, pre-

treatment information was gathered. This consisted of a pre-test of a large number of 

potential lexical items from which the target lexical items for the study were selected. 

These items were then meaningfully incorporated into the tasks. The pre-treatment 

questionnaire was the other element of the pre-treatment phase. The purpose of this 

questionnaire was to gather personal data about the participants, to determine general 

familiarity with computers, as well as to collect attitudinal information regarding 

computer use for language learning. The actual computer lab sessions were the third 

phase of the study. Initially, learners engaged in a training session where they were 

introduced to both the CMC interface (ChatNet) as well as the task types to be used in the 

study. Learners at this point also completed one practice task of each type. The next, part 

of phase three was the actual treatment. Learners completed one task per week. The 

fourth phase was the post-test element of the study. This consisted of immediate as well 

as delayed (one week) post-tests each having a (written) productive and receptive 

element. After the treatment and post-test sessions came the post-treatment phase. This 

consisted of two distinct parts. First all students completed a post-treatment 

questionnaire. The purpose of this questionnaire was to gain insights into students' self 

assessment of the experience as a whole, their individual (and partners') performance. 
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and perceptions of the interaction that could be later compared to observable data from 

the chatscripts. Second, a subset of the participants took part in a ten-minute post-

treatment interview. This interview afforded the researcher the opportunity to ask 

individual participants to clarify parts of their chatscripts. These questions often centered 

on their intent or the perceived intent of their interlocutor and the degree to which 

particular passages had been problematic or not. The rationale for students' choices made 

during the synchronous interaction was also explored. The chart below illustrates in 

general terms the procedures of this study. 

I 2 3 4 5 
Phase Pilot Pre-treatment Training Treatment Post-tests Post-

Study Session treatment 

Duration S weeks I class period I class Weeks Productive PT - 7 min. 10-15 
period 2-5 Receptive PT -5 min. min 

Activity Various Prc-test Introduce; Students Immediate Delayed Post-
tasks CMC completed Productive Productive treatment 
piloted Pre-treatment interface; 1 task per Quest 

Questionnaiie task types meeting Immediate E)elaycd 
Receptive Receptive Post-

Practice; treatment 
Two tasks interview 
completed 

3.2 Research Questions 

There is little data on task-based dyadic interaction between English language 

learners in a classroom-based CMC environment. Thus, any thought about how learners 

behave in such settings is largely speculation. Because this line of inquiry is virtually 

unchartered terrain, initial inquiry into this area must be broad in scope. The initial 

overarching question addresses the very nature of task-based NNS interaction in a CMC 
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environment. In order to better operationalize tiiis broad query, this question was broken 

down into three focused research questions. First, although many interactionist studies 

have examined the negotiation of meaning after communication problems arise, few have 

explored the meaning making that occurs before problems occur. As a result most input 

and interaction studies have tended to ignore communication strategy (CS) use among 

learners as a variable affecting interaction. Therefore, Research Question 1 asks; 

What communication strategies do learners employ during 
task-based CMC? 

This question will be answered by applying the strategies outlined in section 3 .8 

to the unproblematic discourse in the chatscripts. Specifically, the number of occurrences 

of each CS will be divided by the number of total turns for each dyad. This procedure is 

outlined in detail in section 3.8. 

An area of major interest in SLA research from an interactionist theoretical 

perspective is the role task type plays in interaction. As task type has been shown to 

influence the nature of interaction, it is important to build on the previous question in 

exploring the affect task type may have on communication strategy use among learners. 

Research Question 1.1, therefore, asks; 

What is the effect of task type on communication strategy use? 

This question will be answered by simply comparing the relative occurrence of 

each CS across the two task types. Again, a more detailed description of this procedure is 

outlined in section 3.8 below. 
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The nature of this study guarantees that learners will present and encounter new 

lexical items during the completion of the tasks. What is uncertain, though, is whether the 

CMC medium will influence choices they make in attempting to both navigate this new 

material and avoid communicative difficulty with their interlocutor. As it is important to 

explore how learners deal with language and linguistic input beyond their current state of 

linguistic development Research Question 1.2 asks; 

How do learners deal with unknown lexical items during 
task-based CMC? 

In order to answer this question, the various approaches dyads used to specifically 

address (or not address) the target lexical items were calculated. Based on the chatscripts 

from the pilot study it was determined that learners, when faced with new lexical items, 

chose one of essentially three options. First, they could essentially ignore the new item 

and proceed with the task at hand. Second, they could initiate a negotiation routine 

attempting to uncover the meaning of the new item. Third, the interlocutor, instead of 

waiting for some non-understanding to occur, could provide some information about the 

item as a preemptive measure. Building on this observation, the following categories 

were used to answer research question 1.3 above; 1) No Mention, 2) Simple Input, 3) 

Negotiated Interaction, and 4) Salient Input. No mention and Simple Input correspond to 

the first option above, with Negotiated Interaction and Salient Input addressing options 

two and three respectively. A detailed illustration of this procedure is outlined in section 

3.8 below. 
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It is useful here to give a brief overview of the pilot study. This study was 

conducted during the previous summer with an intact class of 12 intermediate-low level 

English language learners at an area community college. The class met twice a week in 

the computer lab performing a variety of language learning tasks. The pilot study was 

conducted over a five-week period during the session and was largely exploratory in 

nature. Various tasks consistent with those outlined in Pica et al. (1993) were constructed 

and learner dyads completed these tasks using AOL Instant Messenger, which was 

already installed on the computers. The primary purpose of the pilot study was to 

establish whether or not intermediate-low level ESL students could engage in meaningful 

communication in English during task-based activities in an online environment as well 

as to determine the practical and logistical obstacles such a study may entail. The second 

purpose was to examine how learners approached those conmiunicative tasks, which have 

been shown to elicit differing degrees of negotiation (Pica et al., 1993). Finally, as the 

main (present) study was to infuse target lexical items into the tasks, tasks of differing 

length were developed including images and labels for a varying number of "target" 

objects, ranging from two to six for each participant. Similarly, in the case of sequential 

ordering tasks, the number of pictures total to be correctly ordered ranged from four to 

eight. 

As elaborated in Chapter 2, a major assumption of the interactionist theoretical 

perspective is that negotiated interaction creates the conditions likely to facilitate second 

language acquisition. These conditions include enhanced comprehension and production, 

negative feedback, and focusing attention. Much of current, traditional interactionist 
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research employs a model of negotiated interaction established by Varonis and Gass 

(1985b) to identify and "chart" instances of negotiation. Though this model seems robust 

for analyzing negotiation routines in face-to-face interaction, it has not been sufficiently 

tested for learners of English engaged in synchronous computer-mediated 

communication. Thus, this study sought to establish whether negotiated interaaion 

occurs during CMC in ways similar to that, which have been established in the face-to-

face literature Accordingly, Research Question 2 asks: 

Bow do learners negotiate for meaning during task-based CMC? 

In an effort to answer this question the model proposed by Varonis and Gass 

(1985b) was used to analyze the negotiation routines that occur during CMC (see section 

3 .8 .1 for a more detailed discussion of this model). 

The SLA literature also suggests that task type influences the nature of oral 

interaction, both between native speakers and non-native speakers and among groups of 

non-native speakers. As mentioned in Chapter 2, dus work has helped us to identify a 

number of task variables that affect the performance among interactants (in oral 

communication). However, up to now an arrival at any firm conclusions has proven 

largely elusive. Though the evidence is somewhat contradictory, the sum total of the 

research into the influence of task type on learner oral interaction seems to suggest that 

those tasks which require a two-way exchange of information whereby the interactants 

have convergent task goals and where there is one predetermined outcome elicit the most 

negotiation of meaning and are thus theorized to facilitate second language acquisition. 
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There is also some evidence that planned tasks, that is, those tasks where learners have 

time to plan their output, "stretch" and destabilize their interlanguages thus leading to 

learner production of more complex and target-like language. Pica et al.'s (1993) task 

typology nicely captures most of these variables but it has yet to be shown that this 

typology is valid for a CMC environment. Indeed, the modest but emerging amount of 

CMC research into this area suggests that the current available frameworks for predicting 

learner-leaner oral interaction may not be appropriate for CMC, or are in need of serious 

revision if they are to be used as tools for measuring task-based computer-mediated 

communication (Bearden, 2001; Fidalgo-Eick, 2001; Blake, in press). Thus, it is 

important to determine whether those task features found to influence traditional learner-

learner negotiation apply to a synchronous, computer-mediated setting. Therefore, 

Research Question 2.1 asks; 

What is the relationship between task type and computer-
mediated negotiated interaction among learners of English? 

To answer research question 2.1 the amount of negotiation as well as the triggers 

of these routines will be compared across each task type. 

As mentioned above, the link between negotiation and SLA has been described as 

an indirect one, mediated through comprehensible input (Long, 198S; Yano, Long and 

Ross, 1994; Pica, et al., 1986; Pica, et al., 1987; among many others). Though it is 

difficult to imagine a situation where negotiated interaction could facilitate acquisition 

without having created input that was comprehensible to the learner, it is easier to 

envision a comparison between learner-generated comprehensible input provided without 
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negotiation of meaning and leamer-generated comprehensible input provided with or 

within a negotiation routine. The task, then, would not be to necessarily isolate 

comprehensible or comprehended input from negotiation, perhaps an impossible task, but 

rather to contrast leamer-generated comprehensible input alone against that occurring as 

a result of negotiated interaction. As a result. Research Question 3 asks; 

Does negotiated interaction facilitate learners' ability to recognize 
and produce new lexical items? If so, how? 

This question will be answered initially by comparing the gain scores of those 

negotiated target lexical items with those scores on items where the interlocutor provided 

salient input alone. Second, gain scores of negotiated words will also be compared to the 

gain scores of all non-negotiated words. That is, the categories of salient input, simple 

input, and no mention will be collapsed together for comparison against the negotiated 

interaction category. 

Although there have been no studies to date involving computer-mediated 

interaction, which address the longer-term effects negotiation may have on SLA, there 

are various "traditional" studies in the literature, which suggest that such beneficial 

effects are very real. Ellis et al. (1994), for example, found that learners who received 

interaaionally adjusted input achieved higher vocabulary acquisition scores in the 

immediate posttest than those who received pre-modified input. More importantly, this 

group maintained their advantage in delayed posttests two days, one month, and ten 

weeks after the treatment. Mackey (1999) provides evidence that interactionally modified 

input may in fact have a delayed rather than inmiediate effect on acquisition. Finally, 
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Ellis and He (1999) report that in a delayed posttest administered four weeks after the 

treatment, their "modified output" group had higher vocabulary recognition scores than 

the pre-modified and interactionally modified input groups. Thus, Research Question 

3.1 asks; 

Do learnen retain the ability to recognize and produce lexical 
items (acquired as a result of computer-mediated negotiated 
interaction) one week after the treatment? 

This question will be answered by comparing the scores on the immediate post-

tests taken directly following task completion whh the scores on the delayed post-tests, 

which were given one week later. 

3.3 Subjects 

Twenty-four students, 14 females and 10 males, from the Intensive English 

Program at Michigan State University took part in the study. There were two intact 

classes of students studied firom two proficiency levels (200 and 300). These students are 

placed in the appropriate level by means of an in-house general English proficiency test 

called the MSUELT (Michigan State University English Language Test). These two 

groups were determined by the researcher to be of differing proficiency levels by 

comparing the mean scores of the two on the MSUELT. Results of an independent 

groups t-test (one-tailed) comparing the 300 level group (M= 64.23, SD = 4.35) with the 

200 level group (M = 58.82, SD = 5.00) yielded significant results [t (21) = 2.66, p < .05] 

indicating that the 300 level had a significantly higher score on the MSUELT than the 

200 level group. The MSUELT is a test of basic English proficiency and is receptive in 
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nature comprising of a listening section with four subsections and a reading 

comprehension section with three subsections. It is intended to assess the understanding 

of the English that international students can expect to encounter while studying at an 

American university. The listening sections contain short lectures on non-academic 

topics, conversations, and listening passages about which learners must answer multiple 

choice questions. The reading section contains reading comprehension questions about 

short passages, a section where learners must interpret graphs and tables, and a section on 

vocabulary where learners must provide a synonym or definition. The MSUELT has been 

determined to have a high degree of reliability with reliability coefHcients (Cronbach 

Alpha) for the various versions of the listem'ng and reading tests ranging from .830 to 

.945 (Cook, 2001). 

3.4 Participant Background 

Learners completed a pre-treatment questionnaire where they answered some 

basic personal information about themselves, their experience with English and 

computers, as well as their attitudes toward using computers for learning English. The 

following is an item from the pre-treatment questionnaire. Note that question 10 below is 

10. How comfortable are you working with computers? 

Vwy comfortable Very uncomfortable 

12 3 4 

in a four point Likert scale format. Other item types on the questionnaire included fill-ins, 

short answer, and prioritizing from a list. The complete pre-treatment questionnaire can 
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be found in Appendix 7. The 200 level group was evenly split between male and female 

participants with seven each. There were eight Koreans, five Japanese, and one Chinese 

participant. No substantial additional foreign language knowledge was reported (L3), 

however, one participant did report knowing some French. Only two participants reported 

having taken the TOEFL test, both scoring under 400. All learners reported having used 

computer for email and more than half said they used computers for word processing, 

web surfing, and playing computer games. Fewer than half reported using computers 

regularly for programming, working with graphics, language learning, and chat room 

interaction. The 300 level learners consisted of three males and seven females. There 

were four Koreans, three Japanese, two Taiwanese, and one Arab. One student reported 

having studied French in school. Four participants had taken the TOEFL test with scores 

ranging from 420-520. All students reported using computers regularly for email, word 

processing, and web surfing. Over half were familiar with some chat program, half 

played computer games on a regular basis, and fewer than half used computers for 

programming, language learning, and working with graphics programs. Table 3 .1 below 

provides an overview of the easily quantifiable results listing simple mean scores where 

appropriate. The categories "age," "years studying English," and "years experience using 

computers" reflect student self-reported means. The "skill area" and "comfort" categories 

reflect the mean rating based on a four-point Likert scale, with I reflecting the highest 

comfort level and 4 reflerting the lowest comfort level. Likewise, the "helpfulness" 

category reflects student means on a four point Likert scale with I corresponding to 
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Table 3.1 Participant background information 
Question 200 Mean 300 Mean 
Age 24 22.6 
Years studying English 6 6.6 
Reading 2.0(1") 2.7(3"^ 
Writing 3.2 (4^ 3.1(4*^ 
Listening 2.5 (2"^ 1.8(1") 
Speaking 2.9 (3"^ 2.3 (2"^ 
Years experience with 
computers 

2.9 4.5 

Comfortable using 
computers 

2.3 1.8 

Computers helpful in 
learning English 

L8 2.1 

"extremely useful" and 4 indicating "not useful at all." The data from table 3.1 suggest 

that the two proficiency levels involved in this study were very similar overall. Learners 

were roughly the same age, had about the same number of years of English study behind 

them, were fairly comfortable using computers and had a reasonably favorable attitude 

toward computers' eSicacy in language learning. Learners also consistently rated their 

self-assessed listening ability over their speaking and writing ability; the latter receiving 

the lowest ranking from each group. One difference in these rankings, however, concerns 

their relative reading ability. The 200 level group rated their reading ability as superior to 

the other three skills whereas the 300 level group ranked reading as third. The 300 level 

group also had more experience using computers in general with a mean advantage of 1.6 

years. This experience differential is not thought to be a problem, though, as both groups 

took part in a pre-treatment training session which familiarized learners with the task 

types and the CMC interface. Further, "years of experience" with computers includes all 

aspects of computer use and does not necessarily reflect experience using synchronous 

CMC programs. 
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3.5 Tasks 

All tasks used in this study were determined to be equivalent in terms of design 

and lexical difficulty. The former was established by using the relevant parameters 

outlined in Pica et al. (1993) in the development of each of the two decision-making tasks 

as well as the two jigsaw tasks. Each of the four tasks also consisted of essentially two 

sections. The first section required learners to engage with the target lexical items in 

some way. Upon student-determined completion of the first section, participants were 

asked to proceed to part two of the task. The second section of each task was more open-

ended in that learners were asked to discuss a topic related to the task theme. For 

example, part two of the sequential ordering task entitled "Messy Garage" asked 

participants to discuss chores they have to do at home (in their home country) and 

compare these chores with those of their partner. Similar relative lexical difficulty across 

tasks was established both within each proficiency level and across the two proficiency 

levels. The lexical difficulty of each item was calculated by simply determining how 

often it was scored "known" on the individual pre-tests. Essentially, then, the percentage 

of the target items previously known by learners for each task makes up the lexical 

difficulty level for that task. These figures were compared for the two tasks within each 

task type and across the two task types as well as across proficiency levels. A more 

detailed discussion of this procedure is found in section 3.6. 

In terms of Skehan's model of task difficulty discussed in Chapter 2, the two tasks 

in the present study may be considered largely equivalent as well. Skehan (1996, 1998) 

distinguished three Actors, which contribute to task difficulty, code complexity. 



131 

cognitive complexity, and communicative stress. The two task types in the present study 

may be considered equivalent in at least two and most likely all three of these 

dimensions. First, as mentioned above, the target lexical items were assigned a relative 

difficulty level based on learner self-reported prior knowledge of these words. The target 

items were then distributed among the four tasks in alternating fashion to ensure that no 

one task contained unevenly easy or difficult lexical items. As learners were interacting 

with an interlocutor from the same ability level, we may assume that the syntactic 

difficulty in the language input would be about equal for both tasks. The communicative 

stress was also about equal for the two task types as learners were allowed the same 

amount of time for each task, the modality was the same (synchronous-written), and the 

number of participants (2) solving each task did not fluctuate. In respect to the cognitive 

complexity of the two tasks, one may argue that there may have been some degree of 

incongruity. It may be argued, for example, that the jigsaw task places more cognitive 

demands on learners because of the three unseen pictures, which help make up the picture 

story sequence. Further, each of these pictures depicted the main "actor" in relation to 

various objects. It was this relationship in connection to the other five pictures that helped 

learners determine the probable sequence. Finally, there may have been a difference 

across learners (LI) in respect to the amount of shared schematic knowledge, which 

could influence their ability to accurately describe and interpret the sequence of pictures. 

Robinson (2001), suggests four dimensions making up task complexity; planning 

time (before speaking), single task demcmd, which refers to how many sub-tasks are 

involved in completing the main task, degree of prior iatawledge about the task content. 
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and the number of clearly different elements to be distinguished from each other in the 

task. Based on Robinson's model, the present tasks are equal in the domains of planning 

time and single task demand. This is true because the task design of both tasks types 

allowed for the same amount of planning time. Essentially learners themselves controlled 

how much planning they did before engaging their interlocutors, however, evidence from 

the chatscripts suggests that learners did not engage in more than a few seconds of 

planning time regardless of task type. In the case of the single task demand category, 

learners engaging in both task types arguably had to initially examine their own task 

sheet and decide the probable order of their own pictures in the case of the jigsaw tasks, 

and decide which items were relevant to buy or sell in the case of the decision-making 

tasks before comparing their items to those of their interlocutor. In this respect each task 

type had two task demands in part one; first, learners needed to come to some decision 

regarding their own pictures/items, and second, decide which/or in which order the 

items/pictures will best solve the task. In contrast, the decision-making task most likely 

afforded advantages regarding prior knowledge as the task situation was tailored to be 

familiar to most students in terms of their stay in the US, where the situations depicted in 

the jigsaw task may or may not have been familiar to most students. Finally, though all 

tasks had an equal number of target lexical items, the jigsaw tasks had more "elements" 

to the task as there were many objects found in the pictures that were not target items, but 

simply occurred in the drawing as background, etc. Similar to Pica et al.'s (1993) 

typology, each of these four dimensions are separable, thus allowing researchers to 
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manipulate the various elements of a task to arrive at an optimal configuration for the 

empirical or pedagogical goals. 

3.6 Task Design 

Two task types were chosen for comparison in this study, the jigsaw task and the 

decision-making task. A detailed description of each task type as well as the theoretical 

rationale for using these task types in interactionist research is elaborated in Chapter 2. 

Since according to Pica et al. (1993) the jigsaw task should elicit the most negotiation of 

meaning it was included as one of the task types. Opinion exchange lies at the opposite 

end of Pica et al.'s task typology and should, therefore, elicit the least amount of 

negotiated interaction. It was determined, however, that attempting to use the opinion 

exchange task-type would prove too difficult given the nature of both the study's design 

and the opinion exchange task type. Though this study made use of intact ESL classes 

during data collection, the tasks themselves were carefully designed to elicit a certain 

kind of interaction while maintaining control over much of the lexicon introduced and 

presumably used during task completion. Since it was decided that it would be impossible 

to both infuse target lexical items into an opinion exchange task while maintaining the 

task type's integrity, the decision-making task type was chosen to contrast against the 

jigsaw task. According to Pica et al. (1993) the decision-making task will elicit the 

second least amount of negotiated interaction (second only to the opinion exchange). 

There were two separate tasks for each task type used in the data collection for the 

200 level group and one task of each type for the 300 level group. We will refer to these 
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tasks as task 1-4 with numbers I and 3 being jigsaw tasks and 2 and 4 decision-making. 

For logistical reasons the 300 level group was only able to complete tasks 2 and 3. The 

general design of the tasks again was informed by the taxonomy proposed by Pica et al. 

(1993). While keeping to the specifications outlined in this taxonomy, appropriate and 

relevant original tasks were sculpted (see Appendices 1.1-1.4 for the complete tasks). 

The final versions of these tasks were shaped by the pre-test results as well as by data 

from a pilot study conduaed the summer before with comparable students. Though 

essentially "pedagogical" in nature (Nunan, 1989) I strove to maintain a certain degree of 

"real-world" authenticity in the task design. These tasks were piloted on several native 

speakers of English who consistently arranged the six pictures in the jigsaw tasks in the 

correct (intended) order and correctly identified all target lexical items based on the 

corresponding image for the decision-making tasks. Finally, as mentioned above, each 

task consisted of two parts. The first pait was designed to induce learners to engage the 

target lexical items by using these items in context during their interaction and 

presumably learning them. The second part was designed to elicit guided conversation 

thematically related to part one. The example below is adapted from task 1, a sequential 

ordering jigsaw task. For the complete tasks including graphics see Appendix I. 
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BUSTRZP1 
Port I 

Look at the series of pictures about a bus trip. You have three scenes (pictures) and your 
partner has three different scenes. Together with your partner put the scenes in the correct 
order. To do this, you wrill need to describe each of vour scenes to your partner since he/she 
cannot see your pictures. You may use the words below to help you describe your pictures. Your 
partner will do the same for you. 

The scenes are marked A, B, C, D, E, F. When you finish, pleose type the correct order. For 
example - 'The correct order isC, B. F, A, 0. E' 

AAAKE SURE YOU HAVE THE CORRECT ORDBil!!!! 

Port 2 

With your partner, discuss public transportation in the USA and your country. How do most 
people get around in your country? Is this the same or different to your portneKs country/the 
USA? 

When you are finished, raise your hand! 

3.6.1 The Jigsaw Task 

Based on the pilot study, a sequence of six pictures was determined to be the 

optimal number for computer-mediated dyadic interaction with intermediate level ESL 

students. Under this structure, each learner possessed a task sheet (A or B), which had 

identical instructions. The difference between the two sheets was that participants "held" 

different parts of a six-part pictorial story. These three pictures were in random order and 

were labeled A, B, C, or D, E, F respectively. It was determined that four pictures total 

made the task too easy while eight made the task much too difiHcult and virtually 

impossible to complete within a reasonable amount of time. The tasks were designed to 

reflect a similar "problem-solution" framework while being moderately humorous. It was 

also important that learners be able to proceed through the tasks by drawing on their 
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existing English language competence. Topics for each task were sought which would be 

neutral in nature and common to the general life experience of the participants in the 

study. The resuh was one task which told a six part story of a group of boys waiting for a 

bus only to be thwarted by a group of older, larger boys (hereafter task I). After catching 

a second bus, the younger boys pass the original bus (now hampered by a flat tire caused 

by a renegade raccoon) much to the delight of the youngsters and the chagrin of the older 

boys. Part two of this task asked participants to discuss transportation in their home 

country and in the United States. 

The second jigsaw task (task 3) involves a young man who, upon returning home 

fi-om work one day finds his garage blocked by a tangled mess of yard tools, boxes, toys, 

and assorted items found in most garages, storage spaces, or basements. He sets out to 

clean up this messy garage and eventually celebrates his accomplishment with a nice cup 

of coffee. He does not realize that he has inadvertently blocked the door to the house with 

a wheelbarrow. As his partner attempts to enter the garage from the house, there is a 

domino effect triggered by the wheelbarrow falling over and the tools, toys, etc. go flying 

~ completely undoing the evening's work. Part two of this task asked learners to discuss 

what chores they were/are expected to do in their home family environment. 

Thus the structure of both jigsaw tasks are essentially the same in that they 

initially find the protagonist(s) faced with a mild problem, they then take action to solve 

that problem with the task, culminating in a humorous ending. The lexical items for each 

of the tasks are "built in" and are helpfvil if not absolutely necessary in establishing a time 

line of events corresponding to the individual pictures. 
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The two jigsaw tasks described above fit unambiguously into Pica et al.'s (1993) 

typology in terms of the two chief defining features of task type, interactional activity 

and communication goal. In each of these tasks each interactant holds a d^erent portion 

of information and supplied and requests this information as needed to complete the task. 

Each interactant is also required to request and supply information as without such an 

exchange there is no reasonable expectation that a dyad could put the six pictures in a 

logical sequential order. Ihtgoal of arranging the pictures in the proper sequence of 

events is common to both participants and therefore convergent in nature. Finally, great 

caution was taken during the preparation of the jigsaw tasks to ensure that only one 

reasonable solution or outcome was possible for each task. As mentioned, the picture 

series were pre-tested on several native speakers as well as learners of English to validate 

this assumption. For each of the four areas described learner comprehension of input, 

feedback on production, and interianguage modification are expected (Pica et al., 1993). 

3.6.2 The Decision-IVIaking Task 

Again based on the pilot study it was determined that, for the decision-making 

tasks, four graphical representations of objects was the optimal number. Fewer than four 

resulted in a task that was too short and more than four items took much longer than class 

time allowed. Like the jigsaw tasks these decision-making tasks attempted to draw on the 

learners' life experience including their recent experience in the United States. The 

structure was similar for both tasks of this type. Learners were faced with a situation 

where a larger list of items needed to be culled to a list half its size. Participants were 
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required to come to a mutually agreeable joint decision regarding the appropriateness or 

usefulness of the target items based on the task scenario. The decision-making tasks 

consisted of version A. and B, with each participant (dyad half) possessing one or the 

other version. That is, participants had exactly the same task with the exception of the 

four target lexical items listed at the bottom of their task sheet (see Appendix 1). 

Task 2 presented learners with a situation familiar to all involved. In this task 

learners were asked to imagine they needed to purchase gifts for their shared "home-stay" 

family. A home-stay is a popular alternative to campus housing where international 

students reside with an American family and presumably take part in family activities, 

thus immersing students in American culture. Learners are asked to share their ideas 

about potential presents for each of four home-stay family members. To this end, the 

participants must reduce the potential number of presents from eight to four, although it 

is technically possible for learners to successfully complete the task without sharing 

information and opting to go with all four items from a single participant's task sheet. 

Part two of this task asked students to discuss gift-giving practices in their home culture 

and compare them to each other or compare both to customs observed in the United 

States. 

The second decision-making task (task 4) asked learners to decide from a list of 

eight unused/unneeded objects they own which four they could donate to a fund raising 

garage sale for the MSU English Language Center. Part two of this task asked learners to 

decide on how they may convince potential buyers to purchase these used items. 

In the two decision-making tasks described above both interactants have 
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convergent goals as they must select and agree upon four items from a larger list of eight. 

In contrast to the jigsaw tasks, though, multiple outcomes are possible. That is, each dyad 

could have theoretically come up with a unique yet perfectly valid solution to the task. 

Differently from the jigsaw tasks, which required interactants to request and supply 

information, participants during the decision-making tasks were free to seek, withhold, or 

exchange information as they saw fit. That is, it was technically possible for learners to 

successfully complete these tasks by using the target lexical items possessed by one of 

the interactants alone. Where the decision-making tasks in this study differ in attributes 

from those outlined in Pica et al., is in the area interactant relationship. The present 

decision-making tasks are perhaps similar to jigsaw tasks in this respect as each learner 

holds different target items (objects they want to purchase for their home stay family or 

objects they are considering donating to the garage sale) to be used during task 

completion. Pica et al.'s typology would expect interactants in a decision-making task to 

possess the same or largely overlapping information from the outset. This divergence 

from Pica et al.'s typology, though, simply makes the present decision-making task type a 

bit of a hybrid (though still retaining the overall appearance of a decision-making task) in 

that it matches the existing typology perfectly in three categories but differs in one. 

Further, this slight difference does not qualify it for reclassification into one of the other 

four established task types. As Pica et al.'s framework does not weight the four categories 

differently, the current tasks under discussion may best be considered as types of 

decision-making tasks, perhaps calling for a slight expansion of the existing typology. It 

should be noted that the nature of the present research design required that interactants 
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possess different target lexical items in both task types. 

3.6.3 The Target Lexical Items and Lexical Diiliculty 

Participants were pre-tested on a written list of 83 lexical items (concrete nouns) 

and were asked to indicate if I) they knew the word; 2) they had seen the word before, 

but were not entirely sure of its meaning; or 3) if they definitely did not know the word. 

This procedure is based on one used in a study of the relationship between modified input 

and output on lexical acquisition by Ellis and He (1999). 

The words used in each treatment were then selected from the pool of vocabulary 

words on the pretest. The 32 least known words were selected as the target lexical items 

for the study (eight for each task). An analysis of the individual pretest scores suggests 

that many of the words selected were completely unknown to all of the participants in 

both groups. In most cases two or three participants reported "knowing" any given target 

item. Overall the 200 level group reported 19 percent of the target lexical items as 

"known" with the 300 level group reporting 32.5 percent of the items "known." 

Each target lexical item was then assigned a relative difficulty level based on how 

many of the participants reported ah'eady knowing that particular word. Based on this 

difficulty level, each item was assigned to one of the four tasks in alternating fashion to 

ensure that all four tasks possessed target items of about equal relative difficulty. The 

relevance of a particular item to a given task was given high priority during this 

"matching" phase. 

After matching the tasks with eight appropriate target items, each individual task 
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was re-configured to explicitly incorporate the assigned items. For example, in the case 

of the jigsaw tasks, images reflecting the target items were included in a meaningful way 

into the picture sequences. For the decision-making tasks, minor adjustments were made 

to the task "prototype" so that the target items fit well with the task scenario. In this way, 

rather than being only peripherally related to the task, the words were either virtually 

essential or at least helpful in completing the task. 

It should be noted at this point that although the target lexical items contained in 

each task were consistent for all dyads, the relevant target items for each individual 

learner fluctuated based on those target words listed as "known/unknown" by that learner 

on his/her pre-test. For the purpose of determining lexical gains by a learner, we are 

unconcerned with those items listed as "known" by that learner on the pre-test. Second, 

only those unknown words contained on the task-sheet of the interlocutor were counted 

when determining gain scores. That is, for learner A, only those words held by learner B 

will be considered potential target lexical items. A brief illustration follows below. 

Task 3 (see Appendix 1) lists text and images for the following words to assist in 
task completion; 

Task Sheet (A) Tricycle, Snow shovel. Broom, Thermos; 
Task Sheet (B) Overalls, Dustpan, Ax, Rake 

Student A holds task sheet A and student B holds task sheet B. On the pretest 

student A indicated that she knew Snow shovel. Broom, and Ax. Student B 

indicated that he knew Rake, Overalls, and Broom. 



142 

Student Relevant Target words 

A Overalls, Dustpan, Ax, Rake; Tricycle, Snow shovel. Broom, Thermos 

B Overalls, Dustpan, Ax, Rake; Tricycle, Snow shovel. Broom, Thermos 

Under the scenario above, each student has three target lexical items for task 3. 

Initially the four items from the learner's own task sheet are discarded for that learner 

regardless of pre-test score. Second, those words appearing on the partner's task sheet 

which are already "known" by the learner are discarded for that learner as well. 

Therefore, were student A to get tricycle and snow shovel correct on the immediate 

receptive post-test but miss the word thermos, she would receive an immediate receptive 

post-test score of .67. 

Despite the best attempts to spread the words out across the four tasks according to 

the pre-test scores, it was important to firmly establish that the jigsaw and decision

making tasks contained items of equivalent difficulty for those students who actually 

agreed to participate in the study. The pre-test was administered to all of the students in 

each of the two classes and the target item selection was based on this initial data. 

However, not all of these students agreed to include their data in the research project. 

Further, since the 200 level group completed two jigsaw tasks and two decision-making 

tasks, whereas the 300 level group completed only one of each (tasks 2 and 3 above), it 

was important to determine first that the two jigsaw tasks as well as the two decision

making tasks were of equal difficulty. If so, we can consider the two jigsaw tasks as 

equivalent and also the two decision-making tasks as equivalent in terms of relative item 
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difficulty. Finally, it was useful to determine the respective difficulty level for each task 

across proficiency level in order to be able to "collapse" the data together by task type 

during certain aspects of data analysis. In this case tasks 2 (decision-making) and 3 

(jigsaw) were compared across proficiency levels. The results for the above comparisons 

are listed below in tables 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4 respectively. 

Table 3 .2 below compares the relative lexical difficulty level of all four tasks used 

in the study. This comparison is relevant to the 200 level group only as the 300 level 

Table 3.2 200 level comparison of item difficulty within each task type 

Task 
1 
JS 

SD Task 
3 
JS 

SD t sig 
2 tailed 

Task 2 
DM 

Mean 

SD Task 4 
DM 

Mean 

SD t sig 
2 tailed 

Mean Vfean 
200 
level 

.15 .17 .25 .27 00
 

.41 .25 .18 .13 .23 1.33 .23 

group performed only two tasks, one fi'om each task type. Mean scores for the 

"previously known" lexical items range from 13 to 25 percent. A two-tailed t-test, 

however, shows that the means for the two jigsaw and the two decision-making tasks 

were not significantly different. We may then be sufficiently confident that the two 

jigsaw tasks as well as the two decision-making tasks are of equivalent difficulty as far as 

the target lexical items is concerned. Thus collapsing the data together for each task type 

into two larger categories of Jigsaw task and Decision-making task during data analysis 

is reasonable. 
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Table 3.3 below shows just this comparison. Here we move away from a 

comparison of individual tasks (in the case of the 200 level group) and examine the 

lexical difficulty level of the two types of tasks used in the study. Similar to the results 

Table 3.3 Item difficulty for jigsaw and decision-making tasks 

Level Target items in 
each task type 

Jigsaw 
Mean 

SD Decision
making Mean 

SD t sig 
(2 tailed) 

200 16 .20 .23 .19 .21 .206 .83 
300 8 .38 .20 .28 .24 .882 .41 

reported for table 3.2 above, table 3.3 shows that the target items across task type were of 

equal relative difficulty. This held true for both proficiency levels. This means that any 

observed differences in gain scores cannot be attributed to one task type having contained 

more/less difficult target lexical items than the other. 

Finally, table 3.4 below compares the difficulty level of the two tasks actually 

used by the 300 level group with the 200 level scores on the same two tasks. Because of 

Table 3 .4 Cross proficiency comparison of tasks 2 and 3 

Task 3 
jigsaw 

Mean 

SD t sig 
(1 tailed) 

Task2 
decision 
-making 
Mean 

SD t sig 
(I tailed) 

200 level .25 .27 1.06 .15 .25 .18 .239 .41 
300 level .38 .20 .28 .24 

the higher proficiency level of the 300 level group, we may expea to see a higher 

percentage of the target items already known by participants. Though the 300 level group 

did have higher mean scores on the pre-tested target items, these differences were not 

significantly higher. Thus, despite the difference in proficiency level, we may say that the 
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300 level group did not have a significantly better understanding of the target lexical 

items than the 200 level group prior to the treatment sessions. This is important if we 

wish to collapse the 200 and 300 level data together during data analysis and it may prove 

useful when making proficiency-related claims. 

3.7 Procedures 

The instructors of record for each of the two groups in this study agreed before 

the beginning of the semester to allow the training and data collection sessions to be 

woven into the regular syllabus of the classes. In this way it was hoped to avoid any 

Hawthorne effect the treatment may create. More importantly, though, if we hope to be 

able to be able to say anything at all about what works in the ESL classroom based on 

empirical study, it is prudent to conduct classroom-based research where possible, 

eschewing the tempting yet often nebulous "drive-by" approach to inquiry. 

Two weeks prior to the first scheduled computer session the researcher visited the 

classes and was introduced by the instructor to the students. The students had already 

been told that they would be using the computer lab for several weeks during the 

semester. During this first meeting students were told that they would be doing some 

language learning activities where they needed to communicate with another learner 

online while solving some language learning tasks. They were also informed that this was 

part of a research study on second language acquisition and asked to read and sign the 

Human Subjects consent form if they agreed to take part in the study. It was also made 

clear to the students that the data they produced while performing these tasks would be 
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anonymous and would be togged and studied by the researcher at a later date. They were 

also offered a copy of their own chatscripts at the end of the study. Finally, learners were 

informed that their participation would in no way affect their grade in the course. They 

did however get CTedit for attending since it was a regularly scheduled class meeting. 

There was one small incentive for learners to take part in all parts of the study (from pre-

treatment questionnaires through delayed post-tests) in the form of a raffled gift 

certificate for a "new release" CD from a local music store. This gift certificate was 

purchased and provided by the researcher (one for each level). 

The 200 level group met once a week for five weeks in a campus computer lab. 

Because of occasional absences and lateness (200 group only) during the data collection 

phase, the dyads in the 200 level group were not the same for every task performed. 

During the first week, learners took the pretest and filled out the background 

questionnaire. They also participated in a training session where they received an 

introduction to the ChatNet [RC program and were able to practice interacting with a 

partner online. ChatNet is a very basic IRC program that allows users to type messages in 

one window and read messages in another (see figure 3.1 screen shot). ChatNet was 

chosen as the interface because it resembles various free chat software programs 

available today. This makes the results and pedagogical recommendations generated by 

this study relevant to a wider audience as applicability is not restricted by the use of 

expensive software packages such as Daedalus Interchange. After this introductory 

session participants were given two practice tasks to complete using ChatNet, one for 

each task type to be used in the data collection. These tasks were abbreviated versions of 
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similar tasks used in the treatment. There was no post-test given during the training 

session. 

Figure 3.1 ChatNet screen shot 
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IHarC* H(. Ar*y«v 
CntarMtf Aricon^ 

||4arl* Hi. Areyeu Wer»» 
IPMlvll: YM. rm Nr». 

WiMt d» ym»» IWI9 m ymr 
8N»I»I|: wrwuft. 
V«arl* JmA|;CK. 14a»'t Iomw wiMt« wrwitfi to CmoIm^pImm 

y«u nt» • www *> itonw <r tnhtow *<m» mt >en». it i* • teoL 
QIm to Jm4|: 14ont iat4«r«Mntf 
IVeelell: NiitswdfceHsliel# Vn»9B tefHher y«*Vt» wrvnaft «• fMitn vMIt fwts m4 b*tts, «r •• t4«i» 
|rtorto«lM4|:a 
IPMltll: My«ir pwtw^7 
ptorto Jm4|: tot •/Vun^* 
pMto<»l|r r*ll n» • MMOtosf mam. 
IWTto IMv* • Mv Minars MM «»«c 
OMtoitll: Vh««**s m Mt4t^ 
IHarto «to«A|; IHM* ttkat y«tt u** M «• «ut ̂  Vi«t9« t<i* tfrw 
OMMtVll: Hrr «• y«M «vt nr 
IHarto «Im4I; i«toaii««9«r^ 
IHarto «laa4|: toptoM* 
|9«»lal|: ileww wM er^e to 
|P«Bi*l|r ts Mtt lita • MwA 
IHarto Jaatf; it's that laal itMt yau uaa la 9«t>«r to«»<» to^tthvr 
|pa*tol|: imM i^iraatfyhaawfMt «p«aa m. >iw «tHi —wfUii > taawt 
0>terto «laa4|: CK. v*4«A't tMa «a«k Myw»y ftr «ir «•••>•«». 
nMtolall: tiliaihanavoator tt'tpratty. 
IHarto ̂ aa4|. ywi. to 
OMtolallr Va 4m»'» raally n«a4 • TWa • tot af toavo m Ar«si»«. 
tHarEa.lMA|r Ihrawi 

The 200 level learners completed four tasks total over the duration of the study, 

two jigsaw tasks and two decision-making tasks. During meetings 2-S (2 and 3 for the 

300 level group) learners completed a short warm-up task where they had to log on to the 

program and talk about the day's activities or plans for the rest of the day. This was 

followed by the day's task, which was limited to 30 minutes. Immediately following the 

task the researcher took control of the computer terminal screens via a master control and 

all student terminals went black. At this point a hard copy of an answer sheet was 
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distributed and learners were given a productive post-test, which was limited to seven 

minutes. Figure 3.2 below provides a small segment of the answer sheet used in the 

immediate productive post-tests. 

Figure 3.2 Excerpt from immediate productive post-test answer sheet 

Immediate Productive Posttest I Answer Sheet Student Number 
Look at the pictures on the computer and write the name of each object in the space provided on 
your answer sheet 

Example: X. Matches 

A. 

B. 

Note that learners were provided an example, a stimulus image and spaces to 

enter their answers. During the immediate productive post-test (ipt-p) learners viewed an 

overhead color transparency containing pictures of the eight target items and eight 

distractors. Following Bialystok (1983), which involved a study using a one-way, picture 

reconstruction task, the distractors were chosen (where possible) on the basis of the 

following criteria: 1. items with semantic similarities to the target item (wristwatch for 

the mantle clock); 2. items with phonetic similarities in the second language (chaussure -

shoe, for chaussette - stocking); 3. items which fit into the context of the picture (a poker 

and a basket with firewood). 
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These graphics were labeled A-P in no particular order. Students were asked to 

write in the names of all sixteen items next to the corresponding letters A-P in the space 

provided. Talking was not permitted at any point during the post-test phase. Papers were 

collected after seven minutes and hard copies of the answer sheets for the immediate 

receptive post-test (ipt-r) were distributed. The entire set of prompts and answer sheets 

may be found in Appendix 2. Learners then viewed a second transparency of the same 

eight target items and eight distractors, but these items were in a different order from the 

transparency in the ipt-p. Figure 3.3 below provides a small section of an immediate 

receptive post-test. Notice that the ipt-r answer sheet contained only the text of the eight 

Figure 3.3 Excerpt from immediate receptive post-test answer sheet 

Student Number 

Answer sheet for Immediate Receptive posttest 1. 

Please look at the pictures on the computer and match the words below with 
the correa letters. 

1. Binoculars 

2. Barn 

• 
• 

target items and a space for students to enter in the letter for the corresponding picture 

from the overhead. After five minutes these answer sheets were collected and the session 

was declared over. 
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Delayed post-tests 

Each delayed post-test was administered seven days after the respeaive CMC 

session. This procedure mirrored the immediate post-test procedures exactly. The 

complete immediate and delayed post-tests are provided in Appendix 2. 

Post-treatment Questionnaire 

The post-treatment questionnaires were distributed, completed by students, and 

collected after the final CMC session. Though these questions do not serve to address or 

answer any of the research questions directly, they do provide rich information regarding 

learners' perceptions of various aspects of the task-based CMC experience including the 

perceived usefulness, difficulty, and enjoyability of the experience, the degree of self and 

partner congem'ality, stress, helpfulness, and LI usage the experience elicited, as well as 

the perceived skills being practiced during the CMC experience. Figure 3.4 below shows 

an excerpt from the post-treatment questionnaire. Notice that the questions were mostly 

Figure 3 .4 Excerpt from Post-treatment Questionnaire 

Post-trcotmcnt Qucstfonoaire 
Porttcipont number: 

Indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of these statements by drcltng the appropriate 
number. 

1. The experience was useful in helping me learn English. 

1 Z 
Strongly Disagree Disogree 

3 
Neutral 

4 
Agree 

5 
Strongly Agree 

2. The experience was fun. 

1 Z 
Strongly Disagree Disagree 

3 
Neutral 

4 
Agree 

5 
Strongly Agree 
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positively worded. However, in a few cases questions were negatively worded to ciieck 

for intra-leamer consistency. In these cases the appropriate adjustments were made before 

calculating the mean scores for each question category. The complete Post-treatment 

questionnaire may be found in Appendix 3 and the results are discussed in detail in 

Chapter four. 

After the final delayed post-test session the researcher selected ten participants 

(six from the 200 level and four from the 300 level) to take part in a post-treatment 

interview. These selections were made based on a brief examination of the chatscripts 

and were intended to further illuminate the processes involved in ieamer/Ieamer CMC. 

These interviews, conducted in pairs where possible, lasted from 10-15 minutes each and 

attempted to elicit information based on individual participants' interaction. 

Due to some logistical obstacles, the 300 level group was only able to meet once 

a week for three weeks during the study. These meetings took place in the same computer 

facility as the 200 level group. Dyads in the 300 level group remained the same 

throughout the sessions and followed the same procedures outlined above for the 200 

level group. The 300 level, however, only performed one of each task type. It is because 

of this incongruity in data collection that comparisons of the individual tasks are outlined 

above and in tables 3.2 - 3.4. These comparisons show that the tasks within each task 

type were not significantly different from one another in regard to overall design and 

lexical difficulty. 
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3.8 Coding^ 

In this section I will discuss the coding procedures for the data relevant to the first 

series of research questions, which are repeated here. 

Research Question 1; What communication strategies do learners employ during 
task-based CMC? 

Research Question 1.1: What is the effect of task type on communication strategy use? 

Research Question 1.2; How do learners deal with unknown lexical items during 
task-based CMC? 

Off task discourse 

Ofif-task discourse was operationalized as that which occurs before an explicit 

signal a dyad has engaged the task or that which clearly strays from the goal of 

completing the task. Off-task discourse was found at the beginning of most chatscripts 

and often after a dyad had declared the task completed. No ofif-task discourse was used in 

calculating turns, lines, words, and communication strategies. No negotiated interaction 

occurred during ofT-task discourse. Below is an example of ofif-task discourse leading up 

to task engagement. 

S: Houw are you? 
S: Did you eat lunch? 
B: Just little bit>saru 
B: what happun? 
S: gamannsinasai 
B: ok 
S: By the way ,let's start working. <Beginning of the task> 
S; Do you have A3,C? 
B: I have ABC 
B; A is bus is stop bus staytion 

' In all cases, the data for research questions I and 2 were coded for task type. Jigsaw or Decision-niaking. 
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Turns 

A turn was counted each time there was a transfer of the "floor" from one 

participant to the other. Consider examples A and B below. 

1. C; F) He is in the garage and has an ax. 
C; that's all i have 

2. A; I dont know as. 
A: ax 

3. C: you use it,when you cut down trees 
C: it's made of steal, i guess 

4. A; ok.. I got it 
5. C; alright 
6. A: let's start to make a order 
7. C; ok 

B. 
1. C: WHAT IS THE TOW PEAPLE 
2. C: SORRY 
3. C: POEPLE 
4. J: tow poeple? 
5. C: YOU SAID 
6. C: tow people 

In the discourse passage A above there are a total of 7 turns. In passage B, we see 

clearly that lines 1-3 belong to the same turn, as do lines 5-6. In this example, J 

misspelled the word "two" when initially referring to "two people" playing on a swing set 

20 lines earlier. Thus rather than counting each line of text as a turn (which would 

clearly be in error in the cases above at least), the coding method in this study employed a 

more conservative approach which does not presume to be able to accurately distinguish 
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when a new line was intended by the participant to be a genuinely new turn and when it 

simply reflects a highly individualized technique of keyboarding. 

As mentioned in Chapter 2 the structure of CMC discourse can be quite different 

in many ways to face-to-face interaction. Aside from the unique structure of participation 

and its effect on the way topics are explored, CMC discourse often develops in a 

multilinear and associative fashion. Turn taking in the sense conceived of by Sacks, 

Schegloff, and Jefferson (1974) is often not present in CMC largely because the former 

assumes that all potential speakers have access to the same channel(s) of communication 

at once. Most CMC systems, including the one used in this study (ChatNet) are one-way 

in nature in that only one interactant at a time can travel a given channel. Though there 

are programs that allow for a letter-by-letter appearance of the typed message on the 

interlocutor's screen, this hardly seems to resemble face-to-face interaction. In ChatNet 

the message is sent upon hitting the return key and it is technically impossible for the 

addressee to respond while the message is being written. For these reasons disrupted turn 

adjacency is the rule rather than the exception in the chatscripts in this study. Users often 

needed to "back up" to answer a question after they had already moved on to a new topic. 

There also often seems to be an interleafed effect to many of the exchanges. 

Nevertheless, much of the interaction proceeds in ways that do closely resemble face-to-

face interaction in that the conversations proceed in a linear fashion. Thus, the CMC 

conversational patterns in the present data may be linear ornon-ltnear. Consider the 

example below in Figure 3.5 in which A shows how the interaction appears on the 
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chatscript and B suggests how the same interaction may have transpired in face-to-face 

talk. 

Figure 3.5 Comparison of CMC and face-to-face turns 

A) B) 
PG: My D picture is.. PG; My D picture is.. 
PG: There is tour bus. PG: There is tour bus. 
K: I think it's not tour bus PG; And It passed a raccoon 
PG; And It passed a raccoon in front of this bus. 

in front of this bus. K; I think it's not tour bus 
PG; Anyway bus. K: It's just regular bus 
FC; It's just regular bus PG: Anyway bus. 
K.OK PG: OK 
K: What is raccoon? K: What is raccoon? 
K; And what is 'it'? K: And what is 'it'? 

In the examples above we see that using the present method of turn counting need 

not affect the overall number of turns generated by a conversational dyad, resulting in 

four turns in each case. 

Communication strategies 

Communication strategies are those strategies, which learners use to overcome the 

inadequacies of their interlanguage resources (Ellis, 1994). They are primarily used to 

deal with lexical and grammatical problems. Long (1983) considers such strategies to be 

discourse or conversation maintenance strategies. Conununication strategies, though, can 

also be treated as cognitive processes involved in the use of the target language in 

reception and production (Tarone, 1977; Ellis, 1994). As mentioned in Chapter 2, Chun 
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(1994) reported a wide array of individual styles of interaction with some students' 

electronic discourse resembling that of traditional writing and others more closely 

resembling oral discussion. She found that computer mediated interaction fostered 

discoursal moves such as topic initiation, own- and other topic expansion, and 

interactional moves such as clarification requests, confirmation and comprehension 

checks, and repair. This study combined various communication strategy categories from 

multiple sources in the SLA literature (Long, 1983; Tarone, 1977; Poulisse, 1990; 

Oxford, 1985; Fsrch and Kasper, 1983; Bejarano et al., 1997; Chun, 1994; Rost and 

Ross, 1991; Bremmer et al., 1988; Canale, 1983; Domyei and Scott, 1997; Richards and 

Schmidt, 1983) as well as some unique to present study. These strategies were then 

reduced to the following 26 strategies after closely examining the pilot study chatscripts. 

The chatscripts were then coded for each occurrence of these strategies (see Appendix 5). 

A brief description of each communication strate^ follows below. 

Communication Strategy Coding Categories 

1. Framing; These can mark the closure of old topics and the initiation of new ones. 
("Good," "OK"). 

2. Tone: 
a. Politeness; Interlocutors use explicitly polite formulations. 
b. Directness; Interlocutors use overly direct language. 
c. Rudeness; Interlocutors use rude language to express dissatisfaction with one 

another. 
3. Paralinguistic Strategies; 

a. Capitalizing words for stress. 
b. Using emoticons. 
c. Onomatopoeia; devices which take the place of aural cues present in face-to-

face interaction. These convey feelings and shades of meaning (Oh hey! — to 
attract attention; Ah! — inteqection; "zzz...zzz..." - snoring sound). 

d. Punctuation: Extensive use of punctuation to indicate pitch and intonation, 
express surprise, etc. 
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e. Substitution: Use of abbreviated forms of a word (u = you, 2 = too/to, tc = I 
see, y = yes, r.u. = are you) 

4. Verbal strategy markers: the use of verbal markings phrases before or after a 
strategy to signal that the word or structure does not really carry the intended 
message perfectly in the L2 code. "On the next picture... I don't really know 
what it is called in English... it's uh.. ." 

5. Message abandonment/restructuring: 
a. abandonment - Learner begins to refer to an object but gives up because it is 

too difficult to express. 

6 LI Transfer: [S]: what's bloom 
[M]: Bloom is houki. 

1. Correction: 
a. Self correction: Initiator realizes his/her own mistake or unclarity and fixes it 

before any negotiation is necessary. These instances show a focus on form. 
They are also evidence of emerging L2 competence (output). 

b. Unsolicited assistance (Explicit): Respondent spots error in initiator's 
discourse and executes "other" repair. No non-communication has occurred at 
this point. Shows a focus on form. Also provides information regarding the 
nature of CMC corrective feedback. 

c. Unsolicited assistance (Implicit): Respondent spots error in initiator's 
discourse and provides implicit corrective feedback. 

d. Self-rephrasing: Repeating a term, but changing the utterance slightly by 
adding something or using paraphrase. "I don't know the material...what it's 
made of..." 

8. Comprehension Checks: Initiator asks respondent whether s/he has understood in 
an effort to make sure conmiunication will proceed smoothly. 

"Waterfall" 
»» "Do you understand?" 

" Yes" 

9. Input Elicitation Strategies: 
a. Promoters: Words and phrases which encourage continuation of the 

conversation. 
SI: I think you are wrong. 
S2: Oh really? Why is that? 

(B expects A to elaborate) 
b. Continuation Signals: "Ummm, I see" 
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10. Inferential Strategies; 
a. Hypothesis testing; Respondent takes specific parts of the preceding discourse 

and asks questions or makes comments that test their understanding. Learners 
verify their schematic representation of the explanation, story, etc. ("So he 
couldn't get dressed because his shirt was dirty, right?). 

b. Forward inferencing; Respondent overtly indicates his/her current state of 
understanding by asking questions using established information ("Where are 
they going on vacation?" ~ after it has been mentioned that someone is going 
on vacation). 

11. Use of fillers; Using gambits to fill pauses. These are time-gaining strategies to 
maintain conversation in time of difficulty. "Well..."Actually...etc. 

12. Omission; Learner intentionally leaves a gap when not knowing a word and 
carrying on as if it had been said. "The sun is... and the man is going home." 

13. Metatalk; 
a. Task; Meta-analysis by participants regarding how to complete the task. 

14. Appeal for assistance; (before non-communication has occurred) 
a. Direct appeal for help; Initiator turns to interlocutor for help by asking for 

explicit assistance concerning a gap in initiator's knowledge. "It's a kind of 
clock where a bird comes out...what's that called?" 

b. Indirect appeal for help; "It's a... I don't really know.... 

Compensatory strategies 

Compensatory strategies are a type of communication strategy normally used to 

compensate for a lack of competence in the target language when problems (or potential 

problems) in conununication arise. The 'parsimonious' taxonomy of compensatory 

strategies suggested by the Nijmegen group was used (see Kellerman, 1991), which 

posits there are essentially only two compensatory strategy types; Conceptual and 

Linguistic strategies. Conceptual strategies are those whereby the participant manipulates 

the concept of the target referent (the name of which is unknown to the initiator. 
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respondent, or both) in an effort to explain the item. This is achieved through one of two 

sub-strategies. Conceptual-Analytic strategies are those where the learner selects and 

articulates specific properties of the target referent. For example,... this one is to use for 

a baby so it doesn 't get clothes dirty (target word - bib). Here properties regarding the 

usage of the item are elaborated. Conceptual-Holistic strategies are those where the 

learner names a substitute referent with which the target referent shares properties, or 

which forms part of the same category hierarchy. For example,... it looks like a ball 

(grenade); or ...it's a bird (sparrow). Code (or linguistic) compensatory strategies are 

those where the learner either creates a new word to express the relevant item (often 

referred to as word coinage in other taxonomies) or employs an LI or L3 word. These 

strategies can occur in isolation or in any combination. 

In an effort to help answer research questions 1 and 2, the chatscripts were coded 

using this taxonomy. Examples of each from the current data are provided below. 

Conceptual Compensatory Strategies 

Analytic: The learner selects and articulates specific properties of the target 
referent. 

Ex. C: The color is Green<A> Target item: Wreath 

Holistic: The learner names a substitute referent with which the target referent 
shares properties, or which forms part of the same category hierarchy. 

Ex. O; what is bucket? 
C; bucket is similar to basket. <H> 

Multiple: The learner uses more than one CpS of the same type during the same 
turn. 

Ex. C:F) He is in the garage and has an ax. 
C; that's all i have 
A: I dont know as. 
A: ax 
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C: you use it, when you cut down trees <A> 
C: it's made of steal, i guess <A> 
A; ok.. I got it 

Mixed: The learner uses any mixture of two or more CpSs in the same turn. 
Ex. A; A banjo is to play music like a guiter <A+H> 

Linguistic - Transfer Compensatory Strategies 

LI Use: The learner uses the native language to identify the target referent. 
Ex. S; F,the man has finished to clean up garage,and 

he hangs ax. 
S: ax is ono. <C> 

Choice of dealing with unknown words 

Learners essentially had four choices regarding how to deal/or not deal with the 

new target lexical items they encountered during task completion. First, one learner could 

introduce the words and then a negotiation routine could ensue. Second, one participant 

may suspect that his or her interlocutor does not know a target item s/he is about to use 

and may employ what will be termed here "salient input." In most cases this entails 

implementing a compensatory strategy but before an indication of non-understanding 

occurs. As will be shown, the input provided during the response phase of a negotiation 

routine and the salient input strategy is fundamentally the same. Third, learners may 

mention the target item but for some reason neither provide salient input nor negotiate the 

item. That is, the word is used during task completion but not pursued fiirther. Finally, a 

target item may not be mentioned at all during task completion. In order to help answer 

research questions I and 3 each target lexical item was coded according to which of the 
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above four categories learners employed. Examples of the first three possibilities are 

listed below; 

Negotiation: 
A: first I want to give a bouquet to my host mother. <T> 
C: I have a question, but what is it? 
C: chan u teU me what it is? <I> 
A: um..first bouquet is a kind of flower. <R> 
C: alright I got it <RR> 

In negotiated interaction there is an explicit instance of non-understanding. 

Salient Input 
A; I have a bouquet that is a lot of flower in the basket 
M: That's nice.... 

In salient input there is no explicit instance of non-understanding. No need for 
negotiation because the provider of the information anticipates non-understanding 
and uses this strategy to avoid potential problems in conununication. 

Simple Input 
C: I THINK BOUQUET IS FOR MRS.JONES ... 

In simple input a target item is mentioned but not pursued further. 

Coding 

In this seaion I will discuss the coding procedures for the data relevant to the 

second series of research questions, which are repeated here. 

Research Question 2; How do learners negotiate for meaning during task-based CMC? 

Research Question 2.1: What is the relationship between task type and computer-
mediated negotiated interaction among learners of English? 
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Negotiation moves 

Essential to any examination of leamer/Ieamer interaction is a method of 

identifying and "charting" negotiation moves by learners. As mentioned in Chapter 2 this 

study employed the method outlined in Varonis and Gass (1985b) to both define and 

track the progression of negotiation routines during task-based CMC. This model has 

been widely used in interactionist research but is just emerging as a tool in describing 

discourse in computer-mediated interaction. This study is at the forefront of this line 

research and perhaps the first applying the model to task-based CMC from an 

interactionist theoretical perspective and using learners of English. Varonis and Gass 

(1985b) defme instances of negotiation as exchanges, which begin with an explicit 

indication of non-understanding, and which results in a temporary "push down" in the 

conversation away from the main line of discourse. This difficulty can be real or 

perceived by the participants and can be caused by any number of factors. For example, a 

learner may use the wrong word, which causes their interlocutor a problem in 

understanding the intended message. In contrast, the same learner may correctly use a 

word, which is beyond the lexicon of his or her interlocutor. This may also result in an 

indication of non-understanding. Finally, an utterance may be problematic because of 

task-related issues or due to ambiguities, which arise during the co-construction of the 

task discourse. 

Figure 3.6 below shows the model suggested by Varonis and Gass (1988b) 

accounts for negotiation episodes in terms of four main components; the trigger, signal 

(normally referred to in this study as indicator), response, and reaction to the response 
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Figure 3.6 Model of negotiated interaction 

Trigger •=> Indicator "=> Response o Reply to the response (optional) 

(often referred to here as reply to the response). In an effort to keep references to the two 

interactants performing a given task clear, participants will be referred to as either the 

initiator or respondent. The participant who initiates the negotiation routine will be 

referred to as the initiator with the one responding to an indication of non-understanding 

designated the respondent. The illustration below shows that A is the initiator because she 

initiates or signals the non-understanding. C responds to the indicator of non-

understanding so is referred to as the respondent throughout the negotiation routine, 

including the trigger phase. 

C: F) He is in the garage and has an ax. <T> Respondent 
C; that's all i have 
A: I dont know as. <I> Initiator 
A: ax 
C: you use it,when you cut down trees <R> Respondent 
C; it's made of steal, i guess 
A: ok.. I got it <RR> Initiator 

Diagramming epbodes of negotiated interaction 

Triggers 

A trigger is the catalyst of a negotiation routine. Many types of triggers have been 

noted in the interactionist literature including lexical/semantic, structural 

(morphological/syntactic), content- and task-related, discourse, and pragmatic. As the 

second research question asked whether learners negotiate for meaning when problems in 
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communication arise, and sought to characterize the nature of such negotiation, each of 

the four component parts of the negotiation routines were broken down along 

predetermined categories. As mentioned in Chapter 2, the interactionist research 

consistently shows that many if not most triggers are lexical in nature. With this in mind 

the present study was designed to focus in on this lexical negotiation by infusing new 

words into the tasks. The tasks were also designed following Pica et al. (1993) to elicit 

varying degrees of negotiation. Thus, most of the triggers in the present data will be 

lexical in nature. However, in an effort to account for non-target item negotiation the 

additional categories of syntactic, discourse, and content were used to classify the 

additional tnggers. Lexical triggers are those cases where the problematic utterance can 

be clearly linked to a specific lexical item. Syntactic triggers were those cases where the 

problematic utterance could be clearly attributed to a structural or grammatical 

construction. Discourse triggers are related to the general coherence of the discourse or 

conversation. For example, non-communication caused by an inability to correctly 

reference the antecedent of a pronoun during interaction would be categorized as a 

discourse trigger. Content triggers were those instances where the entire content of a 

previous message was in some way problematic Including when the preceding message is 

vague. That is, the problem could not be attributed to one of the other trigger types listed 

above. The examples below show instances of each trigger type. 

Lexical trigger 

0; i have a banjo 
C: what's is it? 
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Syntactic trigger* 

A; They go on him house. 
B: They go what? 

*(not from the present data) 

Discourse trigger 

C: OK. How abour Mr. Jones? 
C: What do you think? 
C: I think corkscrew is not good for the present. 
C; Not gourgeous. 
P: bouquet suit her 
P: Yes. I forgot, I'm sorry/ 
P; but it's fit him ... 
C: Which one? You mean Wreath? 
C: Which items good for him? 

Content triggers 

C: he ride the something/ 
0; something what? 
C; that is have many farm tools 
0: a car? 

P; the man try to pick up what is on the flor 
P; and back them to their place 
C; You mean from garage to room? 

Indicators (Signals) 

The second part of the negotiation routine is called the indicator or signal. 

According to Varom's and Gass (1985b) these signals can be explicit or implicit. In this 

model signals can also take the form of confirmation checks or clarification requests that 

repeat the problematic part of the previous phrase (the trigger). Following Rost and Ross 
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(1991), each indicator was classified as global, local, or inferential. Global strategies are 

those in which the respondent indicates non-understanding in a way, which does not 

identify the trigger specifically. An example of a global indicator is the question 

(clarification request) "What?" or statement "I don't understand." Local strategies are 

those in which the respondent explicitly identifies the trigger or indicates its precise 

location in the preceding discourse. Examples of this are "What does wrench mean?" 

(clarification request) and "What was his name again?" Local strategies can also include 

confirmation checks such as "Do you mean machineT (after the interlocutor writes 

"'mascien"). Irrferential strategies occur when learners test out hypotheses and in doing so 

indicate non-comprehension of the discourse structure. An example of this is a participant 

saying, "OK, so that means he is tired?" after his interlocutor has attempted to describe a 

man that is bored (see another example ftom the data below). In the exchange below, B 

Inferential indicator 

J; He hold ax in a clean garage, and everything is 
in order in everywhere... 

B; ax mean is hammer? 
J: no 
J: That's different 
B; what is it? 
J; Ax is used to cut tree 
J: or wood 

tests her hypothesis about the meaning of "ax." This inferential indication of non-

understanding leads to a response in the form of a conceptual-analytic compensatory 

strategy by B. The Rost and Ross (1991) characterization of signals or indicators of non-
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understanding seems to encompass and expand the signal types outlined in Varonis and 

Gass (1985b) and is thus more appropriate for this study. 

It should be noted again for clarification that this study adopted a very strict 

approach to categorizing learner discourse as negotiated interaction. Only those routines 

which display a clear indication of communicative breakdown are considered negotiation 

routines. "Side sequences" which occur but where no non-understanding is evident are 

not classified as negotiation episodes. 

Response 

The third component of a negotiation routine is the response. This, quite simply, 

is any utterance by the interlocutor that replies to a signal or indicator of non-

understanding. Various types of responses have been noted in the literature including 

switching topics, minimal responses, simply repeating the trigger with or with out lexical 

and/or syntactic modifications, stating an inability to respond, and rephrasals or 

elaborations of the problematic element. Essentially these types can be categorized as 

minimal responses, modification responses, and elaborative responses. It should be noted 

here that the switching topics alternative listed above would disqualify the episode as a 

negotiation routine under the current approach as this would not constitute a response to 

the indicator or signal of non-understanding. Since the response is a prerequisite for a 

viable negotiation routine, no negotiation (under this definition) would have occurred. 

Based on pilot study data, only the three different response types elaborated 

below were anticipated in the data. A minimal response by definition provides little new 

input to the initiator of the negotiation routine. This may take the form of merely 
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repeating the trigger or simply responding "yes" to the indication of non-understanding. 

Therefore, any response that provides no new information to the interlocutor and is a 

short one or two word response was considered minimal. Repeating the trigger (in most 

cases a lexical item) with lexical modification to the surrounding text is a learner's 

attempt to clarify his or her intended meaning, but the respondent does not address the 

fundamental problem signaled in the indicator phase. In this category the length of the 

response utterance is about the same as the trigger phrase. The final alternative, 

rephrasing and elaborating, seems intuitively the most helpful to learners who have 

signaled non-understanding. By rephrasing the prior utterance the respondent may better 

illustrate the nature of the problematic lexical item, and by elaborating on the previous 

discourse, more context may be provided. Examples of each are below. 

Minimal response 

B; kind of rotion 
S: please exp-! 
S: rotion? 
B; rotion... 

Repeating the trigger witii lexical modification 

K; So what is your idea? 
PG; the back. 
K: What is it? 
PG; bag? 
K: Backpack? 
PG: yes. 

Rephrasal/Elaboration 

J: Next one is wreath. 
B; How can use? 
J; Most of familys put this bouquet on the door which you enter. 
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J: Usually like a circle in green color 
B: To decorate 
J; and have a red ribbonon the bottom of the green circle 
J: Yes 
B: I got it 
J: Good job, BO. 

Whereas the present study is similar in many respects to previous interactionist 

studies in terms of coding procedures, it differs slightly in the coding of some elements of 

the negotiation routines. For example. Pica et al. (1996) coded synonym substitution and 

paraphrase of all or part of prior utterances that triggered the signals and responses of 

negotiation as lexical modifications. In the present study, many of what Pica et al. (1996) 

would have coded as lexical modifications were coded here as rephrasing or elaboration. 

Essentially, rephrasing and elaboration in the present study necessarily subsumes Pica et 

al.'s category of lexical modification. 

Reply to the Response 

The fourth component of the negotiation routine, the reply to the response, is 

optional. As Varonis and Gass (198Sb) note, this phase serves to signal that learners are 

ready to resume the main line of discourse. This phase normally takes the form of an 

explicit statement of understanding such as "OK" or "Good" or "I understand." These 

short replies to the response are labeled here as minimal responses. Another possibility 

aoted in the literature are metalinguistic in nature. In these types of utterances the learner 

comments explicitly on what the cause of the problem had been. Task appropriate 

responses are "utterances" which are contextually relevant to the preceding stretch of 
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discourse and which implicitly show a degree of understanding of the target element. A 

final type of reply to the response found in the data was that of testing deductions <TD>. 

Testing deductions strategies are similar in many ways to inferential indications of non-

understanding during the signal phase of negotiation and may result in a confirmation 

(TD+) or non-confirmation (TD-) of correctness by the respondent. Testing dedurtions 

occurs when, during the reply to the response, learners, reacting to the recent input 

provided in the response phase make certain inferences, testing out their current state of 

understanding regarding the original problematic utterance. The term hypothesis testing, 

though fitting in some respects, is intentionally not used here as it has been traditionally 

associated with learners' building of a hypothetical grammar (Corder, 1981), which 

seems inappropriate for the current context. As mentioned above, these replies to the 

response are optional and may result in "no response" following the response phase, 

though in the present data this was not normally the case (see table 4.19). Examples of 

each reply to the response type found in the data are listed below. 

Minimal 

C: ...I don't icnow"Comb." 
P; comb is somthing that you use it to comb your hair or to fix it 
C: I see. 

Meta-linguistic talk 

S: extension cord is cord, use for TV,VIDEO,other 
electrical things. 

S; KO-DO. 
B: aha cord I thought card... 
S: No,consent,to connect to conection on wall 
B; ok 
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Task appropriate response 

0: what about blender? 
C; what is it? 
O; it is mixcing.... 
0; make a juice 
C: mixcing? 
C; but, i don't like juice. 

Testing Deductions (Negative) 

C; and he hold the dustpan 
0; i don't undre what it is? 
O: how look like? 
C; dustpad os collecting the trash. 
C. is 
C; dustpan is collecting the trash. 
0; ni...it..iooks like a finger? 
C. no 

A: what is comb? 
B: after shower, i get my hair straight by this 
A: it's like hair drier? 
B; no 
A: h, I see 
B; like fish bone 
A; ok 

Testing Deductions (Positive) 

J; Could you explain extension cord ... 
B: see... 
B; Extention cord. It is used electrict 
B: electrict line 
J; Does it use for computer? 
B: If your electrict line is short, you can use it 
J: I got it. 

J; ok, the first thing is razor 
B: razor? 
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J; razor is a tool which used to clean short hair that 
grow on your chin 

J; usually men use it 
J: maybe your father uses it everyday. 
J; Can you catch me? 
B; Did he use his face? 
J; yes, you got it. 

Coding 

In this section I will discuss the coding procedures for the data relevant to the 

third series of research questions, which are repeated here. 

Research Question 3; Does negotiated interaction facilitate learners' ability to 
recognize and produce new lexical items? If so, how? 

Research Question 3.1: Do learners retain the ability to recognize and produce 
lexical items (acquired as a resuk of computer-mediated 
negotiated interaction) one week after the treatment? 

Negotiated Interaction vs. Salient Input 

As mentioned above, the analysis of the chatscripts in this study suggest that input 

provided by the respondent during negotiated interaction and that supplied through a 

salient input strategy is largely the same. Recall that in the case of negotiation the 

initiator signals that non-understanding or incomplete understanding has occurred, 

whereas salient input occurs when a learner feels compelled to describe a potentially 

unknown or problematic item absent such a signal or indication of non-understanding. 

Examples of this comparison drawn from the present data are provided below for both 

proficiency levels. 

300 level — Target item: Extension cord 
Salient Input 
A: extension cord is a kind of line of electronic 
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Negotiated Interaction 
J: Could you explain "extension cord" ... 
B: I see... 
B; Extention cord. It is used electrict 
B; electrict line 
J: Does it use for computer? 
B; If your electrict line is short, you can use it 

Target Item: Bouquet 
Salient Input 
1.F: i have bouquet 

F; it is abig flower 

2. B; Many man give giri friend (1. Bouquet) 

Negotiated Interaction 
1. A: first. I want to give a bouquet to my host mother. 

C; I have a question, but what is it? 
C; chan u tell me what it is? 
A; um..first bouquet is a kind of flower. 
C; alright [ got it 

2. A; what is bouquet? 
B; when wedding ceremony, bride throw this flower 
A; ok 

200 level — Target item; Bongos 
Salient Input 

M; I have bongos, this is like a drams. 

Negotiated Interaction 
1. 0: what is bongos? 

C; bongos is the similar to drum 
O: it is play music 
0: oh,,,, 
C; but it is traditional drum 

2. S; u wanna bongos? 
A: What is it? 
S; it's african instrument. 

3. S; and what's bongos 
M: like a drams. 
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Target item; Chainsaw 
Salient input 
M; Chainsaw use for to make loghouse. 

Negotiated Interaction 
1. A; When we use 

S; it's used cut strong thing.. 
A: Why 
S: like a big wood..? 
A; OK 

2. B; what 
S; chainsaw is a kind of saw 
S: but it have chain.. 

Target item; Scissors 

Salient input 
S; a scissors can cut papers, fablics and everthin what you want 

Negotiated Interaction 
S: what's scissor? 
S: scissor? 
M; it is like a cutter. 

Target item; Rifle 
Salient input 
S; and rifle is a kind of gun 

Negotiated Interaction 
S; what's rifle? 
M: mu... I think it is like a mecanical match. 
S; ok! 
M: no no~ It is big gun!! 
M: sorry 
S:Ok 

Target item; Magnifying glass 
Salient input 
A: and Magnifying glass,is when I want see smoi thing ,i can see big with 

this 
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Negotiated Interaction 
B; What is magnifying glass? 
S; magnifying glass is that if want instinks like big,youo use this. 
S; instinc glass. 

It is important to make this comparison and distinction between salient input and 

negotiated interaction in order to better answer Research Question 3, which was 

concerned with whether negotiated interaction among learners facilitates the acquisition 

of target lexical items during task completion. Since this study was essentially a 

classroom-based, within groups design (with two parallel proficiency level groups), we 

were able to compare learners' gain scores of target lexical items against themselves 

across these two conditions, salient input and negotiated interaction. By coding the data 

for negotiation episodes as well as instances of salient input, we are better able to isolate 

the independent variable of negotiation. This methodological approach, then, builds on 

previous interactionist research that (somewhat artificially) specifies and limits learners' 

roles in the interaction and task completion. Pica (19S7), for example, in a study 

exploring whether negotiated interaction (negotiated input) enhanced learner 

comprehension over pre-modified input compared one group that could not negotiate and 

received only pre-modified input with another group that was encouraged to negotiate. 

As mentioned in Chapter 2, she found that interactionally modified input (compared to 

pre-modified input) directly facilitates comprehension. Learners had significantly higher 

degrees of comprehension in the interactive condition. 
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3.9 Establishing Lexical Gains 

As mentioned above, all target lexical items were coded as previously known or 

unknown for each participant. Accordingly, those items previously known by a particular 

participant are of little interest in calculating lexical gains. Again, only those unknown 

words contained on the task-sheet of the interlocutor (chat partner) were counted when 

determining gain scores. 

Receptive post-tests 

On the receptive post-tests, learners' scores were determined by first calculating 

the number of potentially-learned words for each individual learner as indicated on the 

pre-test. Next, those words held by and thus visible to that learner during task 

completion were deleted from consideration. This left only those previously unknown 

words held by that learner's interlocutor as relevant target lexical items for that learner. 

Target items were counted as either correct or incorrect. 

Productive post-tests 

Similar to the receptive post-tests, the productive post-test scores were calculated 

by examining only the relevant target lexical items for each participant. The productive 

post-test scores were anticipated to be lower than the receptive post-test scores and 

fraught with misspellings and partially correct answers. Thus an instrument for assigning 

partial credit to answers was developed. This instrument is based on one used in a study 
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of the effect of text enhancement on second language (lexical) acquisition (Barcroft 

2000) but has been heavily modified and tailored to this study (see Appendix 4). 

The relevant target lexical items were given a score between 0.0 and 1.00 depending on 

the degree of accuracy of the target item. 

3.10 Productive output 

A post-hoc analysis of the chatscripts explored whether productive use or 

attempted use of newly introduced or newly learned words in subsequent (CMC) 

discourse reflected higher gain scores on the post-tests than those items where no such 

productive use is evident. As mentioned, the chatscripts were coded for how each 

leamer/dyad addressed the unknown lexical items which were needed or helpfiil for task 

completion. Essentially, a new word could be explicitly addressed through a negotiation 

routine, a salient input strategy, or a simple mention of the word with no further 

elaboration. After locating the initial introduction of a target lexical item in the chatscript, 

the remaining discourse was carefully evaluated to determine whether the target learner, 

that is the participant for whom the target word is unknown, used or attempted to use the 

newly introduced target item productively. If it was found that the target learner did in 

faa productively use or attempt to use the target item, this item was coded as productive 

use. In the case of negotiation routines, the "used" lexical items in the indicator phase 

were not coded as productive use. Only those instances of "use" which occurred later in 

the discourse and independently of the negotiation routine(s) were coded as such. Each 

case of productive use and non-productive use of the target items were then correlated to 
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the respective learners' performance on the corresponding items for the four post-tests. In 

this way we can determine whether there is a difference in post-test gain score based on 

the independent variable of productive use/non-use. An example of an item coded as 

productive use is below. 

PG; Anyway fall down child drop the binoculars 
K; What is binoculars? 

PG: This is things that see the long distance.... 
K: Aha 
K; I got it 

PG: near telescope. 
PG: ok? 

K: Ok 
[18 lines later] 
K; Some elemantry school students are riding 
K: the bus. And one of them is holding 
K: binoculars in his hand.... 

Trigger 
Indicator 
Response 

Reply to the Response 
Confirmation -
Comprehension Check 
Reconfirmation 

Productive Use 

Though this instance follows a negotiation routine, there were also a few instances of 

productive use for items introduced through the salient input and simple input strategies. 

This will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 4. 
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Chapter 4: Results and Discussion 

[ntroduction 

In this section I will report on the findings related to each of the research 

questions. The salient SLA and CALL research relevant to each research question will be 

reiterated where necessary in order to help the reader contextuaiize and interpret the data. 

Because the amount of published research into task-based computer-mediated negotiation 

among ESL learners is quite limited, I will next present observations and supporting data 

related to but technically outside the specific research questions. These data should be 

viewed as initial steps toward more formal inquiry of the respective areas. Finally, 

general conclusions are drawn based on the sum total of the data gathered. The research 

questions are presented again below in Figure 4.1. 

'igure 4.1 Research Questions 

1 What communication strategies do learners employ during task-based 
CMC? 

1.1 What is the effect of task type on communication strategy use? 
1.2 How do learners deal with unknown lexical items during task-based 

CMC? 
2 How do learners negotiate for meaning during task-based CMC? 
2.1 What is the relationship between task type and computer-mediated 

negotiated interaction among learners of English? 
3 Does negotiated interaction facilitate learners' ability to recognize and 

produce new lexical items? If so, how? 
3.1 Do learners retain the ability to recognize and produce lexical items 

(acquired as a result of computer-mediated negotiated interaction) one 
week after the treatment? 



180 

4.1 General Overview of the findings 

An analysis of the transcripts indicates that learners use a wide variety of 

communication strategies while creating meaning and progressing toward task 

completion during CMC. They also choose to deal with unknown or potentially unknown 

lexical items in a variety of ways. This is evident in the communication strategies 

learners employed both before and after instances of non-understanding occurred. I refer 

to the conversational maneuvering which occurs prior to explicit non-understanding as 

positive navigation. When non-understanding occurs and learners shift their attention 

temporarily toward solving the communicative breakdown, the term negotiated 

interaction is used. It is clear from the data that ESL learners do negotiate for meaning 

during task-based CMC and that this negotiated interaction is a most efficient means of 

arriving at understanding. 

The data also suggest that both positive navigation and negotiated interaction are 

viable and efficient ways for ESL students to learn new vocabulary items from one 

another during dyadic CMC. However, when the two strategies are compared with one 

another, negotiated interaction is clearly superior. 

Finally, there is a clear effect for task type on the nature and amount of discourse 

produced during CMC. Decision-making tasks seem to elicit much more negotiation than 

jigsaw tasks and are, therefore, a seemingly better choice when vocabulary building is the 

intended goal within the context of leamer-leamer CMC. 
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Amount of discourse elicited by each task 

The general overarching question posed by the first series of research questions 

centers on the nature of task-based NNS interaction in a CMC environment. In order to 

explore this question in detail it was important to initially establish how much discourse 

was elicited by the tasks employed in this study. Table 4.1 below shows the totals, means, 

and standard deviations for the overall quantity of discourse produced. There were a total 

Table 4.1 
Totals and means for turns, lines, and words produced in tasks 

Sum Mean SD 
Turns 1,455 52.46 21.26 
Lines 2.328 83.14 30.81 
Words 9.660 345 101.53 

of 1,4SS turns, 2,328 lines, and 9,660 words in the data generated aCTOss all dyads 

collapsing both proficiency levels and task types together. The means for the same 

categories are 52.46, 83.14, and 345 respectively. Table 4.2 shows a comparison of the 

Table 4.2 
Descriptive data and paired groups t-tests for turns, lines and words by task type. 

200 level n=9 (dyads) 300 level n=5 (dyads) 

Task Mean SD T DF SIG Task Mean SD t DF SIG 

Turns D 5L11 32.15 .302 8 .770 D 66.60 14.57 2.54 4 .064 
J 48.22 13.96 J 48.40 8.14 

Lines D 75.88 43.18 .345 8 .739 D 102.80 25.56 1.62 4 .179 
J 80.66 23.10 J 81.00 18.35 

Words D 283.88 138.89 L27 8 .239 D 418.20 32.99 2.15 4 .097 

J 353.00 75.26 J 367.40 52.15 
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quantity of discourse elicited by each task type within each proficiency level. In the 

"task" column for each proficiency level (and throughout the rest of this chapter) the 

letter "D" refers to decision-making tasks and "f to the jigsaw tasks. When we examine 

each proficiency level separately we see that there are some apparent differences based 

on task type and proficiency level. However, none of these differences are statistically 

significant at the established alpha level (a=. 05). Thus task type does not seem to 

significantly affect the quantity of discourse produced by each group. 

Table 4.3 compares the descriptive data from table 4.2 across the two proficiency 

levels (200 and 300 levels). This comparison allows us to determine whether the two 

proficiency levels produced similar amounts of discourse in each task type. In table 

Table 4.3 
Descriptive data and independent groups t-tests for turns, lines and words for each 
task type across proficiency level. 

200 level n=9 (dyads) 300 level n=5 (dyads) Independent groups t-test 
Task Mean SD Task Mean SD t DF SIG 

Turns D 5l.Il 32.15 D 66.60 14.57 l.OO 12 .334 Turns 
J 48.22 13.96 J 48.40 8.14 .026 12 .976 

Lines D 75.88 43.18 D 102.80 25.56 1.26 12 .231 Lines 
J 80.66 23.10 J 81.00 18.35 .028 12 .978 

Words D 283.88 138.89 D 418.20 32.99 2.09 12 .058 Words 
J 353.00 75.26 J 367.40 52.15 .377 12 .713 

4.3 we see that, though the 300 level learners generated more discourse in each category, 

the differences are not significant. Therefore, we can say that across the two proficiency 

levels both task types elicited about the same quantity of discourse on all three measures. 
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Discussion 

The data above suggest that task type had no major effect on the amount of 

discourse produced by participants. This held true for both proficiency levels. Similarly, 

when the amount of discourse generated in each of the two task types is examined aaoss 

the two proficiency levels we see that in all cases the 300 level group had higher mean 

scores in all three measures of discourse quantity. These differences are often 

considerable when considering the decision-making tasks, and may be expected to a 

certain degree because of the 300 level group's more advanced proficiency. However, 

this difference shrinks considerably when we examine the means for the jigsaw task. 

4.2 Research Question 1: What communication strategies do learners employ 
during task-based CMC? 

A wide array of communication strategies were reflected in the chatscripts In this 

study. Students varied widely in their use of communication strategies with some 

students' electronic discourse resembling that of traditional writing and others more 

closely resembling oral discussion. Aside from the obvious similarity to traditional 

writing (typing/word processing), CMC discourse is heavy with rhetorical devices such 

as the use of transitions to facilitate cohesiveness. The chatscripts also suggest the use of 

capitalization and punctuation to enhance meaning, tone, etc. In contrast, these same chat 

logs show a high degree of self-correction, use of fillers, and comprehension checks, 

devices typically found in spoken discourse. This finding is not unique to the present 

study. Chun (1994), for example, found that learners produced a wide range of 
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discourse structures and speech acts during CMC and took an active role in discourse 

management. Table 4.4 indicates, the four most frequently used communication strategies 

by both groups as well as the descriptive statistics. It is interesting to note that explicit 

Table 4.4 
Four most frequently used communication strategies across both task types. 

200 level (ip36) 300 level (if=20) 
Commuiucation 
Strategy 

Mean SD Communication 
Strategy 

Mean SD 

1. Substitution .022 .043 1. Politeness .033 .029 
IFiUers .019 .050 2. Framing .025 .033 
3. Framing .018 .024 3. Promoters .018 .024 
4. Politeness .015 .014 4. Fdlers .014 .029 

occurrences of politeness, framing, and fillers are among the most frequently employed 

communication strategies by both groups. Of these three strategies, however, only 

politeness shows a significant difference between the two groups, with the 300 level 

students using the strategy much more often (see table 4.S). These data suggest that both 

proficiency levels employed largely the same communication strategies with similar 

frequency while solving the communicative tasks. 

Table 4.5 shows a list of all 26 communication strategy types used by both groups 

as well as the descriptive statistics for the use of each. The mean numbers were calculated 
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Table 4.5 
Conimumcation strategies used and a comparison of means across proficiency level. 

Communication strategy 
200 
level 
Mean 

SD 300 
level 
Mean 

SD t SIG 

Framing .018 .024 .025 .033 .805 .424 
Politeness .015 .014 .031 .029 2J7 .033»* 
Directness .006 .010 .002 .004 1.98 .052** 
Rudeness .005 .012 .003 .009 .742 .461 
Capitalizing .0004 .003 .006 .017 1.36 .188« 
Emoticons .004 .011 .006 .018 .565 .574 
Onomatopoeia .003 .007 
E>unctuation .005 .010 .010 .020 1.07 .288 
Substitution .022 .043 .003 .006 2.59 .013** 
Verbal strategy markers .008 .030 .001 .004 1.44 .156'»» 
Message abandonment .0005 .003 
LI transfer .007 .019 
Self correction .008 .014 .006 .010 .594 .555 
Unsolicited assistance (Explicit) .0004 .003 .001 .005 .678 .501 
Unsolicited assistance (implicit) .004 .012 
Self rephrasing .001 .004 
Comprehension checks .005 .015  ̂ .006 .013 .421 .675 
Promoters .007 .01 .018 .024 1.87 .072»» 
Continuation signals .004 .009 .006 .009 .601 .550 
Hypothesis testing .005 .010 .004 .007 .439 .662 
Forward inferencing .0004 .003 
Use of fillers .019 .05 .014 .029 .523 .602*» 
Omission .002 .005 .002 .005 .189 .850 
Meta-talk about the task .003 .009 .006 .012 .886 .379 
Direct appeal for assistance .001 .004 .001 .004 .041 .968 
Indirea appeal for assistance .001 .004 

** Because of a significant value in the Levene's test for equality of variances, the more 
conservative significance level (p value) is used. Ssignificant differences (p < .OS) are in bold. 

by taking the raw number of occurrences of a particular strategy for each learner and 

dividing it by total turns for their dyad. In this way we can control for both the 

differences in the quantity of discourse produced across dyads as well as the number of 

tasks, which were different for the two proficiency levels. From table 4.5 it is evident 

that in most cases there was no significant difference in the communication strategies 

employed by the two proficiency levels. Indeed, we can say that there are essentially only 
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two strategies which show an effect for proficiency level, explicit use of politeness and 

substitution. There were, however, seven cases where one proficiency level used a given 

strategy type and the other did not. The 200 level students employed the strategies 

message abandonment, LI tranter, providing implicit unsolicited assistance, and 

forward inferencing where the 300 level students did not. In contrast, only the 300 level 

group used onomatopoeia, self rephrasing, and indirect appeals for assistance. 

Discussion 

The data above suggest that among intermediate-low and intermediate level 

learners of English, proficiency level may selectively affect communication strategy 

choice. Though there was no statistical difference in communication strategy usage in 

most categories, there was a clear difference in the relative use of politeness and 

substitution strategies by learners. This is somewhat consistent with Bialystok (1990), 

who found an effect for target language proficiency on communication strategy selection. 

In Bialystok (1990), however, the focus was on what she terms LI- vs. L2-based 

strategy use and she essentially compared what is referred to in this study as 

compensatory strategy use. Nevertheless, evidence suggesting that proficiency level 

affects strategy choice has been previously documented. The higher usage ofpoliteness 

strategies by the 300 level group is consistent with some of the research into pragmatics 

which suggests that lower-level learners display a more limited range of politeness 

features (Scarcella, 1979), and that there may be a developmental progression for certain 

illocutionary acts (Ellis, 1992). This lower proficiency in the target language may 
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also help explain why the 200 level learners tended to employ the substitution (see 

Chapter 3) strategy more often than the more advanced group. It seems the former used 

this strategy to facilitate communication and reduce the chance of providing faulty input 

to their interlocutors whereas the latter may have been more confident in their abilities 

thus largely eschewing its use. 

In contrast, the use offraming and filler strategies was frequent and about equal 

in both groups. As mentioned in Chapter 2, fi-amingstrategies are employed to mark the 

closure of old topics and the initiation of new ones. They are essentially explicit 

indications of a transition such as "Good" and "OK". Since computer-mediated 

communication is devoid of non-verbal cues such as gesture, eye-gaze, nods, etc., and 

paralinguistic elements such as intonation and pitch which are often used in spoken 

discourse to signal a transfer of the floor or an end of one topic or a beginning of another, 

interactants must signal these instances in an explicit linguistic manner to avoid 

communication difflcuhies. Thus, it is not surprising that learners showed a high 

fi'equency of framing strategies. Filler strategies were also among the most frequent in 

both groups. This strategy involves using gambits to fill pauses in the discourse. These 

are time-gaining strategies whose purpose it is to maintain the conversation in time of lull 

or difficulty. Examples of fillers are "Well..." and "Actually...,". During task-based 

interaction we would expect to encounter many fillers while learners grapple with new 

incoming information and prepare to articulate well-formed output. As we will see later, 

learners in this study had little tolerance for gaps in the discourse or perceived inattention 

by their interlocutors. This is largely attributed to an apparent sense of urgency 
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created by the CMC environment itself or the CMC interface in conjunction with the 

types of tasks used in this study. 

In general, then, it may be said that the two groups of learners in this study used 

more or less the same communication strategies (with one or two exceptions) with the 

same frequency while engaged in meaning making and striving to avoid communicative 

difficulty during tasked-based CMC. Those communication strategies which occurred in 

one group and not the other were found in such low numbers in the former as to make 

any comparison impractical. 

4.3 Research Question 1.1: What is the effect of tasic type on communication 
strategy use? 

In an effort to determine whether the tasks themselves had an effect on 

communication strategy use among learners, the data from table 4.5 for both groups were 

broken down according to task type for within groups comparisons. A paired groups t-test 

was performed for each communication strategy to determine whether task type had an 

influence on strategy use within each group. Table 4.6 shows only the single case in the 

200 level group where a significant difference was found. From this table we see that 200 

Table 4.6 
Significant results only from paired-groups comparison of communication 
strategy use across task type. 

Couununicatioa 
strategy 

Ji^wtask 
200 level Mean 

SD Decision-making 
task 200 level Mean 

SD t DF SIG 

Punctuation .0091 .0136 .0016 .0048 2.44 17 .026 
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level learners utilize more extensive punctuation in expressing themselves and 

communicating meaning in the jigsaw task than the decision-making task. The 300 level 

group had no significant differences in communication strategy use across the two task 

types considered. Those cases where there were no occurrences of a particular strategy 

are not calculated in the data. 

Discussion 

These data strongly suggest that those elements shaping the task types under 

consideration have little effect on communication strategy use during task-based CMC. 

That is, though the two task types differed with respea to the information exchange and 

number of solutions dimensions of Pica et al.'s (1993) task typology, theses aspects of 

task type did not seem salient to communication strategy choice. This is in some ways 

consistent with Bialystok (1981), who found that students respond to different task 

requirements with different strategies. She found that some strategies were useful only 

for certain kinds of tasks. Perhaps in this regard the two task types in the present study 

were more similar than different, with both asking learners to engage in a pedagogical 

task based loosely on an authentic scenario. Because the present study is the first to 

explicitly examine the relationship between task type and communication strategy use in 

a CMC environment, more research is required before we can draw any firm conclusions. 



190 

4.4 Research Question 1.2: How do learners deal with unknown lexical items 
during task-based CMC? 

The nature of this study was such that unknown lexical items were "infused" into 

the communicative tasks. This was done partly in order to observe and record how 

language learners navigated this new lexical terrain. Whereas the discussion in previous 

sections of this chapter addressed the nature of synchronous communication independent 

of these new lexical items, the present section focuses on what learners did when faced 

with unknown lexical items. Recall that the target lexical items were determined to be 

"known" or "unknown" based on the pretest. An examination of the chatscripts revealed 

that learners chose one of four options in dealing with these new items; Negotiation, 

Salient Input, Simple Input, and No Mention (see Example below). In the case of 

negotiation, the initiator signals or indicates (I) that non-understanding or incomplete 

understanding has occurred. This is followed (at a minimum) by a response (R) from the 

respondent and usually a reply to the response by the initiator (RR). In this scenario the 

Initiator is reacting to the trigger (T) produced by the respondent. The initiator is 

designated as such because of his or her role in initiating ihe negotiation routine through 

a signal of non-understanding. In contrast, the option of providing salient input occurs 

when a learner feels compelled to describe a potentially unknown item to his or her 

interlocutor before any negotiation can occur. That is, student A may anticipate that 

student B does not know the lexical item about to be used and therefore provides a short 

descnption of the item immediately after it is used in context. A third option learners 

made use of was to provide their interlocutor with simple input. This option is basically 
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the salient input option minus any truly beneficial input. That is, a line of discourse on the 

chatscript was coded as "simple input" whenever one student simply mentioned one of 

their target lexical items in context without providing any additional information about 

that lexical item. Target items that were never mentioned in the entire chatscript were 

coded as no mention. This final occurrence may be the result of an avoidance strategy or 

simply a lack of time. 

Example 

Negotiation: 
A: first. I want to give a bouquet to my iiost mother. <T> 
C: I have a question, but what is it? 
C: chan u teU me what it is? <I> 
A: um..first bouquet is a kind of flower. <R> 
C: alright [ got it <RR> 

Salient Input 
A: I have a bouquet that is a lot of flower in the basket 
M: That's nice.... 

Simple Input 
C: I THINK BOUQUET IS FOR MRS.JONES ... 

Table 4.7 provides descriptive statistics for how both proficiency levels dealt with 

unknown lexical items. The mean scores reflect the relative percentage of use for each 

option. At first glance, the descriptive data below seem to indicate two things. First, the 

200 and to a lesser degree the 300 level group seems to have a much more equitable 

distribution of strategy use in the jigsaw task than the decision-making task. Likewise, 

both groups witnessed much more negotiation in the decision-making tasks relative to the 

other strategy options. 
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Table 4.7 
Descriptive data for learner preference for dealing with unknown lexical items. 

200 level students 300 level students 
Task type Option N 

(dyads) 
Mean SD N 

(dyads) 
Mean SD 

Negotiation 9 .2011 .1469 5 .1140 .1048 
Jigsaw Salient input 9 .2944 .1889 5 .0340 .0760 

Simple input 9 .2578 .1958 5 .2660 .2623 
No mention 9 .2506 .1758 5 .5860 .2966 
Negotiation 9 .5311 .2119 5 .9140 .1923 

Decision- Salient input 9 .2828 .2273 5 .0280 .0626 
maidng Simple input 9 .0883 .1271 5 .0580 .1297 

No mention 9 .0988 .1620 5 .0000 .0000 

In order to determine if there were any statistically significant differences in 

learner preference for dealing with unknown lexical items, one-way, repeat measure 

ANOVAs were performed. Proficiency level and task type were kept constant for this 

analysis. As can be seen in table 4.8, the obtained F ratios were found to be 

Table 4.8 
Within-task analysis of variance for each proficiency level (within task, within 
proficiency level) 

200 level Source Sum of DF Mean F SIG. eta  ̂
task type squares square 
Jigsaw IV .04 3 .01 .31 .821 

Error 1.04 24 .04 ns 
Across subjects 8 

Decision IV 1.16 3 .39 8.34 .001 .51 
making Error l.ll 24 .05 

Across subjects 8 

300 level task Source Sum of DF Mean F SIG. eta  ̂
type squares square 
Jigsaw IV .89 3 .30 5.14 .016 .56 

Error .69 12 .06 
Across subjects 4 

Decision IV 2.95 3 .98 51.07 .001 .92 
maidng Error .23 12 .02 

Across subjects 8 
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statistically significant for each proficiency level and task type with the exception on the 

200 level jigsaw task. The strength of these relationships test as indexed by eta^ 

indicates a strong relationship in all three significant cases. Tukey HSD tests revealed 

that in the decision-making task the 200 level students opted to negotiate unknown 

target lexical items significantly more than providing simple input and no mention. 

Though learners chose to negotiate unknown words almost twice as often as providing 

salient input, this difference was not statistically significant. Finally, there was no 

significant difference between the salient input, simple input, and no mention options. 

Neither negotiation nor salient input were favored by the 300 level group in the jigsaw 

task but rather learners overwhelmingly chose to ignore the unknown lexical items (no 

mention) and often elected to mention (simple input) the word in context with no follow 

up. In the decision-making task the 300 level group chose to negotiate unknown words 

significantly more than all three other options. Similar to both tasks for the 200 level, 

there were no significant differences between salient input, simple input, and no mention 

categories. 

Taken together, then, the data from tables 4.7 and 4.8 suggest that task type seems 

to affect the way learners choose to deal with unknown lexical items during task-based 

CMC. In general we may say that the decision-making tasks appear to elicit more 

negotiated interaction relative to the other alternatives available to learners. 

As the data above seem to suggest that there is an effect for task type regarding 

learner choice in addressing unknown lexical items, a comparison of the relative amount 

of each of the four alternatives across task type for each proficiency level was made 
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through paired groups t-tests. Table 4.9 shows the aoss task cotnparisoa of means for 

each of the four alternatives for both proficiency levels. From this table we see that there 

Table 4.9 
Comparison of usage across task type (proficiency level held constant) 

200 level 
N 

(dyads) 
Jigsaw task Dedsion-making 

t DF SIG. 200 level 
N 

(dyads) Mean SD Mean SD t DF SIG. 

Negotiation 9 .2011 .1469 .5311 .2119 3.51 8 .008« 
Salient input 9 .29a .1889 .2828 .2273 .113 8 .913 
Simple input 9 .2578 .1958 .0883 .1271 1.76 8 .116 
No mention 9 .2506 .1758 .0988 .1620 1.55 8 .159 

300 level 
Negotiation 5 .1140 .1048 .9140 .1923 6.94 4 .002  ̂
Salient input 5 .0340 .0760 .0280 .0626 .122 4 .909 
Simple input 5 .2660 .2623 .0580 .1297 1.32 4 .257 
No mention 5 .5860 .2966 .0000 .0000 4.42 4 .012  ̂

are quite similar results for both proficiency levels. In relative terms, learners chose to 

negotiate significantly more in the decision-making task over the jigsaw task. There was 

apparently no task type effect on how often learners chose to provide salient input or 

simple input to their interlocutor. Interestingly, Table 4.9 also suggests a task effect on 

learners' choice to ignore target lexical items. For both levels, learners opted for no 

mention more often in the jigsaw task over the decision-making task. Though this 

difference is only statistically significant for the 300 level group, 200 level learners chose 

not to mention the target items more than twice as often in the jigsaw task. 

As the data in tables 4.7 - 4.9 suggest there may be an effect for proficiency level 

influencing learner choice in dealing with unknown lexicon, independent groups t-tests 

were performed with proficiency level as the independent variable. Table 4.10 shows the 
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cross proficiency comparison of means for each of the four alternatives for both tasks. 

Table 4.10 
Comparison across proficiency level (task type held constant) 

200 level students 3001 evelstud ents 
Task Option N 

(dyads) 
Mean SD N 

(dyads) 
Mean SD t DF SIG 

Jigsaw 
Negotiation 9 .2011 .1469 5 .1140 .1048 1.16 12 .268 

Jigsaw Salient input 9 .2944 .1889 5 .0340 .0760 1.95 12 .075 Jigsaw 
Simple input 9 .2578 .1958 5 .2660 .2623 .067 12 .948 

Jigsaw 

No mention 9 .2506 .1758 5 .5860 .2966 2.64 12 .022* 

Decision 
-making 

Negotiation 9 .5311 .2119 5 .9140 .1923 3.34 12 .006» 
Decision 
-making 

Salient input 9 .2828 .2273 5 .0280 .0626 2.42 12 .033« Decision 
-making Simple input 9 .0883 .1271 5 .0580 .1297 .425 12 .678 
Decision 
-making 

No mention 9 .0988 .1620 5 .0000 .0000 1.34 12 .205 

From table 4.10 we can see that while performing the decision-making task, 300 

level learners negotiated significantly more of the items than did the 200 level learners. 

Sinularly, they chose to ignore the target lexical items in the jigsaw task to a much higher 

degree. In contrast, the 200 level learners employed the salient input strategy much more 

than the 300 level group in both tasks, but this was only statistically significant for the 

decision-making task. 

Discussion 

The data above show that learners' preference for dealing with unknown lexical 

items varies largely as a function of task type and to a certain degree proficiency level. 

That is, task type seems to influence whether learners, upon encountering unknown 

lexical items during task completion, engage in negotiation, provide salient input, merely 

supply simple input, or choose not to mention or ignore these unknown lexical items. 
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From another perspective, we can say that although task type does not seem to influence 

the types of communication strategies (such as framing or the use offillers) learners 

employ during positive navigation (unproblematic discourse) (see section 4.3), it does 

seem to be a factor in how learners choose to address (or not address) unknown lexical 

items that surface during CMC. Specifically, the decision-making tasks seemed to elicit 

the most amount of negotiated interaction from both groups. In contrast, the jigsaw tasks 

witnessed relatively little negotiation. This is contrary to Blake's (2000) confirmation of 

Pica et al.'s (1993) expectation that more negotiation will be found in jigsaw tasks over 

decision-making tasks. However, there is evidence from very recent CMC studies which 

support this finding (Bearden 2001; Fidalgo-Eick 2001). The data from both groups of 

students suggest that such jigsaw tasks may result in participants often disengaging the 

target lexical items. The explanation for this may be related to the notion of saliency. 

There may very well be a task-induced saliency (or non-saliency in this case) at work 

here regarding the target lexical items. This notion of saliency has been explored to some 

degree in regard to morphosyntax (Loschky and Bley-Vroman, 1993; Doughty, 1991; 

Mackey et al., 2000), but not in connection with lexis. Though learners were encouraged 

to use the lexical items provided to help them speedily complete each task, it seems that 

these items were viewed as secondary during the picture-sequencing task (jigsaw). This is 

despite the fact that these tasks were designed so that the use and understanding of the 

target items would help determine a definitive chronological sequence of events and thus 

facilitate the correct ordering of the picture sequence. 

This notion of task-induced saliency of lexical items is similar in some 
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respects to what Laufer and Hulstijn (2001) have referred to as task-induced involvement. 

The basic assumption in Laufer and Huistijn (2001) is that the retention of unknown 

vocabulary words is dependent on the degree of involvement in processing these words. 

Though their model specifically addresses incidental vocabulary learning, it seems that 

many of the concepts are appropriate for form-focused explicit vocabulary learning as 

well. Involvement, in Laufer and Hulstijn's model, is made up of three components: need, 

search, and evaluation. Need is based on a drive to comply with the task requirements. 

For example, a new word which is required for the understanding of the message results 

in a high need to understand it. Need is moderate when induced by an external agent such 

as the teacher asking the student to use the word in a sentence and strongest when it is 

learner induced. Search is an attempt to find the meam'ng of an unknown L2 word 

through a dictionary or consulting another authority (e.g., teacher or more competent 

peer). Finally, evaluation is comparing a given word with other words, comparing a 

specific meaning of the target word with its other meanings, or combining the word with 

other words to determine if the word fits the context. The involvement load is the 

combination of the presence or absence of these three involvement factors. Based on this 

model, Laufer and Hulstijn make several assumptions. First, the retention of new words 

processed incidentally is conditional upon need, search, and evaluation. Second, words 

processed with higher involvement loads will be retained better than those processed with 

lower involvement loads. Finally, teacher/researcher-designed tasks with a higher 

involvement load will be more effective for vocabulary retention than tasks with a lower 

involvement load. Thus a high task-induced involvement load will be more 



198 

beneficial for vocabulary learning. 

The results for research question 1.2 can be partially explained in terms of Laufer 

and Hulstijn's model in that the target lexical items in the jigsaw tasks may have had a 

perceived lower need. As suggested above, the various messages sent back and forth 

among the dyads may have been understandable without employing many of the target 

lexical items. This relatively low need also seems to negatively affect the degree of 

search and evaluation necessary. 

The decision-making tasks yielded quite different results, with learners largely 

choosing negotiation over the other three possibilities. The same notion of item saliency 

may help explain this occurrence as well. Unlike the sequential ordering tasks, learners 

seemed to view their list of lexical items (objects) as instrumental for task completion. 

This led to an explicit introduction of many of the target items resulting oftentimes in 

non-understanding and negotiation. This, however, does not explain why participants 

(especially the 200 level) chose to negotiate around the unknown words in the decision

making tasks rather than simply provide salient input. Although the 300 level group very 

rarely employed the salient input strategy at all, we may well have expected the 200 level 

group strategies to more closely match their choices in the jigsaw task. After all, the 

target items which were negotiated and those where salient input was employed were by 

definition unknown to the respective participants. 

The data also suggest that learners negotiated unknown lexical items more during 

decision-making tasks than jigsaw tasks. There was no significant difference for the 

remaining categories except for the 300 level group's tendency to oftentimes 
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disregard unicnown lexical items in the jigsaw task, but to never do this during the 

decision-making task. This suggests that participants' negotiation of unknown lexical 

items does vary as a function of task type, with the decision-making tasks eliciting 

significantly more negotiated interaction than the jigsaw tasks. In contrast, participants 

provided equally modest amounts of salient input and simple input regardless of task 

type. 

Finally, there does seem to be evidence that learner proficiency level is a factor 

influencing how learners address unknown lexical items. In the jigsaw tasks, the 300 

level group apparently did not view the target items as important for task completion. 

This is reflected in their choice of no mention in over 58% of the unknown words. In 

contrast, the 200 level group chose to ignore the target items in only about one quarter of 

the cases. Second, the 300 level group seems to have been much more skilled or simply 

more confident in their abilities to negotiate meaning than the 200 level. It may also be 

that the 300 level group saw the target items as more relevant or crucial to the task and 

thus chose to negotiate when faced with an unknown item. The 200 level, in contrast, 

apparently felt that providing salient input was a viable strate^ choice in these situations 

and thus did so significantly more than their more advanced counterparts. Without further 

study it is impossible to determine whether it was the ability level of the 300 level group, 

a confidence in their ability level, or a willingness to negotiate which is correlated with 

ability level that explains the significantly higher percentage of negotiated words in the 

more advanced group. 
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Salient Input as Compensatory Strategies 

We have seen that in many cases, when faced with an unknown or potentially 

unknown lexical item, learners provided their interlocutor with what has been referred to 

here as salient input. In reality this strategy was only used with any frequency by the 200 

level learners, who employed this strategy in just under 30% of all unknown target words. 

As mentioned above the 300 level learners rarely opted for this strategy. In most cases, 

instances of salient input can be considered to be compensatory strategies of one sort or 

another. As mentioned in Chapter 2, compensatory strategies (CpS) are a subgroup of 

communication strategies and have been defined by Poulisse (1990a) as processes, 

operating on conceptual and linguistic knowledge representations, which are adopted by 

language users in the creation of alternative means of expression when linguistic 

shortcomings make it impossible for them to commum'cate their intended meaning in the 

preferred manner (p. 192). The reason for compensatory strategy use resides in these 

linguistic shortcomings. In this respect it is irrelevant whether language users are 

compensating for their own linguistic shortcomings, their interlocutor's shortcomings (or 

perceived shortcomings), or linguistic shortcomings which have been artificially imposed 

as in the case of tests or tasks. Fasrch and Kasper (1983b) concur that in the case of LI 

speakers (and presumably L2 learners) when conversing with L2 learners the problem in 

communication may be due to insufficient linguistic knowledge on the part of the 

listener. Though, as mentioned in Chapter 2, there are other communication strategy 

taxonomies which include various compensatory strategies, these are often problematic in 

that the criteria for assigm'ng an utterance to a specific strategic category are 
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sometimes vague (Bialystok 1990), which makes them less than reliable. They are often 

task sensitive which makes it impossible to implement them or generalize results across 

tasks, and they are not psychologically plausible (Kellerman 1991). As Kellerman points 

out, referring to an "art gallery" as a picture place or as a place where you look at pictures 

clearly reflects the same underlying cognitive process, though they have been 

alternatively termed word coinage and circumlocution in various CS taxonomies. Simply 

because the strategies have different linguistic realizations does not in itself justify 

classifying each as a different strategy type. 

As mentioned in Chapters 2 and 3, Kellerman's (1991) and Poulisse's (1990a) 

"parsimonious" taxonomy posits that there are only two options (strategies) that 

constitute any real difference in the processing that underlies the utterance: Conceptual 

and Linguistic (see Chapter 3 for examples of each). To quickly sunmiarize the types 

again, conceptual strategies can be one of two types. Analytic CpS are those whereby the 

speaker (or in this case writer) refers to the intended concept by listing some of its 

properties. In contrast, a holistic conceptual strate^ refers to a learner substituting a 

related concept, which shares some of the critical properties with the target item. 

Linguistic strategies can be either morphological creativity, whereby the learner uses the 

rules of L2 morphological derivation to create comprehensible (or what is thought to be) 

L2 lexis; or transfer strategies, which is the use of the LI or L3 items. 

Indeed most instances of salient input surrounding the target lexical items could 

be characterized in terms of the Nijmegen group's CpS taxonomy. The 200 level 

chatscripts yielded a total of 23 such compensatory strategies. Table 4.11 shows a 
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task types. This table reflects occurrences of conceptual and linguistic CpS as well as the 

proportion of each to the total number of CpS. In addition to single CpS use table 4.11 

also shows multiple CpS use of the same strategy as well as mixed strategies occurring in 

the same turn. Such multiple CpS use is in bold. These data suggest that about two-thirds 

Table 4.11 
Total CpS use employed by the 200 level during positive navigation. 

CpS type Jigsaw task Decision-making 
task 

Analytic 4 (50%) 6 (40%) 
Concept Holistic 2 (25%) 7 (47%) 
Linguistic -Transfer I (115%) 0 
Single CpS use total 7 (87.5%) 13 (87%) 
Multiple Holistic (H+H) 0 0 
Multiple Analytic (A+A) 0 0 
Mixed CpS use (A+H) 1 (115%) 2 (13%) 
Multiple CpS total I (12^%) 2 (13%) 
Total by task 8(100%) 15 (100%) 
Total overall 8/23 (35%) 15/23 (65%) 

of the CpS usage among the 200 level students occurred during the decision-making task. 

Within each of the task types, however, we see that the pattern of use is quite similar, 

though the modest numbers would tend to prohibit any extensive statistical comparison. 

In twelve cases (11 in the 200 level data and I case in the 300 level data) learners 

provided salient input about the target lexical items in ways that cannot be categorized as 

compensatory strategies using the Nijmegen group's taxonomy. Though they are used in 

connection with a target lexical item, they are more like referential strategies in that they 

require subjects to refer to specific objects so that their interlocutor can recognize the 

picture, which is being described. The notion of referential strategies grows out of 
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work on referential conununication by Glucksberg, Krauss, and Higgins (1975) and 

Lyons (1977). Referential communication takes place when one participant in a 

conversation constructs a message that enables someone else to select or identify a target 

stimulus (the referent) from among a set of implicit or explicit alternatives 

These referential strategies were almost exclusively used during the jigsaw task 

and will be referred to here as Use/Orientation strategies (see table 4.12). In both cases, 

these strategies provide salient information about the target item, but do not explicitly 

isolate or identify the item in the way that "salient input" CpS do. Further, these 

strategies usually make explicit reference to the picture (in the sequence) they occur in. 

Use strategies mention the target item in context and in terms of how the target item is 

used or its fiinction. These use strategies are different than the Nijmegen group's notion 

of certain conceptual-analytic strategies in that the former does explicitly mention what 

the target item is used for but rather provides an implicit description of how the target 

item is being used in the context of the sequence of pictures. Thus for example 3 below to 

have been classified as a conceptual-analytic strategy the learner would have had to say 

something like "... a plier is a tool you can use to remove the tier." Orientation strategies 

are those where the learner mentions the state of being of the item or the location of the 

target item in relation to other objects, which are in his/her picture, and that s/he feels 

may also be found in the pictures of their partner. Two examples of each are found 

below: 

1. Orientation/state of being (binoculars) 
... and then binocular is broken. 

2. Orientation/location (swing set) 
...and behind them swingset is located, and that time the other 
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bus is passing by them. 
3. Use (pliers) 

... and the bus driver fixing the tier with a plier. 
4. Use (wrench) 

... minivan broken tire one man wrench and pliers repair. 

In general, use/orientation strategies are implicit in nature and more embedded in the 

natural flow of the conversation. Nevertheless, they do provide more information than 

simple input and accordingly are included in the category salient input. Table 4.12 below 

shows the raw number occurrence of Use/Orientation strategies across the two 

proficiency levels as well as for each task type. As these strategies occurred very 

Table 4.12 
Number of Use/orientation strategies across proficiency level and task type. 

Strategy type 200 level 300 level 
Jigsaw Decision-making Jigsaw Decision-making 

Orientation 7 0 1 0 
Use 3 I 0 0 
Total 10 1 1 0 

infrequently overall, we can only say that there seems to be a tendency for the lower level 

learners to employ these strategies. One notable aspect of these data is the lack of 

use/orientation strategies during the decision-making task, a point which supports the 

influence of task type on learner-learner communication. 

Discussioa 

Taken together the data above suggest an effect for task type on learner strategy 

use during task-based CMC. Upon first glance at table 4.11 above, one notices that 
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decision-making tasks seemed to elicit many more CpS than the jigsaw tasks. This is 

consistent with Poulisse (1990a) who found that in her picture naming task (somewhat 

similar to the decision-making task here) learners used more CpS than in a picture 

retelling task (somewhat similar to the jigsaw task here). However, regardless of which 

task they were completing, the 200 level group opted overwhelmingly for single CpS use 

over multiple CpS use. It is also interesting to note the virtual absence of Linguistic CpS. 

That is, most learners never opted to use their LI as a strategy during task completion, a 

finding which is also consistent with Poulisse (1990a). 

Orientation/use strategies occurred very infrequently. Therefore, no further 

analysis is warranted. It is interesting to note, however, that of the two types, orientation 

strategies occurred more often than use strategies and were employed almost exclusively 

by the 200 level in jigsaw tasks. Remember the 300 level group chose to negotiate most 

of their unknown lexical items. This makes sense, though, as providing an item's 

location in respect to other pictured objects that the interlocutor may share (in his/her half 

of the sequence of pictures) seems a quick way to provide important information while 

maintaining the communicative flow of the conversation. 

Efliciency of Compensatory Strategies 

As mentioned above use of CpS seems to have been an extremely efficient and 

effective means for dealing with unknown or potentially unknown lexical items. This 

begs the question whether any one type of CpS in particular is more effective for learning 

new words in context during task-based CMC. A one-way repeated measures 
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analysis of variance was performed relating the type of CpS used in addressing a given 

item to the "mastery" of that same item on the receptive immediate post-test (IPT-R). The 

mean scores listed in table 4.13 are the percentage of those previously unknown target 

items that were scored "correct" on the IPT-R for each CpS used during salient input. 

Only the IPT-R is considered here as we expect gain scores (based on the pre-test) to be 

highest on this test than say, on the productive immediate post-test (IPT-P), or either of 

the delayed post-tests. Not shown in the table is the overall conceptual CpS mean (.63) 

after collapsing the conceptual-analytic and conceptual-holistic CpS together, as well as 

the corresponding mean receptive immediate post-test score (.70). As can be seen from 

Table 4.13 
200 level IPT-R scores based on the CpS used during positive navigation. 

CpS ̂  N Mean 
(IPT-R) 

SD F SIG 

Concept-Analytic 10 .50 .53 1.27 .31 
Concept-Holistic 9 .78 .44 
Linguistic - Transfer 1 l.OO — 

Mixed 3 l.OO — 

Total 23 

table 4.13, no significant difference was found in CpS usage. This seems to suggest that 

any of the CpS considered are about equally effective in facilitating "mastery" of the 

target lexical items, at least for the receptive immediate post-test. Similarly, the 200 level 

orientation/use strategies resulted in 82% correct (9/11) on the IPT-R. A closer 

examination of table 4.13 shows that the one linguistic-transfer strategy, in this case the 

use of the LI by one learner was very effective as might be expected. Likewise, the use 

of mixed CpS, that is, the use of an analytic CpS followed by a holistic CpS within 
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the same turn (or vice versa) was very effective as well. This finding also supports 

Pouiisse (1990a), who found that mixed CpS were the most effective. Interestingly, we 

see that single analytic CpS were slightly less effective than single holistic strategies. 

This may be because using holistic CpS help learners conjure up a clearer mental image 

of the target item through the use of simile, a possibility which clearly warrants further 

exploration. Analytic CpS, in contrast, require a learner to visualize an object's 

component parts or make more abstract associations in order to arrive at a clear mental 

image. For our purposes here, though, the CpS must be considered equally effective. 

Up to now there has been little mention of CpS use by the 300 level group. As 

mentioned, this group did not employ a salient input strategy to any significant degree, 

and therefore did not utilize many CpS nor orientation/use strategies during positive 

navigation. There were, however, three instances of CpS usage among the 300 level 

students, all by the same participant who used three conceptual-holistic CpS. Another 

learner accounted for the sole orientation strategy (see table 4.12). All four cases met 

with a 100% success rate based on the IPT-R. 

Closing Discussion 

Taken together, the results from this section the study suggest that communicative 

task type has only a modest effect of the amount of discourse produced and 

conununication strategy use by intermediate level learners of English engaged in 

computer-mediated communication. It also appears that learners use a wide range of 

communication strategies during CMC, similar in many ways to that found in face-
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to-face interaction. Learners in both proficiency groups shared their high use of 

politeness strategies, framing, and fillers while engaged in what is termed here as positive 

navigation toward task completion. That fact that these intermediate level learners 

employed a high number of politeness strategies suggests that they must have had 

sufficient exposure to the sociolinguistic norms of native speakers of English to allow 

them to do so. Further, there may be something about communicating through a CMC 

interface that encourages learners to employ these strategies during synchronous 

interaction. Without further inquiry, however, these possibilities are purely speculation. 

The heavy use of "framing" suggests that the CMC interface requires learners to 

signal their transitions more explicitly. This is because during CMC learner turns often 

overlap and become inter-twined, disrupting the linear progression of the exchanges. 

This notion is further developed in the next section of this chapter, where an expanded 

model of negotiated interaction is suggested. Fillers are gambits used to fill pauses and 

are time-gaining strategies employed to maintain conversation in time of difficulty. Thus 

they serve the same basic function in CMC as they do in face-to-face communication. 

However, the heavy use of fillers is consistent with the findings discussed later that 

learners have little tolerance for extended pauses during CMC. Such explicit signals are 

even more important during CMC while indicating that a pause is only very temporary as 

CMC communication is largely devoid of the non-verbal and para-linguistic cues that 

assist face-to-face communication. 

This section also showed that learners' preference for dealing with unknown 

lexical items during task-based CMC seems to vaiy as a fiinction of proficiency level 
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and task type, though it was suggested that the saliency of the target lexical items to the 

task at hand may be more important than task type itself for eliciting negotiated 

interaction. The less advanced learners often used what has been termed here as salient 

input whereas the more advanced group did not. Likewise the 300 level group negotiated 

unknown items more often than the 200 level group, suggesting a higher degree of skill in 

negotiation, more confidence in their abilities to negotiate, or a higher degree of meta-

awareness regarding the efficacy of negotiated interaction. Finally, decision-making tasks 

appeared to elicit more compensatory strategy (CpS) use than jigsaw tasks with single 

CpS use occurring more often than muhiple CpS use. There was no evidence, however, 

that any one particular CpS was more effective than another. Further, learners rarely used 

LI strategies, which is consistent with current research in this area. 

4.5 Research Question 2: How do learners negotiate for meaning during task-
based CMC? 

Establisiiing negotiated interaction in CMC 

The potential benefits of meaning negotiation have been discussed in detail in 

Chapter 2. These essentially include making input more comprehensible through input 

modifications, eliciting pushed output, providing feedback, and forcing learners to focus 

attention on certain aspects of their speech. There is also evidence that negotiation is 

beneficial for lexical acquisition (Ellis, et al., 1994), morphosyntax (Loschky, 1994), and 

question formation (Mackey, 1999). 

Though there is much evidence which indicates that learners do negotiate for 
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meaning in the language learning classroom, there are some studies that question whether 

negotiated interaction is "alive and well" at all (Foster, 1998). With regard to computer-

mediated communication, the modest amount of research to date suggests that learners do 

negotiate for meaning in some ways that are similar to the traditional classroom and in 

other ways which are quite different (Pellettieri, 1999; Blake, 2000). 

In an effort to help determine whether or not learners of English negotiate for 

meaning when problems in understanding occur, all turns involving negotiated 

interaction were calculated from the chatscripts. In addition, a ratio of negotiated turns to 

total turns was calculated in order to make the data from all dyads comparable. It is 

important to establish a ratio of negotiated turns to total turns because the comparison of 

the instances of negotiation around target lexical items alone may be sensitive to the 

quantity of discourse produced by the dyads. Table 4.14 below shows the relative number 

of turns negotiated to total turns for both proficiency levels. This table collapses both task 

types together. In this way we are able to determine the relative amount of negotiation 

that occurred while learners were engaged in task-based CMC. From table 4.14 we can 

Table 4.14 
Percentage of negotiated turns during CMC. 

Level Negotiated 
turns 

Tums total Percentage of 
turns negotiated 

200 283 880 .32 

300 209 575 .36 

Total 492 1455 .34 

see that both groups were involved in negotiated interaction about one-third of the 
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time with the 300 group slightly outdoing the 200 level. This supports Pellettieri (1999) 

who reported that negotiation routines accounted for 34 percent of the total turns 

generated by all dyads engaged in task-based CMC. This suggests that learners, when 

engaged in CMC tasks designed to facilitate negotiation, engage in negotiated interaction 

in about one-third of their total turns. This means that a fiill two-thirds of their discourse 

is focused on collaborative progression toward task completion. It appears, then, that 

even when tasks are designed to elicit negotiation around new vocabulary, not an 

excessive amount of the overall discourse is spent on negotiation, nor should it be. This 

may allay some of the concerns about tasks, which promote too much negotiation (Aston, 

1986). 

Establishing tiie nature of task-based computer-mediated negotiation 

Thus far it has been clearly demonstrated that negotiated interaction does in fact 

occur during task-based CMC among learners of English. But just what is the nature of 

the negotiation and how do existing models of charting negotiation hold up in an 

electronic environment? The model employed in this study was that suggested in Varonis 

and Gass (1985b). The graphic below provides an overview of their model. Recall that in 

order for a negotiation routine to be categorized as such, the first three elements of this 

model must be present. 

Trigger ^ Indicator <=> Response Reply to the response (optional) 

The chatscripts examined in this study yielded 79 explicit indicators of non-
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understanding. Table 4. IS below presents the various stages of negotiation achieved by 

dyads broken down by proficiency level. The raw number of instances of each stage as 

well as the relative percentage of the total this number represents are presented as well. 

Table 4.15 
Stages of negotiation routines completed by dyads. 

Negotiation sequence 200 level 300 [evel Total 
TO I 3 (.07) 2 (.06) 5 (.06+) 
T ' ^> I=oR  7 (.15) 2 (.06) 9 (.11+) 
TO lORO RR 36 (.78) 29 (.88) 65 (.82+) 
Total 46 (1.00) 33 (l.OO) 79(1.00) 

Table 4.15 shows that overall, close to 94% of all signals of non-understanding 

(surrounding target lexical items) were followed through by a complete negotiation 

routine, based on Varonis and Gass' (1985b) model. We also notice that a clear 82% of 

all negotiation routines begun around target items eventually culminate in a reply to the 

response, the optional fourth part of Varonis and Gass' model. In contrast, only 11% of 

negotiation routines initiated end at the response phase. It seems then that in a CMC 

environment learners feel more compelled to bring the routine to some explicit closure 

than during face-to-face negotiation. It is interesting to note that the 300 level learners 

were apparently less willingly than the 200 level learners to end a negotiation routine at 

the response phase, while neither group allowed an indication of non-understanding to 

languish unaddressed. Below is a very rare occurrence of an indicator being ignored. 

P; with broom <:T> 
P: yes 
C: What is Broom? Could you explain for me? <I> 
P: ok let us range them so C #l and B #2 
C; But I think D is 2. 
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Discussion 

As suggested in section 4.S above, the 300 level students seem to be more willing 

or able to negotiate meaning than the 200 level learners, or they may simply be more 

confident in their abilities to do so. The data above lend some support to this possibility 

in that the more advanced group negotiated a slightly higher percentage of their total 

discourse. This notion of heightened willingness or confidence may also help explain 

why the more advanced learners had a higher degree of "completed" negotiation routines. 

Finally, these data suggest that computer-mediated negotiated interaction is quite similar 

in many ways to that occurring in face-to-face learner interaction. 

Components of the Negotiation Routine 

Various other studies have broken down Varonis and Gass' (l98Sb) model into its 

component parts for closer examination (Bremmer et al. 1988, Rost and Ross 1991, Pica 

et al. 1991, Pellettieri, 1999, among others). Drawing from the preceding work above, the 

following categories were devised for each of the four main phases of a negotiation 

routine (see Chapter 3 for a discussion of each); 

Trigger •=> Indicator <=> Response Reply to the Response 
Lexical Global Minimal Minimal 
Syntactic Local RT + Lexical Metalinguistic talk 
Content Inferential Rephrasal/ Task appropriate response 

Elaboration Testing Deductions 
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Although various trigger types have been documented in both traditional and 

CMC interactionist research and have been commented on briefly above, we will only 

address lexical triggers from this point forward as these were the main concern of this 

study. Table 4.16 shows the breakdown of each phase across proficiency level based on 

the chatscript data for target lexical items. The response and reply to the response phases 

take into account those extended negotiation routines that resulted in two and in some 

cases three passes through the response and reply to the response phases (Appendix 6). 

Table 4.16 
Subcategories and relative occurrence of each element of negotiation phase. 

Negotiation element Subcategory Percentage of total 
Trigger Lexical 1.00 

Indicator 
Global .18 

Indicator Local .76 Indicator 
Inferential .05 

Response 
Minimal .01 

Response Repeat trigger with lexical 
modification 

.03 Response 

Rephrasing and/or elaboration .96 

Reply to Response 
Minimal .70 

Reply to Response Metalinguistic talk .01 Reply to Response 
Task appropriate responses .04 

Reply to Response 

Testing Deductions .24 

It is interesting to note the clear tendency by learners to indicate non-

understanding (of a lexical trigger) through a local indicator. The reason for this is likely 

related to the need for learners to be generally more explicit during communication in a 

CMC environment due to the absence of non-linguistic cues. K global indicator may 

prove ambiguous in relation to the surrounding text, which occupies the screen. Learner 

choices were even more uniform when we consider the response and reply to the 
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response negotiation elements. A minimal response in the response phase by definition 

provides little new input to the initiator of the negotiation routine. Similarly, by simply 

repeating the trigger, which in this case is a lexical item, and lexically modifying the 

trigger or the surrounding lexical items, the respondent may not address the fundamental 

problem signaled in the indicator phase. By rephrasing the prior utterance the respondent 

may better illustrate the nature of the problematic lexical item, and by elaborating on the 

previous discourse, more context may be provided. In contrast, little more than a 

minimal response is required in the reply to the response as the function of this optional 

phase is largely to simply acknowledge understanding. This phase is essentially a signal 

that the initiator is ready to "pop back up" to the main topic of the conversation. It is, 

then, not surprising that learners overwhelmingly opt for a minimal response in the final 

phase of the negotiation routine. Though metalinguistic talk may prove helpful in 

uncovering the root of the problem, it is not essential for task completion and may divert 

valuable time away from the task. As suggested in Chapter 3, task appropriate responses 

are unique to the present data and are similar to mim'mal responses in that they show 

(though more dynamically and therefore requiring more effort) a readiness to return to 

the main line of conversation. The testing deductions phase, also unique to the present 

data, is different from the other three reply types above in that the initiator is indicating at 

least a small degree of uncertainty. Learners are making use of the information provided 

thus far in the routine and testing out a hunch (strong or weak). Most importantly this 

strategy shows a degree of learner involvement that the other three reply types lack. It is 

quite easy to simply acknowledge one's understanding with a simple "O.K." as 
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witnessed in the higher percentage of minimal replies to the response, but quite another 

matter to insist on an explicit confirmation of one's hunch, regardless how strong, by 

opting for the testing deductions strategy. 

Discussion 

Based on the data above it seems that in a CMC environment when learners 

encounter lexical problems (conaete nouns) during task-based interaction, they signal 

non-understanding most often through local, and occasionally global indications of non-

understanding. The interlocutor then responds through a rephrasal or elaboration, which, 

in turn, is normally met with a minimal reply to the response. In many cases learners will 

employ a testing deductions strategy, which forces their interlocutor to explicitly 

acknowledge the correctness (or incorrectness) of their deduction. 

These data partially confirm Brock et al. (1986), Pica (1994), Sato (1986) and 

Pellettieri (1999), who found the great majority of negotiation triggers to be lexical items 

signaled as problematic by global or local indicators. There is also some support for the 

finding that learners opt for more elaborated responses to the signal (indicator) of non-

understanding (Pellettieri, 1999). In contrast. Pica (1988a, 1988b, 1992) and Pica et al. 

(1989, 1991) found that modifications and elaborations accounted for only a small 

number of learners' responses. Though task appropriate responses and testing deductions 

strategies are found in the available transcript data for virtually all studies into negotiated 

interaction, this study is the first to comment explicitly on their use, function and 

potential benefits. Testing deductions especially seems to be widely used by learners 
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and shows a heightened degree of active involvement in confirming their understanding 

of the response. I argue here that a high degree of active involvement is faciiitative for 

SLA, though it need not necessarily be limited to explicit instances of testing deductions 

or manifest itself in any observable way. Support for this point has come from Pica 

(1994), who showed that learners who simply observed negotiated interaction benefited 

in similar ways as those learners "actively engaged" in negotiation. Further support 

comes from Reiss (1985) who argues that being "active" does not necessarily mean 

engaging in language production. Moreover, Slimani (1989) found that what mattered 

most for learner uptake was listening Xo items introduced by other students rather than 

negotiation or active learner participation. Finally, as an average of 82% of ail 

negotiation routines culminated in a reply to the response, this phase of the routine may 

not be as "optional" as generally held in "traditional" interactionist research. 

4.6 Compensatory strategies in negotiated interaction 

In section 4.4 above it was noted that the salient input strategy often chosen by 

the 200 level learners during positive navigation was essentially made up of 

compensatory strategies. Similarly, during negotiated interaction the input the respondent 

provides during the response phase of a negotiation sequence may often be characterized 

as a compensatory strategy. Indeed there is not much difference in the type of input 

provided in each case. In Example I below, for instance, the respondent provides 

essentially the same input as that provided in the salient input example. The major 
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Example I 
Negotiation: 
A: first. I want to give a bouquet to my host mother. <T> 
C; I have a question, but what is it? 
C; chan u tell me what it is? <I> 
A: uni..first bouquet is a kind of flower. <R> 

(Conceptual-Holistic) 
C; alright I got it <RR> 

Salient Input 
A: I have a bouquet that is a lot of flower in the basket 

(Conceptual-Analytic) 
M; That's nice.... 

substantive difference is that one CpS occurs in a negotiation routine and the other does 

not. Therefore, we may say that from the data available in this study, there does not seem 

to be any real difference in the input provided to an interlocutor in a salient input CpS 

and that provided during the response phase of a negotiation move. Some additional 

illustrative examples are below; 

Example 2 
Negotiation: 
A; The man has a rake in his hand. <T> 
B: What is rake? <I> 
A: A rake is like a shovel. <R> 

(Conceptual-Holistic) 
B: Oh, OK. <RR> 

Salient Input: 
S: rake is collect leaves (Conceptual-Analytic) 

Example 3 
Negotiation 
S: what's rifle? <I> 
M: mu... I think it is like a mecanical match. <R> 
S: ok! <RR> 
M: no no- It is big gun!! (Conceptual-Holistic) <R^ 
M: sorry 
S: Ok <RR2> 
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Salient Input 
S: and rifle is a kind of gun (Conceptual-Holistic) 

Table 4.17 below shows a breakdown of the various types and combinations of 

CpS use during negotiated interaction. The raw number of occurrence as well as the 

relative percentage of the total is provided and broken down by proficiency level and task 

Table 4.17 
Raw number and relative percentage of CpS employed during negotiated 
interaction. 

CpS type 
200 level 
Jigsaw 

200 level 
Decision
making 

300 level 
Jigraw 

300 level 
Decision
making 

Conceptual 
Analytic 3 (.25) 5 (.195) 2 (.50) 7 (.28) 

Conceptual Holistic 2 (.17) 5 (.195) l(.25) 0 
Linguistic - Transfer 2 (.17) 0 0 0 
Single CpS use total 7 (.58) 10 (.37) 3 (.75) 7 (.28) 
Multiple Holistic (H+El) 1 (.08) 2 (.07) 0 0 
Multiple Analytic (A+A) 2 (.17) 6 (.22) I (.25) 7 (.28) 
Mixed CpS use (A+EI) 2 (.17) 9 ( J3 )  0 11 (.44) 
Multiple CpS total 5 (.42) 17 (.63) 1(.25) 18 (.72) 

12(1.00) 27 (1.00) 4 (1.00) 25 (1.00) 
Total 12/39 (J 1) 27/39 (.69) 4/29 (.14) 25/29 (.86) 

type. In table 4.17 we see that learners tended to prefer using a single compensatory 

strategy of some sort while negotiating during jigsaw tasks and multiple compensatory 

strategies in decision-making tasks. This is in contrast to learner preference while 

providing salient input, which were more evenly split among the two (see table 4.11). 

Though the 200 level group seems evenly split in both tasks regarding their choice 

between single CpS types, the 300 level group shows a clear preference for conceptual-

analytic CpS. When we consider the single and multiple CpS usage of the same type 
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of CpS during the same turn together, however, we notice a clear preference for 

conceptual-analytic compensatory strate^es. Below are examples of each of the CpS 

combinations found in the data. 

Conceptual-Analytic (C-A): 
Conceptual-Holistic: (C-H): 
Multiple C-A; 

Multiple C-H: 

Mixed C-A + C-H: 
Linguistic-T ransfer: 

The color is Green 
bucket is similar to basicet 
you use it,when you cut down trees 
it's made of steal, i guess 
it's an african instrument 
is similar to drum 
banjo is to play music like a guiter 
ax is ono. 

These findings corroborate Poulisse (1990a), who found a predominant use of 

conceptual-analytic CpS in her task I, which was an object description task, similar to 

our decision-making task. The very few instances of CpS usage among the 300 level 

group during the jigsaw task may be a direct reflection of the lack of negotiation in 

general that occurred here. As we will see, only 10% of the total number of words 

negotiated by the 300 level group occurred during the jigsaw task (see table 4.21 below). 

Research into communication strategy use further suggests that the more abstract 

the prompt (target item), the more likely that conceptually related analogies (conceptual-

holistic) will be used. Alternatively, the more concrete the prompt, the more likely that 

simple names and everyday functions will be mentioned (conceptual-analytic). It is this 

difference that likely contributes to the strong task-related effect on CpS use found in the 

CpS literature (Poulisse, 1990a; Poulisse and Schils, 1989). The present data suggest that 

both task types were identical in a certain respect in that each made use of concrete 
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lexical items exclusively. Therefore, more conceptual-analytic CpS would be expected. 

This was in fact the case with conceptual-analytic CpS outnumbering conceptual-holistic 

CpS over two to one (17-8) in cases of single CpS use and over five to one (16-3) in 

instances of multiple CpS use (of the same type). 

Gain scores 

Those compensatory strategies which were used during negotiation for meaning 

around previously unicnown target lexical item resulted in an overall "gain" score of 94 

percent. Table 4.18 shows the raw number CpS provided during negotiated interaction as 

well as the number of correct answers for the corresponding words on the receptive 

Table 4.18 
Percentage of CpS scored correct on the IPT-R. 

Level CpS provided during 
negotiation 

Target Ie.xical items 
correa on IPT-R 

Percentage 

200 39 37 .95 
300 29 27 .93 
Total 68 64 .94 

immediate post-test. Because of the high overall "success rate," further statistical analysis 

of the data regarding the potentially varying degrees of efficiency of each CpS is not 

warranted. Indeed, it may very well be the case that the "effectiveness" of CpS has more 

to do with their degree of specificity than with the CpS type itself, though there is some 

evidence that suggests combinations of holistic and analytic-conceptual strategies are the 

most effective with holistic strategies alone being the least effective (Poulisse, 1990a). 
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4.7 An expanded model of negotiation of meaning for tasic-based CMC 

At a macro level, the negotiation patterns in this CMC study were similar to those 

observed in face-to-face communication, fitting loosely into the Varonis and Gass 

(I98Sb) model. It appears, though, that this model is insufficient to adequately deal with 

negotiation in a CMC environment in a detailed manner and must be expanded. The 

inadequacy of the Varonis and Gass (198Sb) model when applied to CMC has been noted 

elsewhere. Pellettieri (1999), for example, found that the negotiation routines among 

learners of Spanish could occur in slightly different ways. Specifically, she argues that 

the Varonis and Gass (198Sb) model does not account for the use of (spontaneous) 

appeals for assistance. That is, those cases where a learner anticipates problems with his 

or her own output, often in mid-sentence. In this case, though there is some overt 

indication of commum'cative difficulty resulting in a "push down" away from the main 

line of discourse, the problem is triggered by the speaker (or writer) him or herself rather 

than by the interlocutor. An excerpt (translated from Spanish) from Pellettieri (1999 

p. 108) illustrates this point. 

M; The second is of some chairs and a sofa and a table of coffee, with a (light?). 
Wha do ym call the place in the house where many time the family is? 

S: I don't know, the room of living. I don't know maybe it's a room. 

In this respect the trigger and indicator (signal) would reside with the same 

interactant and even in the same turn. In one respect this would seem to disqualify the 

episode as a potential negotiation routine in the traditional sense, though it may be more a 

question of clearly defining the parameters of what constitutes a negotiation episode. 
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The data from the current study suggest that any CMC model of negotiation must 

allow for a delay, sometimes a long delay, between the initial trigger and indicator. This 

is largely because of the lack of strict turn adjacency in CMC compared to that found in 

face to face communication. This causes many triggers to go initially unanswered 

resulting in many episodes getting side tracked. However, as mentioned above, it is rare 

that a trigger is ignored permanently. The proposed model allows for the regular 

occurrence of split negotiation routines which begin with a trigger, are followed by a 

signal (or indicator) of non-understanding, whose response only occurs after a second (or 

third) repeat indicator some time later in the discourse. In these cases, the trigger <T> 

remains the same, the non-acknowledged signal(s) or indicator(s) are referred to as <Ii> 

and <Iii> respectively with the eventual response signified by <R>. 

In addition, careful examination of the chatscripts reveals a strong tendency for 

both groups to carry on negotiation routines well past the stage of reply to the response as 

outlined in Varonis and Gass (I98Sb). Two additional phases were characteristic of the 

CMC negotiation routines in the present study. These will be referred to as the 

confirmation <C> and reconfirmation <RC> phases. In addition, the reply to the response 

phase <RR> proved much more dynamic than previously noted in the literature. 

The optional <RR> phase largely serves the purpose of closing out the negotiation 

routine through an overt indication of understanding. It is at this point that the 

interactants can pull back up to the main trajectory of the conversation. Indeed, the 

present data have shown that in 82% of the negotiation routines learners do in fact follow 

through with a <RR>. Clearly, though, not all replies to the response will bring the 
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routine to a clean and appropriate finale. That is, we may expect the occasional reply to 

the response to serve as an indicator <I> of continued lack of understanding or 

incomplete understanding. Below is an illustration from the current data. 

Passage 4.1 
1. C. and he hold the dustpan <T> 
2. 0:1 don't understand what it is? <I> 
3. O: how look like? 
4. C; dustpad os collecting the trash. <R> 
5. C: is 
6. C; dustpan is collecting the trash 
7.0; m... it...looks like finger? <RR-> <TD-> 
8. C: no <C-> 
9. O:? 

10. C: it was invented before baccom. <R^ 
ll.Oiok.. <RR2+> 
12. C; old people used the Dustpan <C^ Reaffirmation 

In Passage 4.1 above we see that in line 7 "0" makes an implicit showing of her 

incomplete understanding of the target item dustpan. This strategy in line 7, aside from 

filling the <RR> slot in the negotiation routine, serves to test a working hypothesis of 

what a dustpan is and will be referred to as testing deductions <TD>. For now, though, 

the point is that this <EIR> by the initiator "0" shows the respondent "C" that she has an 

incomplete understanding of the target item. Such responses will be referred to as <RR->. 

Replies to the response that indicate a proper understanding (or those in which there is no 

evidence of non-understanding) of the negotiated item(s) are referred to as <RR+>. This 

is an important and often overlooked distinction to make because it directly influences 

the subsequent discourse. What follows is an abridged model of negotiated interaction 

based on the data collected during learner/learner task-based computer-mediated 
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communication in this study (see Appendix 6 for full model). This model is essentially 

based on that outlined in Varonis and Gass (1985b) but it expands their model to 

incorporate the patterns observed during computer-mediated negotiated interaction. 

Figure 4.2 Abridged model of computer-mediated negotiated interaction by NNSs. 

Initiator Indicator 

Response 

Reply to the respon 

Confirmation 

Reconfirmation 

Respondent 

> optional 

As mentioned, a reply to the response can be either positive <RR+> or negative 

<RR->. That is, it can indicate understanding or continued non- or partial understanding. 

In either case, the <RR> can be either explicit or implicit. An example of an explicit 

<RR+> is "OK" or "I understand". Similarly, an explicit <RR-> is something like "I don't 

understand" or "Can you explain more?" In the case of the latter, the flow of the 

negotiation routine tends to immediately jump back up to a second round of the response 



226 

phase <R^, where the respondent provides more information. Alternatively, initiators 

may use an implicit <RR>. In the current data, there were two types of implicit replies to 

the response. These consisted of testing deductions and task appropriate responses. The 

testing deductions strategy was found in both <RR+> and <RR-> phases, but task 

appropriate responses were present only in the <RR+> phase Testing deductions occurs 

in the <RR> phase of the negotiation routine when learners (initiators) believe they have 

some idea regarding the nature of the element under negotiation. This may range from a 

fairly certain notion of the target element to a vague "stab in the dark" based on the 

available input provided by the interlocutor. In contrast, task appropriate responses are 

"utterances" which are contextually relevant to the preceding stretch of discourse and 

which implicitly show a degree of understanding (or theoretically non-understanding, 

though there were no cases in the present data) of the target element. Examples of both 

are listed below in passage 4.2 and 4.3 respectively. 

Passage 4.2 
P: ok what is razor 
C: Razor? This is very useful for guys. 
P; can describ it more 
C: If the guy want to cut his hair, he can cut use Razor. 
C: Most of guys use it in the morning. 
P; you mean for shaving [Testing deductions <TD+> <RR+>| 
C; That's right! 
P: ok.... 

Passage 4.3 
C; if u like the tree, you need the chainsaw. 
O; what is chainsaw? 
C; chainsaw is cutting the tree. 
0; i hope to protect tree [Task appropriate response <RR+>| 
C: ok.... 
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Testing deductions strategies may also be characterized as "negative" if they 

implicitly show a continued lack of full understanding on the part of the initiator. Of 

course they are only "negative" in the sense that they elicit a "negative" confirmation 

<C->. By employing a testing deductions strategy the initiator is grappling with a certain 

degree of uncertainty but is putting forth his/her best guess. In the case of a faulty 

deduction <TD->, the respondent will normally respond with an explicit non-

confirmation <C-> (such as using the phrase "no") followed by a return to the response 

phase <R^. Occasionally, however, the respondent will abandon the routine at this 

juncture. An example follows below (Passage 4.4). 

Passage 4.4 
A; what is comb? <I> 
B: after shower, I get my hair 

straight by this <R> 
A; it's like hair drier? [Testing deductions <TD-> <RR->| 
B: no <C-> 
A: oh, I see 
B: like fish bone <R^ 
A: ok <RR*+> 
A: (an emoticon reported by various Asian 

students to signify smiling) 

The confirmation <C> phase (optional) of the negotiation routine is where the 

respondent either confirms <C+> or disconfirms <C-> the degree of understanding by the 

initiator based of the latter's <RR>. As mentioned above, in the case of a negative 

confirmation the respondent reinitiates the response phase <R^ with further input (see 

passage 4.4) or in very rare cases may simply abandon the negotiation routine. In 

contrast, positive confirmation <C+> affords three possibilities for the respondent, simple 
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confirmation, reaffirmation, and comprehension check. Simple confirmation consists of a 

"minimal" response of some sort such as "OK," "Good," or "Right." It can also take the 

form of praise such as "Good job!" or "Great!" Alternatively, respondents can opt for 

reaffirmation whereby in addition to a minimal confirmation they provide a bit more 

information to their interlocutor. In these cases it often seems that there is a bit of doubt 

by the respondent as to whether the initiator has fully grasped the negotiated element. 

Finally, a simple comprehension check may occur largely, it seems, for the same reasons 

as the reaffirmation. Examples of each are listed below. 

Passage 4.5 

Simple confirination: 
1. C: ... when you open wine bottle or <R> 

something like that, you use it 
A; A . . . Ok! <RR+> 
C: ok <C+> 

2. J:... and have a red ribbon on the bottom <R> 
of the green circle 

B: I got it <RR+> 
J: Good job, B. <C+> 
B; Thanks... <RC> 

Reaflinnation: 
1. C; corkboard is similar blackboard <R> 

C; do u understand? 
E: I see <RR+> 
C; but corkboard have a pin <C+> 

2. 0: what is bongos? <I> 
C: bongos is similar to drum <R> 
0: it is play music <RR+> <TD+> 
0: oh,,,, 
C; but it is traditional drum <C+> 
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Comprehension check: 
1. B: what is razor? can you explain? <I> 

A: razor is... 
A; when you want to cut your chin hair, <R> 

you use it. 
A; it's kind of knife. 
B: I see <RR+> 
A: got it? <C+> 
B: ok <RC> 

2. F: we give him comb <T> 
P: what that? <I> 
F: to let your hair look good <R> 
P; ok <RR+> 
F: can you understand? <C+> 
P: yes <RC> 

The final phase in this model is the optional reconfirmation <RC> phase. The 

reconfirmation by the initiator follows the respondent's confirmation and is essentially the 

same as the positive explicit (minimal) reply to the response. It normally consists of 

single words like "ok," "good," "right," and "yes," or if the <RO follows an instance of 

praise in the simple confirmation, "thanks." Like the confirmation phase the 

reconfirmation is very common in task-based CMC because of the apparent demand for 

explicit acknowledgements of understanding/non-understanding that CMC interaction 

elicits. Thus rather than simply acknowledging understanding of the negotiated element 

like the explicit (minimal) <RR+>, the reconfirmation serves as a definitive signal that 

the negotiation detour is now over and that the conversation (task completion in this case) 

may resume. Various examples of reconfirmations are found in passage 4.5 above. 
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4.8 Research Question 2.1: What is the relationship between task type and 
computer-mediated negotiated interaction among learners of English? 

As mentioned in Chapter 2, current SLA research suggests that task type has an 

effect on the quantity and quality of discourse produced during leam interaction. This is 

true for both face-to-face (Loschky and Bley-Vroman, 1993; Long, 1981, 1983; Gass and 

Varonis, 1985a; Pica and Doughty, 1985b; Doughty and Pica, 1986; Duff 1986; 

Nobuyoshi and Ellis, 1993; Pica et al., 1993; Robinson, 2001; Swain and Lapkin, 1995; 

Fotos, 1993; Fotos and Ellis, 1991, among others) and CMC environments (Pellettieri, 

2000; Blake, 2000). Table 4.19 shows the descriptive statistics and mean comparisons of 

the amount of negotiation across task type for each proficiency level. Results of a pair-

wise t-test comparison are also provided. The mean columns show the percentage of turns 

Table 4.19 
Percentage of negotiated turns out of turns total 

Level N 
(dyads) 

Jigsaw 
Mean SD 

Decision 
making Mean SD t DF SIG 

200 level 9 .247 .113 .392 .205 1.86 8 .096 
300 level 5 .184 .149 .522 .009 5.31 4 .006 
Total 14 .224 .125 .439 .182 

negotiated out of total turns for each task type. This table shows that overall, about 22% 

of all jigsaw task turns and almost 44% of all decision-making turns involved negotiation 

suggesting that decision-making tasks elicit more negotiation than jigsaw tasks. This 

pattern holds true for both proficiency levels, but is only statistically significant (alpha 

.05) for the 300 level group. 200 level students negotiated in almost 25% of ail turns 
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in the jigsaw task and in close to 40% of all decision-making turns. In contrast the 300 

level students negotiated in many fewer of the jigsaw turns (18%), and in over half (52%) 

of all decision-making turns. 

As we have noted earlier, there appears to be some effect for proficiency level on 

leamer-Ieamer CMC. Table 4.20 compares the percentage of negotiated turns across 

proficiency levels. Results of an independent groups t-test comparison are also provided. 

The mean columns show the percentage of turns negotiated out of total turns for each 

Table 4.20 
Percentage of negotiated turns across proficiency level 

Task 200 SD. 300 SD. 
type Mean 200 Mean 300 t DF SIG 
Jigsaw .247 .113 .184 .149 .893 12 .390 
Decision .392 .205 .522 .009 1.31 12 .213 
-making 

proficiency level. From this table we see that the differences across proficiency level in 

the relative amount of negotiation are not statistically significant. This suggests that the 

relative amount of negotiation in each task type is about the same regardless of 

proficiency level. 

Not surprisingly, most of all the words negotiated were the target lexical items in 

the tasks. Table 4.21 shows the raw numbers and relative percentages of all negotiation 

episodes triggered by target lexical items across task type and proficiency level as well as 

all non-target item negotiation episodes. Non-target item triggers are those where the 

trigger of a negotiation routine is not one of the "seeded" vocabulary words found in the 

tasks, but rather one that occurs incidentally. This non-target item negotiation 
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episodes column consists of all trigger types, not just lexical triggers. The "relative 

totals" row shows the ratio of triggers in the corresponding column to the combined 

target and non-

Table 4.21 
Negotiation around target vs. non-target lexical items 

Target lexical items Non-target item negotiation 
Level Items 

negotiated 
Jigsaw Decision

making 
Negotiation 

episodes 
Jigsaw Decision

making 
200 39 12 (31%) 27(69%) 12 7 (58%) 5 (42%) 
300 29 3 (10%) 26 (90%) 8 5 (63%) 3 (37%) 

Total 68 15 (22%) 53 (78%) 20 12 (60%) 8 (40%) 
Relative 

totals 68/88 68 (77%) 20/88 20 (23%) 

target item negotiation (88 episodes). From table 4.21 we see that 77% of all negotiated 

words across task type and proficiency level were concerned with the target lexical items 

in the tasks. In contrast, 23% of negotiation routines were triggered by something other 

than a target lexical item. This suggests that even after we account for the "infused" 

vocabulary items, there was still substantial "incidental" negotiation going on. It is also 

evident fi'om this table that 78% of the negotiation around target words occurred in the 

decision-making task even though the total number of target lexical items students 

encountered were about evenly split between the two task types based on the pretest. That 

is, each task type contained an even number of "new" lexical items. It is also interesting 

to note that 60% of non-target item negotiation occurred in the jigsaw task. 

The fact that we see similar trends across both proficiency levels suggest that 

decision-making tasks elicit more lexical negotiated interaction than jigsaw tasks. Indeed 
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a comparison of the mean scores across proficiency level suggests that there is no real 

difference in the relative amount of negotiation for the two groups (see table 4.20). This, 

finding in conjunction with the data presented in table 4.19, runs contrary to the 

expectations outlined in Pica et al. (1993) which posit that jigsaw tasks should facilitate 

negotiation over information gap, problem solving, decision-making, and opinion 

exchange tasks. 

However, when we consider the non-target item negotiation only, we see that the 

results, though modest in numbers, clearly support Pica et al.'s as well as Robinson's 

(2001) expectations. Table 4.22 shows the detailed breakdown of all non-target item 

triggers in 

Table 4.22 Breakdown of all non-target item triggers 

200 [evei 300 level 
Trigger type Jigsaw Decision-making Jigsaw Decision-making Total 
Le.xical 5 (.42) 4 (.33) 2(J15) 1 (.125) 12 (.60) 
Discourse 0 1 (.08) 3(J75) 0 4 (.20) 
Content 2 (.17) 0 0 2 (.25) 4 (.20) 
Total 7 (.58) 5 (.42) 5 (.625) 3 (.375) 

Total 200 level =12 Total 300 level = 8 20 

the data by trigger type and across proficiency level and task type. From this table we see 

that in general lexical items made up 60% of all non-target triggers. Further, both 

proficiency levels had similar trends in which tasks triggered negotiation, with the jigsaw 

tasks eliciting more non-target negotiation than the decision-making tasks. When we 

collapse these groups together we see that the jigsaw tasks elicited about 60% of all 

negotiation (12 of 20). Of this 60% about 58% (7 of 12) of that was triggered by non-
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target lexical items. 

Discussion 

The findings above seem to suggest that learners do negotiate meaning when 

problems in communication arise. In fact when we collapse the two groups together we 

see that over one-third of all turns were part of negotiated interaction. This is similar to 

what Pellettieri (1999) found for learners of Spanish involved in network-based 

communication. The data also show that learners negotiated to a much higher degree 

during the decision-making tasks as opposed to the jigsaw task and that task type is more 

important than proficiency level in determining how much of the task discourse will be 

negotiated. Not surprisingly, most of the negotiation was centered on the target lexical 

items, but about 23% of all negotiation was around non-target items. Of this "non-target" 

negotiation, a full 60% was triggered by lexical difficulty. This supports previous 

research (Pica, 1994; Pellettieri, 1999) that shows that lexical problems during 

communication are the primary catalysts for negotiation routines. 

Thus the current data are not entirely at odds with previous research predicting 

more negotiation during jigsaw tasks. The present study suggests that jigsaw tasks may 

elicit more "incidentaf' negotiation as predicted, but when target lexical items are infused 

into the task the scale tips toward the decision-making task type. As mentioned above, the 

explanation may lie in a learner perception of the saliency of these target items for 

completing the task. Whereas the jigsaw task required an information exchange for 

completion, it seems that the degree of tar^t item saliency for task completion 
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generated by decision-making tasks may supercede this jigsaw task parameter when it 

comes to generating negotiated interaction around specific target items. 

Qosing Discussion 

The data from this section show clearly that learners do negotiate meaning when 

problems in communication arise. Indeed, one-third of the total turns were spent 

negotiating. The data also suggest that task type is more important than proficiency level 

with decision-making tasks eliciting much more negotiation than jigsaw tasks. As the 

focus of this study involved target lexical items, it is no surprise that most of the 

negotiated interaction was around these items. However, almost one-quarter of the all 

negotiation was around non-target items. Nevertheless, these routines too were most 

often triggered by lexical difficulty, which confirms previous interactionist research. 

Though proficiency level seemingly plays a secondary role to task type in the amount of 

negotiation that transpired, the more proficient learners were found to be more likely to 

follow their negotiation routines through until the optional "reply to the response" and 

beyond. 

The data also show that negotiation in the CMC environment largely resembles 

that found in the face-to-face literature. Learners were found to negotiated primarily over 

lexical items with local indicators of non-understanding being the most prevalent. 

Responses to these indicators were mostly made up of rephrasals or elaboration, which in 

turn was normally followed by a minimal reply to the response or a testing deductions 

strategy. The latter indicates a heightened degree of active involvement, which has 
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been argued to be beneficial for SLA. The response phase of the negotiation routines 

were found to be very similar in nature to the compensatory strategies often employed 

during the salient input provided prior to indications of non-understanding. The more 

advanced learners were found to choose conceptual-analytic CpS over the other options 

whereas the less advanced group was more evenly split in their CpS choice. This partially 

confirms previous research on task-based interaction and CpS choice. Finally, though the 

most widely espoused model for "charting" negotiation routines (Varonis & Gass, 1985b) 

was found to be largely applicable to CMC, the present data require an expansion of this 

model to better incorporate observed features of negotiation episodes during task-based 

CMC. 

4.9 Research Question 3: Does negotiated interaction facilitate learners* ability to 
recognize and produce new lexical items? If so, how? 

The relationship between negotiated interaction and language acquisition has long 

been theorized to be a strong one, creating the conditions widely believed to be 

conducive to SLA. Until now, however, assertions about the link between the two have 

largely required a leap of faith. What follows is data supporting a more direct link 

between negotiated interaction and SLA, which has thus far remained largely elusive. 

After controlling for the lexical items that were already known by the two groups 

in this study, there were a total of 170 unknown words (200 level = 116 across four tasks; 

300 level = 54 across two tasks). That is, there were 170 instances where a target item 

was scored "unknown" on the pretest As mentioned above, after the "treatment" 
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learners were given an immediate post-test which had receptive and productive "gain" 

measures as well as a delayed post-test one week later which was similar in nature to the 

immediate post-test. 

In section 4.S above it was mentioned that the 300 level leamers rarely used the 

salient input strategy during task completion and normally opted to negotiate unknown 

words. Since this group only employed the salient input strategy for about 3% of the 

target words, no corresponding descriptive or inferential statistics were calculated. The 

200 level group, in contrast, made use of this strategy quite often. It was also argued that 

in general there was no major difference in the nature of input provided during salient 

input (200 level) compared with that afforded during the "response" phase of a 

negotiation routine. Another example below helps illustrate this point. In both cases the 

leamers are attempting to deal with the new word "bouquet." 

Negotiation: 
A: first. I want to give a bouquet to my host mother. <T> 
C: I have a question, but what is it? 
C: chan u tell me what it is? <I> 
A: um..first bouquet is a kind of flower. <R> 
C: alright I got it <RR> 

Salient Input: 
A: I have a bouquet that is a lot of flower in the basket 
M: That's nice.... 

In negotiated interaction there is an explicit indication of non-understanding. In 

contrast, with salient input there is no explicit indication of non-understanding. 

Accordingly, there is no need for negotiation in the latter because the provider of the 
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information anticipates non-understanding and uses this strategy to avoid potential 

problems in communication. 

In an eSbit to isolate negotiated interaction as a key independent variable in 

leamer "acquisition" of target lexical items, those items where learners negotiated 

meaning were compared with those where salient input was provided. Table 4.23 

provides the descriptive statistics for both proficiency levels of how learners using each 

strategy performed on each of the four post-tests. The means listed reflect the scores on 

the respective post-tests for the strategy type used, either salient input or negotiated 

interaction. As mentioned earlier, the abbreviations IPT and DPT signify immediate post-

test and delayed post-test respectively, with -R and -P indicating whether this post-test 

Table 4.23 
Salient input and negotiated interaction post-test scores. 

200 level 300 level 

Strategy/post-test N Mean SD Mean SD 

Salient Input/ IPT-R 10 .81 .21 

n/a n/a 
Salient input/ IPT-P 10 .32 .33 

n/a n/a Salient Input/ DPT-R 9 .75 .31 n/a n/a 

Salient Input/ DPT-P 9 .39 .31 

n/a n/a 

Negotiated/ IPT-R 14 .96 .11 .93 .14 
Negotiated/ IPT-P 14 .66 .37 .89 .14 

Negotiated/ DPT-R 13 .95 .18 .93 .14 
Negotiated/ DPT-P 14 .50 .33 .73 .33 

was receptive or productive in nature. In general, we notice that the means are higher for 

the negotiation strategy. To test whether these differences were significant a paired 

groups t-test was performed for the 200 level with the hypothesis that the means for the 
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negotiated interaction strategy would be higher. Only those learners who used both 

strategies (salient input and negotiated interaction) were included in the pair-wise 

analysis. Table 4.24 shows the results of the paired groups, one-tailed t-tests for each 

post-test with 

Table 424 
Comparison of200 level post-test means for salient input vs. negotiated items. 

Salient 
bput 

Negotiated 
interaction 

Posttest N 
Mean 

SD Mean SD t DF SIG 
(l-
tailed) 

IPT-R 10 .81 .21 .97 .10 1.88 9 .046 

IPT-P 10 .32 .33 .61 .37 2.64 9 .014 

DPT-R 9 .75 .31 .93 .22 3.77 8 .003 

DPT-P 9 .39 .31 .48 .30 0.53 8 .31 

method of treatment of the unknown lexical item as the independent variable. From the 

table above we can see that for both the immediate post-tests as well as the receptive 

delayed post-test, the mean score for those target words negotiated is significantly higher 

than those target items where salient input alone was provided. In the case of the 

productive delayed post-test the negotiated words had a higher mean than the salient 

input items, but this difference was not statistically significant. 

We have just shown in table 4.24 that negotiated interaction appears to be more 

beneficial as a strategy than salient input for learning new vocabulary items in learner-

learner task-based CMC. Indeed, negotiation proved superior to all three alternatives 
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combined (salient input, simple input, no mention). Table 4.25 below shows how 

negotiated items compared to the combined three altematives not involving negotiation 

Table 4.25 
Comparison of post-test means for negotiated items vs. non-negotiated items. 

Level N 
Negotiate 

d items 
Mean 

SD 
Non-

negotiated 
items Mean 

SD t DF SIG 

200 14 .96 .11 .56 .22 5.96 13 .000 

300 10 .93 .14 .50 .39 3.61 9 .003 

200 + 
300 

24 .95 .12 .54 .29 6.66 23 .000 

on the receptive immediate post-test. It is evident &om this table that learners need not 

engage in negotiated interaction to "master" the target items. However, when leamers do 

choose to negotiate an unknown word their chances of getting the word correct are 

significantly higher than when they do not. 

The benefits of negotiated interaction for lexical acquisition described above may 

be partially explained by the concept of task-induced involvement suggested by Laufer 

and Hulstijn (2001). As mentioned above, this model suggests that negotiation of 

meaning heightens the degree of involvement in processing the target words. In 

negotiation, the need, in Laufer and Hulstijn's terms, is strong because it is leamer 

initiated, bi the strategy termed here as salient input, an unsolicited compensatory 

strategy resulting in a supplied synonym or description of the problematic or potentially 

problematic word(s) is provided. Thus, the need may be characterized as weak at best. 

Subsequently, there is also no search by the target leamer. Though evaluation of the 
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word provided during salient input may occur if there is still some unclarity, the level of 

evaluation it is not likely to be as active as during negotiation, where a hypothesis is 

likely to be generated. Though, as mentioned earlier, this model was designed to explain 

incidental vocabulary acquisition, it may also apply to intentional vocabulary learning. In 

the real classroom, for example, tasks similar to those used in this study may in fact be 

considered incidental vocabulary learning tasks, as there will most likely be no test 

afterwards. 

4.10 Research Question 3.1: Do learners retain the ability to recognize and 
produce lexical items (acquired as a result of computer-mediated negotiated 
interaction) one week after the treatment? 

We have established that when learners negotiate new vocabulary they score 

higher on these words on immediate and delayed post-tests than when these same 

learners employ a salient input strategy in dealing with these same words. However, do 

these gains hold up over time? A one-way ANOVA was run for each proficiency level 

for the various post-test means where the negotiated interaction strategy was employed. 

Table 4.26 shows this comparison, which demonstrates diat the difference in the means 

of the four post-tests for the 200 level were significant. A Tukey HSD test revealed a 

Table 4.26 
200 level mean scores over time (negotiated items) 

Post-test N Mean SD F SIG 
EPT-R 14 .96 .11 9.86 .000 
IPT-P 14 .66 .37 
DPT-R 14 .95 .18 
DPT-P 13 .50 .33 
Overall 55 .77 .32 
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significant difference between the receptive and productive scores for the immediate as 

well as delayed post-tests. In both cases the receptive scores were significantly higher 

than the productive scores. The post-hoc tests further indicated that there was no 

significant difference in the receptive-immediate and receptive-delayed posttest scores. 

Similarly, there was no significant difference between the productive-immediate and 

productive-delayed scores. 

Table 4.27 makes the same comparisons for the 300 level group. The results for 

this group were slightly different from that of the 200 level. As table 4.27 shows, the one-

Table 4.27 
300 level mean scores over time (negotiated items) 

Post-test N Mean SD F SIG 
IPT-R 10 .93 .14 1.95 .141 
IPT-P 10 .89 .14 
DPT-R 8 .93 .14 
DPT-P 8 .73 .33 
Overall 36 .87 .21 

way analysis of variance shows no significant difference in the post-test scores. We see 

that even the productive post-test scores are impressively high and the overall mean 

score, collapsing all post-tests together, is ten percentage points higher than the 200 level 

group. Taken together, these data suggest that for both groups of leamers, negotiated 

interaction elicits higher post-test scores than providing salient input and that these gains 

are maintained over time. 
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Closing Discussion 

The data &om this section clearly show that target lexical items that were 

negotiated led to higher gain scores than those items that were not negotiated. More 

importantly, negotiated interaction was shown to lead to significantly higher gain scores 

for these items than salient input. This was true for three out of the four post-test 

measures, the only exception being the productive delayed post-test which shows a 

higher score for negotiated items but not significantly so. This suggests that there is 

something about the negotiation routine itself that helps make the target items more 

salient to learners. The data also showed that these gains hold over time (one week). This 

is evident &om the fact that the delayed post-test scores were not significantly lower than 

the immediate post-test scores. One interesting finding was that the more advanced level 

group scored 23 percentage points higher on both measures of the negotiated interaction 

productive post-test. This suggests a possible relationship between proficiency level, 

negotiation, and ability to produce the target items. The difference in gain scores between 

the two levels regarding the receptive post-tests was nominal with the 200 level group 

actually enjoying a slight advantage. 

4.11 Additional Findings 

Detailed analysis of the chatscripts data revealed a number of findings technically 

outside the focus of the research questions posed in this study. However, each of these 

findings may help qualify some of the results reported above and further illuminate the 

nature of task-based computer-mediated communication and the negotiation of meaning 
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and are thus considered to be highly relevant. Perhaps the most compelling of these 

additional findings was the seemingly high correlation between target learner-initiated 

productive use of target items recently negotiated and the "acquisition" of that item based 

on the post-test scores. Thus, an extensive "post-hoc" analysis was conducted on 

instances in the chatscripts of productive use of the target lexical items. 

Productive use as learner uptake 

There has long been debate in the field of second language acquisition regarding 

the role of learner output in the language acquisition process. This research was 

pioneered by Swain (1985) who suggested that productive output "may force the learner 

to move firom semantic processing to syntactic processing" (p. 249). Though Swain's 

notion of "pushed output" has been traditionally applied to the development of syntax 

and morphology, some of the same explanations of how output may facilitate the 

(syntactic) learning process seem to apply to lexicon as well. Output has been argued to 

provide learners with a forum for important language learning flmctions such as testing 

hypotheses about the target language and receiving crucial feedback for the verification 

of these hypotheses, among several others. It seems reasonable to expect that lexical 

development may benefit equally well from each of these output-related fimctions 

afforded during negotiated interaction. 

Learner "uptake" is a concept related to output and is of major significance to the 

present study. Though there are various definitions of uptake (Allwright, 1984; Lyster & 

Ranta, 1997), the most recent and perhaps broadest comes from Ellis, Basturkmen, and 
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Loewen (2001) who describe uptake as an optional student move, which occurs in 

episodes where the learner has demonstrated a gap in his/her knowledge. This move also 

necessarily occurs in reaction to some preceding move in which an interlocutor either 

explicitly or impUcitly provides information about some linguistic feature. In their study 

examining learner focus on form, Ellis et al. (2001) found that uptake was more likely to 

occur in episodes involving a negotiation of meaning. They further note that the type of 

focus on form episode had a clear effect on the amount of uptake. Student-initiated 

episodes produced the highest level of uptake with teacher-initiated episodes the lowest. 

Finally, Ellis et al. (2001) argue that students attend much more closely to form when 

they are addressing problems they themselves have identified. This is at least partly 

because such problems reflect clear gaps in their linguistic competence. In contrast, 

teacher-nominated forms may not reflect actual gaps in the student's knowledge of the L2 

or may not be perceived as relevant by the smdent. This suggestion, in conjunction with 

the other advantages to NNS-NNS interaction mentioned in Chapter 2, provide strong 

support for the use of task-based NNS-NNS communicative activities in the S/FL 

classroom. 

Ellis et al. (2001) suggest that the high level of uptake in focus on form episodes 

involving the negotiation of meaning is indicative of the effectiveness of this kind of 

negotiation in promoting vocabulary acquisition (see also Ellis & He, 1999; Ellis et al., 

1994). Further, they found that complex focus on form episodes resulted in more uptake 

than simple episodes, thus suggesting the benefit of providing additional negotiation 

work if uptake does not at first occur. 
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Though Ellis (1994) suggests that the relationship between uptake and SLA is still 

only emerging, uptake may indeed be facilitative for SLA. Lyster and Ranta (1997) point 

out that uptake helps learners to "practice" using items and thus may help them to 

automatized retrieval of them. Swain (1985,1995) has argued that comprehensible input 

is insufBcient to achieve a high level of linguistic competence. Pushed output, however, 

contributes to acquisition because it obliges learners to process syntactically rather than 

semantically and because it can enable them to revise faulty hypotheses about the target 

language. As Ellis et al. (2001) note, learners' attempts to use forms that they have either 

previously used incorrectly or received explicit information about can be seen as one type 

of pushed output. Uptake, then, may help create favorable conditions for language 

acquisition to occur. 

It follows, then, that "productive use" of target lexical items in the present study 

may be considered a form of learner uptake provided we not require the uptake move to 

occur immediately following the interlocutor's move which provided information about 

some (problematic) linguistic feature. 

Determining whether learners who actually used or attempted to use "new" or 

"newly learned" words productively in subsequent written discourse had better gain 

scores than for those items than where no productive use was noted was accomplished by 

coding the chatscripts for how each leamer/dyad addressed the target lexical items in 

terms of productive use or non-use. An item was only coded as "use" if it occiured after 

the initial indication of non-understanding, which were often made up of local indicators 

(see Giapter 3 for explanation). The example below illustrates this procedure. 
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PG: Anyway fall down child drop the binoculars 
K: What is binoculars? 

PG: This is things that see the long distance.... 

Trigger 
Indicator 
Response 

K:Aha 
K: I got it 

PG: near telescope. 
Reply to the Response 
<C+> Reaffirmation and 

PG: ok? 
K:Ok 

Comprehension Check 
<RC> Reconfirmation 

[18 lines later] 
K: Some elemantry school students are riding 

the bus. And one of them is holding Productive Use/Uptake 
binoculars in his hand.... 

This productive use normally followed an item introduced during a negotiation 

routine. There was productive use that followed salient input and simple input strategies, 

however, these occurrences were very few in number. In fact, out of 33 total instances of 

productive use by the target learners across both proficiency levels, 85 percent (28/33) 

followed negotiation routines, nine percent (3/33) followed salient input strategies, and 

six percent (2/33) followed simple input strategies. This supports the findings in Ellis et 

al. (2001) mentioned above. Since there were so few instances of productive use in the 

latter two categories, further analysis is not warranted. 

The efficacy of productive use over non-use can be established if we disregard 

potentially confounding variables for the moment. It should also be remembered that the 

majority of target items were not used productively by the target learners. Table 4.28 

compares the percentage of the target items used productively with those not used 

productively. The 200 level group, for example, used only about 18 percent of the newly 



248 

Table 4.28 
Comparison of productive use vs. no productive use 

Level Target words 
used 
productively 

Target words not 
used productively 

SD t DF SIG 

200 .18 .82 .12 9.91 13 .000* 
300 .27 .73 .22 3.33 9 .005* 

introduced words in subsequent discourse, while the 300 level group used 27 percent 

productively. This difference was significant in both cases. 

Table 4.29 shows the descriptive data regarding how learners performed on the 

post-tests according to their productive use and non-use of target items. The measure of 

performance is the respective mean score for each group's post-test. Again, IPT and DPT 

refer to the immediate and delayed post-tests respectively and -R and -P signify whether 

Table 4.29 
Post test scores based on productive use/non-use. 

Productive Use - 200 level No Productive Use - 200 
level 

200 Ipt-r Ipt-p Dpt-r Dpt-p Ipt-r Ipt-p Dpt-r Dpt-p 
N 12 12 12 11 14 12 14 13 
Mean .92 .65 .92 .50 .66 .34 .82 .34 
SD .19 .45 .29 .50 .16 .20 .16 .16 

Productive Use - 300 level No Productive Use - 3( 
level 

30 

300 Ipt-r Ipt-p Dpt-r Dpt-p Ipt-r Ipt-p Dpt-r Dpt-p 
N 8 8 6 6 10 10 8 8 
Mean .88 .77 1.00 .56 .67 .41 .70 .59 
SD .35 .37 .000 .50 .29 .22 .25 .29 

the test was receptive or productive in nature. In all but one case, those words used 

productively by learners had higher post-test scores. In order to determine whether these 
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differences were significant paired-groups t-tests were conducted. Table 4.30 shows the 

comparison of the mean post-test scores across the independent variable productive 

Table 4.30 
Comparison of post-test mean scores across independent variable use/non-use. 

Productive use/ no use t DF SIG (one-tailed) 
200 Ipt-r 4.40 11 .001* 
200 Ipt-p 3.01 11 .006* 
200 Dpt-r 1.07 11 .154 
200 Dpt-p 1.21 10 .127 

300 Ipt-r 1.15 7 .144 
300 Ipt-p 2.12 7 .036* 
300 Dpt-r 2.45 5 .029* 
300 Dpt-p .170 5 .436 

use. These data show that for the 200 and 300 level groups the IPT-R and IPT-P scores 

on the target items were higher when learners used these items productively in 

subsequent discourse. These differences were significant at the set alpha level with the 

exception of the 300 level group's IPT-R score. Further, the 300 level group's "use" 

scores were significantly higher than the "non-use" scores for the DPT-R scores as well. 

Discussion 

From the three tables above clear tendencies emerge for both groups. On all four 

of the post-tests, each group performed better on those words which were used 

productively during the task-based interaction, in contrast to their performance on those 

words which were not used productively. The single exception to this trend was the 
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productive delayed post-test for the 300 level group, whereby scores were three 

percentage points higher for those words not used productively. The tables above also 

show that for the 200 level productive use category the post-test gain scores were 

significantly higher than the no use category for both of the immediate post-tests. The 

300 level showed significantly higher gains scores for the productive immediate post-test 

and receptive delayed post-test These findings support Joe (1995) who found that "high 

generation" words were better acquired than "low- or non-generation" words. That is, 

when words are used in learner-generated, original contexts, where extensive elaboration 

of the word's specific properties is evident, they are better retained than if they are used 

in a non-original context such as simply repeating a target word or phrase and where very 

little elaboration occurs. Finally, these data offer partial support for a positive relationship 

between leamer uptake and SLA. 

One finding that makes a discussion of the post-test scores problematic is an 

examination of the post-test scores within the two categories of usage. If we explore the 

productive use and the no productive use scores independently of one another we see that 

in four cases the delayed post-test scores were actually higher than the iitunediate post-

test scores. A. one-way analysis of variance of the productive use and the no productive 

use scores, however, yielded non-significant results for each of these comparisons. 

Nevertheless, the direction of the means seems counterintuitive and appears to suggest 

one of two things. First, some learners may have looked up words they suspected they got 

incorrect on the immediate post-tests. Though those subjects interviewed in the post-

treatment sessions claimed they did not do this, others may very well have. Second, 
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though learning may take place during the negotiated interaction itself, it may also serve 

as an initial step in learning, serving in essence as a priming device (Gass, 1997). That is, 

learners may have become more sensitive to the occurrence of these words in and outside 

of the classroom and benefited from the "thinking time" which occurred between the two 

post-tests. Indeed, there is evidence that suggests that negotiated interaction serves as 

such a "priming device." Mackey (1999), for example, found that learners performed 

better on delayed post-tests of question formation structures than on immediate post-tests. 

If there is indeed a delayed effect for learning new lexicon, then the one week pause 

between the two measurements may have served a cultivating function. Regardless 

whether the explanation is more motivational, cognitive, or a combination of the two the 

benefits of task-based CMC appear very real. Taken together, the data above seem to 

suggest a beneficial eSect for using or attempting to use newly introduced or newly 

acquired lexical items during task-based CMC. 

Misspellings 

One might expect learner/learner CMC to be fraught with written usage and 

spelling errors and that these errors would cause many problems in communication. This 

expectation is especially warranted for the subjects in this study who declared writing 

ability as the "weakest link" in their overall English proficiency (see table 3.1). Indeed, 

this is a valid potential objection to using CMC in leamer/leamer communication. 

Though interactionist research into CMC has not explicitly addressed this point, there is 

some evidence that suggests that the benefits to writing outweigh these potential 
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problems. Pellettieri (2000) suggests that students' ability to view their messages while 

writing during CMC results in a higher quality interlanguage than there would be in a 

non-electronic environment. Additionally, Kem (1995) reported that 80% of the students 

in his study reported feeling more confident in writing French during the CMC sessions 

than in the traditional lessons. 

Data firom the present study confirmed the intuitive assimiption that spelling 

mistakes and other orthographic problems would be plentiful in CMC. Participants 

misspelled an average of 3.37% of all words used during task completion. However, any 

presumption that these errors will necessarily cause communication problems was not 

supported by the data. In fact, there were no more than two instances of non-

understanding that can be directly traced to misspellings. Table 4.31 shows the mean 

percentage of misspelled words for each dyad as well as a t-test comparison of these 

Table 4.31 
Mean words misspelled of the total words in the chatscript data. 

200 level 300 level 

N Mean SD N Mean SD t DF SIG 

9 .037 .012 5 .028 .010 1.26 12 .229 

means across proficiency level. The data indicate that there was no significant difference 

in the percentage of words misspelled between the two proficiency levels. Below are 

three examples fiom the data that illustrate how seemingly major problems in spelling are 

relatively benign during task-based CMC. 
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Examples of misspellings caasing no problems 

Example 1 

M: I have B. The bus driver fix for the bus. So, bus's tire burned. 
M: And tow truck is coming. 
M: That is picture B. 
A: is that bus got fier? 
M: No fire. 
M: Just break, and stop. 

Example 2 

P: then he was scorid by woman because messy. 
F: yes 
F:goodjob 

Example 3 

B: The bus have pictuer, pictuer have a guy, guy have wrench 
S: What's wrench? 
B: B is bus is broken, bus driver fix a taiya 
S: ok. I could understand about B 
B: wrenci is when you fix taiya you need to use that 
S: OK. I got it. 
B: when you want to open taiya's volt 
S: The guy of A is driver? 
B; I think so\ 
S:Ok 
[13 lines of text| 
S: First D. The bus suddenry brake, because a racoon(animal) 

run across in fixjnt of the bus. 
B: ok 
S: Maybe it cause broken taiya. 
B: uha 
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In exchange 1 above, A's misspelling of fire is understood and immediately recast 

by M without comment. In exchange number 2, P reported trying to express that in her 

picture the man was scolded by the woman because of the messy garage. In the post-

treatment interview F reported fully understanding the intended meaning. 

In exchange 3, B employs a creative spelling of "tire" which does not at all hinder 

communication and understanding by S. Even the transfer problem resulting in 'Volt" for 

bolt (nut) passes without incident. What is of some concem, however, is S's use of the 

non-target-like form offered by B earlier on. 

Example of misspelling causing problems 

S: Sled? 
S: What is it? 
A: When go to ski place u can use it to dowun hill, (omits verb) 
A: sorry u can raid it (attempting to spell ride). 
S: what? 
S: raid? 
S: what's mean? 
A: U raid on the car 
S; i need that when i ski? 
A: If you want 
A: U can raid it with u'er friends 
S: ok. I see. humm ... maybe it's fun... 

Above is an example of one of the few cases where a misspelling did cause 

communication problems. In this case a misspelling triggered another embedded 

negotiation routine. The dyad never really clarified the meaning of the intended word 

"ride." 

Grammatical and Lexical Development (non-target items) 

One fear many educators have concerning leamer/leamer interaction and group 
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work in general is that learners, who have an admittedly "shared incompetence" (Gass, 

1997), will inevitably use non-target-like language and more importantly that their 

interlocutor(s) will take over these flawed models. The data from this study offer few 

examples to fuel these fears and many to back Pica and Doughty (1985a, 1985b), and 

Porter (1986) who suggest that learners repeat only a very small amount of the faulty 

input they received during NNS/NNS interaction and do not often miscorrect one 

another. But as seen above, we cannot totally discount this concern. We may take 

comfort, though, in knowing that this occurred very infrequently in the present data. 

What is much more common in the data are clear instances of grammatical and lexical 

development toward target-like usage that emerge through task-based interaction and 

meaning negotiation. This is in addition to those gains involving target lexical items 

discussed above. Examples of lexical and grammatical development are shown below. 

Grammatical Development: 

In line 3 of Example I below we see that O uses the expression "is a kind of 

guitar" to help illustrate to C what a banjo is. Later in the passage, C uses the phrase "is 

the similar to" in making a separate comparison (line 11). 0 seems to take over this 

expression in line 16 when she reintroduces her banjo. Though her spelling of similar is 

non-target-like, her grammar, unlike C's in line 11 is! She essentially opts for this 

expression rather than her original choice in line 3 and succeeds in putting it into the 

proper grammatical form. There was no indication from the chatscripts that the 

expression "is similar to" was in O's repertoire prior to this passage. Similarly, C quickly 
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and accurately uses O's word traditional (originally misspelled) at the first possible 

occasion in line 14. Again, there was no indication &om the chatscripts that C's repertoire 

included the word "traditional" prior to this exchange. Finally, in example 2 it is 

interesting to note C's conect grammar and spelling as he accurately uses the expression 

is similar to, twice! 

Example 1 

1. O: i have a banjo 
2. C: what's is it? 
3. O: lis a kind of guitar 
4. C: really? 
5. O: traditionnai guitar 
6. O: yes...do you like it? 
7. C: i wanna change the bongos 
8. C: do u have bongos 
9. C:? 
10.0: what is bongos? 
11. C: bongos is the similar to drum 
12.0: it is play music 
13.0: oh,„, 
14. C: but it is traditional drum 
15.0: no i just have banjo 
16.0: banjo is simmler to guitar 
17. C: i icnowit 

Example 2: Next task performed by the same dyad 

1.0: ...car? 
2. C: no, car. 
3. C: it is similar to bucket. 
[4 lines of text] 
8.0: what is bucket? 
9. C: bucket is similar to basket. 
10. C: pic E is he come to his room. 
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Lexical development 

That lexical acquisition through leamerAeamer interaction can and does occur 

during CMC has been established above. However, there are other cases of apparent 

incidental lexical development, which could not be tested using controlled means. In lines 

I and 6 of example I below we see 0 struggling with the word "garage." In line 7 C uses 

a testing deductions strategy and suggests the proper spelling of the word. 0 then 

acknowledges that this is the word she was attempting. Throughout the course of the task, 

C uses the word garage twice more. Evidence that this input has been beneficial comes 

80 lines after the first attempt by 0 as she accurately uses "garage". 

Examplel 

1. O; pic A is father clean the greag 
2. C: greag? 
3. C: what the mean? 
4. 0; picB is it is clean... 
5. C: b isclean 
6. Orgrage... 
7. C: garage. 
8. C: right? 
9. 0: sorry 
10.0: ya 
11. C; that's all right. 
[65 lines of text] 
77.0: E is how much clean 
78. C: E is his room. 
79. C: not garage. 
80.0: garage? 
81.0: no? 
82.0: so... 
83. C: yep. his room 
84.0: what does he wear? 
85. C: he wear the overalls. 
86.0: so....f-c-e-d-a-b? 
87.0: right? 
88. C: ok. 
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In example 2 below, B attempts to ask S what he thinks about having a (garage) 

sale. S suggests the correct alternative "sale." It seems, though, that B may have intended 

to ask something like "What do you think we should sell?" where the verb form of the 

problematic item is required. B, though, appears to recognize the suggested alternative as 

target-like and produces it accurately, though incorrectly &om a granmiatical point of 

view, in subsequent discourse much later in the task. 

Example 2 

B: how do you think about seal 
S: seal? 
S: what is mean seal? 
B: i thank we need choose 4 
B: for money 
S: may be salel 
B: for trip 
S: sale or seal? 
B: sale 
B: sorry 
S: oha! 
[83 lines of text] 
B: we need sale expensive thing for money 
[12 lines of text] 
B: I sale banjo, sled 

Transfer 

The occurrence of triggers caused by transfer-related pronunciation problems has 

been well established in interactionist research (Pica, 1994). And many language 

instructors would agree that it is common to find pronunciation-based transfer problems 

surfacing in written language. This was also the case in the data for this study, where 
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there were many cases of such transfer. What seems intuitively classified as negative 

transfer (errors) becomes obscured, though, because of the overwhelming evidence 

against such transfer causing any communication problems whatsoever. The 

manifestation of primarily phonological transfer into the written interaction between 

leamers usually results in non-target-like spelling in the current data. A few examples are 

listed below for illustrative purposes. 

1. C: dustpan is collecting the trash. 
0: m...it..looks like a finger? 
C: no 
0:? 
C: it was invented before the baccom. 
0: ok.. 

Note: In example one above, the misspelling of vacuum caused no 
noticeable problems for 0. 

2. M: So... B; is already setted ax on the wall, and he hands dustpan 
and broom too. 

M; And, he drink and looks like rerax in the garage. 
S: what's bloom 
M; Bloom is houki. 
S: Ok I think the correct orderis c,e,d,a,f,b 

Not only does the transfer not seem to cause any problems, the leamers (in this 

case two Japanese) understand perfectly and even use broom and bloom interchangeably. 

Self and Other Correction 

As mentioned above, misspellings abounded in the chatscripts but caused few 

problems in communication. What also occurred frequently was leamer self-correction as 
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noted in section 4.2. The bulk of this self correction was the repair of misspellings. Some 

examples from the data are listed below. 

1. B; banjo is kind os giter 
S:aha!!!!! 
B: kind of giter 
S:good! 

2. C: SHE HAS BINOCUULARS 
C: SORRY 
C: BINOCULARS 

3. CrAMGNIFYING GLASS IS FOR BILLY 
C: SORRY 
C:MA~ 

4. P: The raccoon is animal. 
P: And It is your paper <And it is "on" your paper> 
K: How it loos l&e? 
K: looks 
P: near the fox. 
P: But it isn't fox. 

S. C: F) He is in the garage and has an ax. 
C: that's all i have 
A; I dont know as. 
A: ax 

What occurred very infrequently was "other" correction. These findings support 

Schwartz (1980) who reports a general preference for self-correction over other-

correction in non-native speaker/ non-native speaker discourse. Other correction did 

occur occasionally, however, and was normally "on-record" in nature (Day, Chenoweth. 
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Chun, & Luppescu, 1984). These instances were both target-like and non-target-like in 

nature. Examples of each from the data are listed below. 

Target-like other correction 

PG: Anyway bus is surprised. 
K: Bus driver is surprised. 
PG; Because the raccoon. 

C: pic E is he come to his room. 
0: m....i know... 
0: he Is coming? 

Non-target-like other correction 

PG: Bus is stopped. 
K: Why? 
PG: And the children come down the bus 
K: Came out the bus. 
K: OK 
K: And next? 
PG: I don't know that come out or come in? 

The non-target-like "other" correction is problematic here because PG seems to 

take over K's non-target-like usage of "came out the bus" for the intended phrase "are 

getting out of the bus." 

Differences between face to face and computer-mediated communication 

As mentioned in earlier, it seems that learners need to be more explicit in general 

during computer-mediated communication. It is precisely this need for explicitness that 

led (partially at least) to the proposed new model of negotiated interaction during CMC 
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suggested above. In this model interactants regularly took negotiation routines far beyond 

the four steps suggested in Varonis and Gass (1985b). hi addition, though, learners seem 

to require alternative strategies when indicating they are tentative in their expressions of 

target language discourse. In spoken English for example, we often use rising intonation 

to express that we are not 100% sure of our pronunciation, word choice, proper name 

usage, etc. hi CMC this must be articulated more explicitly through written text. In the 

example below, S, in order to alert his interlocutor of a potentially faulty incoming 

message, explicitly indicates that he is unsure of the proper spelling. 

1. S: and then.. 
2. S: did you play (giter or gitar) ? ... 
3. B: gitar... 
4. S: i not sure spelling 
5. B: you get it 

As mentioned above, it was very common in the data that when an indicator of 

non-understanding went ignored (initially), the initiator tried an immediate second signal 

and then chose to simply proceed with the task and revisit the problematic item later. In 

this example we see that PG tries to signal a need for clarification of the word "razor" 

twice and then returns to it 13 lines later, where the problem was quickly resolved. 

K: At first What do you want to buy to Mr. jones 
PG: We will choose the gift. 
PG: Mr. jones? 
PG: How old is he? 
K:I think Razor is the most gift for him 
PG: What is Razor? <I> 
K: Maybe 40? 
K: or 45? 
PG: I don't know Razor? <Ii> 
K: How about you? 
PG: I think about 60 years old 
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[13 lines of text] 
PG: I want to explain Razor? <Iii> 
K:OK 
K: That is beard cutting tool <R> 
K: You know doruco company? 
K: That company made it. 
PG: I see. 

As mentioned previously, what are termed here as split negotiation routines are 

not uncommon in CMC and may take several forms. The example below differs from the 

case of "razor" above in that the initial indicator of non-understanding of the word "ax" 

comes long after the trigger. The "permanence" of the CMC discourse in the form of a 

scrolling chat log allows for such split routines. 

J: There are Ax, Rake, and so on. 
[II lines of text] 
J: He hold ax in a clean garage, and 

everything is in order in everywhere. <T> 
[43 lines of text] 
B: ax mean is hammer? <1> 
J: no 
J: That's different 
B: what is it? 
J: Ax is used to cut tree <R> 
J: or wood 

The overlapping nature of the CMC turns can cause problems in communication 

as well. In the example below, F asks for more information on razor. P has already begun 

suggesting a corkscrew as a present for the father. F interprets line 4 as describing 

corkscrew and not as an answer to his indicator in line I. This leads to the confusion in 

lines 17-23. In this case, during the post-treatment interview, participants indicated that 

the disjointed turn adjacency caused the problem. 
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1. F: what is razor 
2. P: corkscrew for dad 
3. P: is <self correctioti> 
4. P: man use every day 
5. F: ok i see 
[11 lines of text] 
17. F: what is razor 
18. F: hi 
19. P: in the morning man cut the her?? by this. 
20. F: so it is same with corksrew 
21. P: nono 
22. F: so 
23. P: that is a when you want to open the bottle of canpain 

youhaveto ues. 
24. F: ok 

Some additional similarities between CMC and face-to-face negotiated interaction 

Gass and Varonis (1994) in their study of native speaker/non-native speaker 

interaction and negotiation found that learners, when afforded the opportunity to interact 

and negotiate meaning, acquired various descriptive devices the native speakers used to 

explain the target lexical items. For example, though one non-native speaker could not 

recall the word squirrel, which was used by the native speaker in part one of the task, she 

could clearly describe the animal as one that eats nuts (thus recreating her interlocutor's 

explanation). 

The present data offer some support for this finding as well. In the passage below, 

for example, A uses the descriptive device instead of the target item. A did get 

"corkscrew" incorrect on all of the post-tests, though he seems to have mastered the 

descriptive phrase wine opener. 

M: And the last is corkscrew. Wine opener is. 
[10 lines of text] 
A: OK then wine opener is for father 
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Speech production has been noted in the face-to-face psycholinguistic literature to 

be less automatic for NNSs than for NSs. This results in delayed production causing 

retrieval to take more time than the production system will allow (de Bot, 1992). 

Nevertheless, NNSs often realize that to sustain a conversation they must observe certain 

temporal organizational principles, such as avoiding lengthy silences. The present study 

has shown that principles such as avoiding lengthy pauses also operate in the CMC 

environment. This leads to the extensive use of "fillers" mentioned in connection with 

research question I as well as the lack of tolerance for extended pauses mentioned below. 

Agreement to abandon negotiation when it gets too difiicult 

The present data also yielded many examples of explicit expressions of intent to 

abandon the current negotiation routine when learners perceive an extended impasse. 

This has not been noted in the traditional or CMC interactionist literature to date. In 

example 1 below, B attempts to use a testing deductions strategy after S mentions the 

word broom. It seems that B tries to express something like "a broom is to clean the 

floor?" but misspells floor (flow). This is met with an indication of non-understanding by 

S. B makes another attempt to repair the faulty spelling and then redirects the 

conversation to another topic. S assiunes the problem is one of understanding and not a 

production problem and takes the responsibility for the communicative breakdown. He 

politely acknowledges B's wish to abandon the negotiation routine around "Hlow" and to 

move on. In example 2, C is attempting to describe what is happening in his picture 

labeled E. O initiates a negotiation routine around the item dustpan but seems to 
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simultaneously insist that C provide some description of pictures D and F as well. C 

responds to her signal by attempting to set up an analogy from which 0 may deduce the 

meaning of dustpaiL 0, it seems, interprets this attempt by C as non-responsive and 

signals that she would like to abandon the routine. 

Example 1 

S: room 
B; clean flow 
S: flow ? 
B: fllow 
B: do you know tricycle and snow shovel 
S: sorry my english level is very low so, i not 

understand fllow but we can next word... 

Example 2 

C: pic E is he come to his room. 
0: m i know... 
0: he is coming? 
C:yep. 
C: and he hold the dustpan. 
C: do u know it? 
O; so first is E 
0: what is dust pan? 
0: what is F 
C: dustpan is that we have to clean up we need to two thing 
0: m... 
0: so what is d? e? f? 
C: first thing is big brush. 
C: it is e. 
C: ok. forot it. (intended meaning: ok. forget it) 
O: ok.. 

Shared LI: Resource or problem in CMC? 

A perpetual question facing second language educators is how to group or pair up 

students during classroom communicative activities. Aside from the general concern 
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mentioned above regarding the potential pitfalls of group woric are questions about 

arranging groups homogenously versus heterogeneously by first language. In respect to 

the role of a shared LI, Kleifgen and Saville-Troike (1992) found that shared background 

knowledge was the most crucial element for successful communication as interpretation 

of lower level units (linguistic elements) is often determined by higher level 

understandings. Scarcella (1983) reports one of the most salient conversational problems 

during interethnic interaction is the inability to sustain a coherent conversation for any 

sizable length of time. In contrast, ethnically similar dyads contained long stretches of L2 

discourse, which focused on a number of "linked" topics. 

Data from this study suggest that learners' LI can serve both to facilitate and 

hinder task-based communication in the target language. In the example below S appears 

to know who his partner is based on the log-in name "B". He answers a question near the 

beginning of the session in the LI (Japanese). This, of course, lets B know he is dealing 

with another Japanese speaker (if he didn't ah^ady know it). It would seem that this 

shared LI would be a useful resource during the task. However, as the passage below 

shows, this is not always the case. 

Later in the discourse we see that S uses the words Yankee and Juryoo to refer to 

one of the characters in the task. However, it seems that B is not expecting LI usage and 

responds with a comprehension check. It is of interest to note that in Japanese, Yankee 

has at least two meanings depending on the accent pattern used. The regular accent (high-

low-Iow-low pitch pattern) usually refers to a "white American" and is not used in a good 
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connotation. The slang version (low-high-high-low pitch pattern) means fiiryoo. a wild, 

bad, or rowdy, person (or, more conservatively, a juvenile delinquent, but not necessarily 

in a bad coimotation). It is unclear as to whether it was the surprise use of the LI or the 

ambiguous meaning of Yankee (because of the pitch-less CMC interface), which caused 

the initial albeit short-lived confiision in the discourse segment below. During the post-

treatment interview, the two participants only identified the furyoo meaning of Yankee. 

B: What are you going to do after this class? 
S: I HAVE NO IDEA. 
B: Fm haungly now 
S: Houw are you? 
S: Did you eat lunch? 
B: Just little bit S 
B: what happun? 
S: gamannsinasai <imperative form of "to endure" or "to do without"> 
B;ok 
[36 lines of text] 
S: Next E.There are some yankee who will get in the bus. 
B: yankee?... 
B: you mean bad guy? 
S: Yankee is foryou like you. 
S: yes. 
B: allright 
B: Are we done? 

LI as a resource 

A shared LI could clearly facilitate communication in task-based CMC if learners 

simply begin communicating in the LI or employ linguistic-transfer or linguistic-

morphological creativity compensatory strategies when problems or anticipated problems 
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arise. However, LI use was not wide spread during this study (see tables 4.5 and 4.11). In 

fact the dyad in the passage above was the only violator of the instructions to use only 

English during task completion. There were, however, a few instances of a sort of 

morphological creativity that helped facilitate communication, though these do not 

correspond strictly to the parameters for morphological creativity laid out by the 

Nijmegen group. An example of such a strategy is cited below. On the siurface it would 

seem that such usage of the English words "punk" and "out" combined in this context 

would cause problems (to an English native speaker). However, based on the post-

treatment interview, P indicated that she knew exactly what K meant by "punk out." 

Neither participant was able to articulate any target-like English word meaning 

"punctured". This alternative appears to be a perfectly viable "Japanglish" expression. 

K: The bus driver try to repair a wheel. That is left, back 
sied one. 

K: Maybe a taier is punk out. 
PG;.... I think that the bus is tour bus, because the 

bus has "visit the lansing farmer's market" poster. 
PG: In side of bus. 

CMC creating a sense of urgency 

Intolerance for pauses 

Based on the current chatscript data the CMC interface seemed to create a sense 

of urgency manifested in a certain degree of intolerance for both extended pauses, which 

created a sense of perceived non-responsive behavior, and the presentation of too much 

information in a given turn. This sense of urgency may also help answer why many 

lexical items were left "untouched" where we may have expected negotiation to have 
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occurred. In the example below we see that C is not very forgiving for lags in the 

conversation. Though in ChatNet we have no way to determine how much time elapsed 

between lines 4 and 6,7, and 8, it appears she was expecting flulher elaboration by J 

which was not forthcoming. Similarly, in line 11 she signals she is still waiting for more 

information regarding that particular picture. It should be noted that C used caps 

throughout and that this caimot be interpreted as an indication of shouting, anger, etc. 

1.C: OW ABOUT YOURS? 
2. J: y picture a 
3. J: mayby inthe morning busstop SIGn trip young manandgirl 
4. J; schoolbus 
5.J:b 
6. C: GO ON 
7. C: HEY 
8. C; WHAT ARE YOU DOING? 
9. J: mini van broken tire one man wrenchandpliers 
10. J: repair 
11. C: AND? 
12. J: and run to tow truck> 

Too much informatioD 

It was also possible for learners to provide too much information during a single 

tiun. Example 1 below illustrates one of several instances where B gets a bit upset at J 

who would typically provide overkill amounts of input. Note, however, B's immediate 

addition of a politeness strategy (compliment) to diffuse this perhaps harsh initial 

reaction. Example 2 illustrates a more neutral approach to curtail the amount of input. 

Example I 

J: The final one is corkscrew. 
J: This is a tool to open wine, especially for champagne. 
B: why you so fast?)I got it. 
B: your expiation is good 
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J: Ok, that's it 
J: Thank you. Now is your turn. 

Example 2 

A; and what is magnifying glass? 
B: the old age people can't see something, so they use it. 

it looks like glass 
B: it can see bigger that real 
A: ok. 
A: it is enough. 
A: ok 

This negative effect for over-elaborated input that can result from negotiated 

interaction has been reported by Ellis (1995) who found that when input becomes over-

elaborated it may actually hinder rather than facilitate comprehension thus ceasing to aid 

second language acquisition. The number of clarifications (around the same word) 

reported in his study was negatively related to vocabulary acquisition. That is, the more 

times participants negotiated around a word, the less likely they were to report having 

learned it. Derwing (1989) found that native speakers who included more information 

while describing a fibn they had seen when addressing non-native speakers than when 

they were addressing other native speakers were less successful in communicating with 

learners than those native speakers who did not elaborate as much. Ehrlich, et al. (1989) 

reported that not only did native speakers differ in the amount of information they 

provided to learners in a problem solving task, but those who adopted an "embroidering" 

strategy rather than a "skeletonizing" strategy (see Chapter 3) created problems for 

learners by making it difficult for them to identify essential information and the source of 

the communication difficulty. It seems, then, that less is often more in regard to the 
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efficacy of input during negotiation. Thus researchers into negotiated interaction need to 

concentrate as much on the quality of negotiated input as on the quantity of input. 

An alternative explanation for this "intolerance" is related to Grice's (1975) 

cooperative principle. We may assume that interactants in the CMC environment, like 

face-to-face situations, are expected to be sufiBciently informative, but not provide more 

information than is required. It seems that in situations like Example 1 above, where 

participants violate the maxim of quantity, they are often taken to task. 

What we have here is... 

This sense of urgency suggested above may also partially explain instances of "a 

failure to negotiate" where negotiation would be expected. As mentioned above, task type 

(or at least task characteristics) seems to be a key factor in eliciting negotiated 

interaction. Jigsaw tasks, for example, were found to elicit less negotiation than decision

making tasks (see table 4.19). However, within the negotiation-rich decision-making 

tasks there were several cases of non-negotiation where we would normally expect it. In 

the example below J has introduced the item "razor" on two separate occasions prior to 

this passage; once 42 lines earlier and again 29 lines earlier. C chose not to engage this 

word at all, which is interesting because she listed this item as unknown on the pre-test 

and she got it incorrect on the post-tests as well. 

C: IS BETTER THAN CORKBOARD 
C: OK? 
J: Mr Jones is razor 
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J; ok 
C:HEY! 
J: why? 
C: MR. JONES'S PRESENT IS CORKSCREW 

4.12 Post-treatment QuestioDnaire 

The purpose of the post-treatment questionnaire was to elicit participant input in helping 

determine the viability of using CMC in the ESL classroom. Specifically, it was deemed 

usefiil to gather infoimation on learner perceptions of various aspects of the task-based 

CMC experience (see Appendix 3 for full questionnaire). Table 4.32 below shows the 

mean scores on each quantifiable question for both groups. Of particular interest is how 

similar the perceptions of the two groups were on all but three questions concerning 

politeness and friendliness, and even on those three the difference was more of degree 

than of perspective. Also these data largely confirm many findings from the chatscripts 

elaborated in earlier sections. Students answered questions on the following eight 

categories: Usefulness of the experience (Questions 1,8,10,11), enjoyability of the 

experience (2, 7,9), self and partner congeniality (3,4,5,6), amount of stress the 

experience elicited (12), amount of LI usage the experience elicited (13,14), learners' 

helpfulness to their partners (15,16), the perceived difficulty of the experience (17), and 

the perceived skills being practiced during the CMC experience (18,19). 
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Table 4.32 
Post-treatment questionnaire means (&om Appendix 3). 

Question 200 Mean 300 Mean 
(ti=12) (n=lO) 

1 3.4 4.0 
2 3.7 4.1 
3* 3.7 4.5 
4» 3.6 4.4 
5 3.3 4.1 
6* 3.3 4.3 
7 3.5 4.1 
8 3.0 3.8 
9 3.3 3.9 
10 2.25 2.0 
11 4.0 4.0 
12 2.25 2.9 
13 0.33 0.63 
15 0.83 0.5 
16 2.2 2.3 
17 2.5 2.4 

* Difference in the two proficiency levels significant at the p<.05 level. 

Usefulness of experience 

These questions focused on the overall usefiilness of the experience as well as the 

more specific aspects of perceived learning and concentration on the tasks. A pedagogical 

technique can hardly be said to be useful if it has no face validity regarding student 

learning. Similarly, if learners are often off task or distracted by peripheral features of the 

interface the usefutaess of the experience may be questioned. The 300 level group had a 

more favorable perception of the experience overall, though both groups felt the 

experience was moderately helpful for learning English. Though the 200 level group was 

not as confident that they had mastered the target lexical items in the tasks as was the 300 
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group, they did agree that they were learning. Both groups also reported that they were 

concentrating on the tasks while engaged in the CMC activity. 

Enjoyability of Experience 

Both groups seemed to enjoy the CMC language learning experience. They felt 

the experience was moderately fun and reported that they would like to leam English in 

this manner. Again, the 300 level had consistently higher scores on each question in this 

section. What is interesting to note is the similar dip in the ratings on question 9. It seems 

that though the learners thought the experience was fim, they were less enthusiastic about 

wanting to leam English in this manner. Perhaps this can be explained by a hint of 

permanence in the question formulation, which implied a totally computer-based 

classroom with no spoken interaction. 

Self and partner congeniality 

Questions 3-6 seem to suggest that both groups felt that they and their partner 

were friendly and polite, and that they had similar perceptions of their partner being more 

fiiendly and polite that they themselves were. On three of these questions the 300 level 

group rated the degree of dyadic friendliness and politeness significantly higher than the 

200 level group. These perceptions are supported in the evaluation of the chatscripts 

which showed explicit expressions of politeness to be in the top four most often used 

communication strategies for both groups (see section 4.2). 
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Amount of stress 

Neither group felt that the experience was particularly stressfiil, though some 

participants did cite a "harried" feeling created by the CMC environment in the post-

treatment interview. This is consistent with the sense of urgency witnessed in CMC 

mentioned earlier. 

Use of the LI 

Both groups correctly reported that they very rarely employed their LI if at all. 

Most of the LI usage could be attributed to one dyad in particular who established that 

they shared the same LI near the begirming of one task. Learners ftuther commented in 

question 14 that they intentionally did not use their LI (even if they knew/suspected that 

their partner shared their LI) because they were, after all, in the United States to learn 

English. One representative comment follows. 

Q14: No. Somebody said good morning to me in Japanese. Then I said "good 
morning!" 

Those that said they did use their LI commented that they only did so after they 

had declared their task to be completed, or when they reached a problem with a 

particularly difficult word. 

Q14: Fw. I couldn't explain "chiritori" -dustpan. 

Helpfulness 

Both groups correctly assessed their performance regarding "other correction" 

and requests for assistance. That is, they agreed that they did not often employ unsolicited 
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"other correction" which was consistent with the chatscript data. Their indication that 

they "often" asked their partner for help when they did not understand something is 

consistent with the high amount of negotiated interaction that occurred in the chatscripts 

as well. Those who reported that they did correct their partner's mistakes cited their 

intention to help their partner and their realization that the activity was for the benefit of 

both participants. This implies a certain feeling of responsibility on the part of the 

interactants. 

As mentioned, most learners did not overtly correct mistakes by their interlocutor. 

Those that did employ this strategy reported a combination of time constraints and the 

relative unimportance of panner mistakes which together seem to suggest a cognizant 

focus on meaning by most participants. The comments of many subjects can be summed 

up in the following excerpt: 

Ql5b Because I understand her ideas and also time is not enough for us to finish 
discussion. Therefore, I skipped correction. 

Difiiculty 

Finally, both groups agreed that the tasks were moderately difficult with some 

singling out the jigsaw tasks as more difficult than the decision-making task. Written 

comments from question 17 suggest that in addition to the target lexical items, typing 

skills were among the "difficult" aspects of the tasks. The latter problem is not seen as a 

major hindrance to CMC use in leamer/leamer interaction because it can be overcome 

with training and practice. The fact that the tasks were only rated as moderately difficult 

is encouraging as tasks rated as overly challenging may jeopardize any pedagogical value 
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task-based CMC may have to offer. Additionally, it has been shown that participants did 

in fact "acquire" a high percentage of the target lexical items in these tasks, so the 

"problem" attributed by learners to the target items is not really a problem at all. Finally, 

one participant commented that the activity "...was similar to speaking. To tell my ideas 

is difficult without looking (at my) partner's face." This comment gets at the heart of 

computer-mediated communication in that learners are forced to rely on purely linguistic 

means of conmiunication during these task-based activities. This requires learners to 

focus their attention while producing linguistic output and carefully scrutinize incoming 

messages for intended meaning. 

The fact that learners rated the jigsaw tasks as slightly more difficult than the 

decision-making task suggests that task difRculty is not the most important parameter 

influencing the amount of negotiated interaction that a task elicits. Remember that it was 

the "slightly easier" decision-making task which witnessed more negotiation by both 

groups. This provides further indirect support for the notion that target item saliency is a 

key variable in task construction. I have argued above that learners seem to have viewed 

the target lexical items in the decision-making tasks as more important to task completion 

than those in the jigsaw tasks. Further, the "more difficult" jigsaw task may help explain 

why it was in this task that a greater amount of incidental or non-target item negotiation 

occurred. Thus, all things being equal, it may in fact be the jigsaw tasks that elicit the 

most negotiation, however, when the tasks are manipulated for pedagogical purposes by 

infusing target lexicon (and perhaps morphosyntactic structures), the notion of "target 

item saliency to task completion" may be a real issue to consider. Since this was not the 
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focus of the present study, a more detailed exploration of this possibility is required 

before any firm conclusions can be drawn. 

Sidlls 

Learners were generally split regarding whether the activity was more like 

speaking or writing. Though there was a slight leaning by both groups toward writing, 

this advantage was a mere one vote in the 200 group and two votes among 300 level 

participants. Learners in both groups were also in general agreement regarding the skills 

they perceived they were practicing during the activities. Table 4.33 shows what 

percentage of each group checked the corresponding skill area box in question 19. Notice 

that the skill areas speaking and grammar show the modest discrepancy reported across 

the two proficiency levels. 

Table 4.33 
Perceived skill area engaged during CMC activities. 

Skill area 200 300 
Vocabulary .83 1.00 
Writing .75 .63 
Reading .50 .50 
Speaking .47 .38 
Grammar .33 .50 
Listening .17 0.00 

Taken together, these findings show that intermediate and intermediate-low 

learners of English have very similar perceptions regarding their attitudes toward, 

behavior during, and feelings experienced in the task-based CMC activities in this study. 
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The self-report questionnaire data suggest that the tasks largely reached their intended 

pedagogical goals in a manner palatable to students. Based on the consistency of 

responses across proficiency levels it seems that similar tasks may prove just as 

beneficial in fixture with comparable students. 

4.13 General Conciasions 

The data firom this study show that intermediate-low and intermediate level 

learners of English, while engaged in task-based dyadic CMC are quite able to 

successfully navigate their conversations toward task completion in ways that maximize 

understanding. They do this by using a wide array of communication strategies and 

sophisticated maneuvers, which facilitate understanding and even anticipate potentially 

problematic areas. However, when non-understanding does occur, learners are able to 

engage in negotiated interaction in ways that are similar in some respects and different in 

others to those observed during face-to-face leamer/leamer interaction. For instance, 

similar to face-to-face negotiation, learners negotiate mostly around problematic lexical 

items during CMC. However, existing models of measuring face-to-face negotiation 

routines were deemed too restrictive to accommodate the negotiation discourse of 

computer-mediated negotiated interaction. One possible reason for this shortcoming is 

the observed necessity for learners to be more explicit during CMC at least partially due 

to the sensory-reduced nature of the medium. Another reason cited was the existence of 

"split" negotiation routines, which are not normally found in face-to-face negotiation. 
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As has been shown with students engaged in face-to-face interaction, participants 

in the present CMC study have been shown to acquire descriptive devices, which assist in 

identifying target lexicon. However, though the acquisition of such descriptive devices 

are beneficial, this study, more so than the face-to-face literature, clearly demonstrates 

that learners can and do successfully learn new lexical items firom one another during 

negotiated interaction. 

Though Grice's (1975) conversational maxims as well as the tension between 

these maxims seems to apply to CMC as well as face-to-face interaction, the "sense of 

urgency" seemingly created by the CMC interface may partially account for the observed 

adherence to the principles of manner and quantity rather than simply a need for 

cooperation. That is, this CMC interface-induced "sense of urgency" may account for 

learners being brief and orderly, avoiding ambiguity, and being economical yet 

informative just as much as the notion of a need to engage in mutually-beneficial 

communicative activity. 

This study also suggests that learners, for the most part, are not hindered by 

misspellings during CMC. This is in contrast to the face-to-face counterpart of 

pronunciation errors, which have been found to cause a large number of commimication 

problems. Also similar to face-to-face interaction, learners were found to avoid LI use, 

even when they suspected their interlocutor shared their LI. Further, self-correction was 

prevalent and other-correction rare during CMC. Finally, there was little evidence that 

learners incorporate non-target-like language or faulty input during computer-mediated 

interaction and negotiation with another learner. 
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Negotiated interaction has been shown to be more effective for learning lexical 

items than when learners employ non-negotiation strategies. That is, though this study 

does not attempt to demonstrate that negotiation of meaning is required for lexical 

acquisition (it surely is not), it does clearly show that negotiated interaction is an 

effective strategy for student-centered vocabulary learning and is quite superior to 

alternatives such as simply providing unsolicited salient input about the target word. This 

study also shows that the benefits of negotiation are not only short-term in nature but also 

last for at least one week. Finally, this study provides evidence for a link between learner 

'^iptake" and lexical acquisition. Leamers who productively used (or attempted to use) 

problematic lexical items after they have engaged in a negotiation routine around these 

items were more likely to get the same items correct on subsequent post tests. 

Task type was also shown to be a major factor in how leamers interact with one 

another and solve problems during CMC. Specifically, task type was found to have an 

effect on the amount of discourse produced, negotiation elicited, as well as 

communication strategy type employed. Further, task type was found to influence how 

leamers addressed unknown words, which were helpful in completing the task. Though, 

in general, task type seems to have a more influential role on leamer-leamer CMC than 

proficiency level, proficiency level does seem to have an effect on the amount of 

discourse produced, how leamers choose to deal with unknown lexical items, and to a 

lesser degree on communication strategy use. There is also evidence that negotiated 

interaction may be more beneficial for intermediate level leamers than intermediate-low 

level leamers. This was especially trae for productive recall of target lexical items. 
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The data, however, also suggest that it may in fact be too simplistic to talk about 

task-type alone for eliciting negotiated interaction, especially when addressing its 

e£5cacy for facilitating vocabulary learning. The notion of task-induced saliency was 

suggested as a partial explanation for the seemingly contradictory results this study 

produced regarding previous interactionist research into task type. 

Finally, the questionnaire and interview data suggest that learners, while engaged 

in the interaction elaborated above, found the experience valid, usefiil, enjoyable, and 

virtually stress-free, all aspects which arguably create a positive affective environment to 

compliment the communicative language learning experience. 
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Chapter 5: Conclusion 

General Conclusions 

The motivating force behind the present study was to explore the nature of task-

based, synchronous, computer-mediated communicative interaction among learners of 

English, and its relationship to second language acquisition. The overall purpose of this 

study was three-fold. First, I wanted to explore the nature of computer-mediated 

communication among learners of English. This involves the strategies learners use to 

navigate toward an unproblematic and successful completion of communicative tasks as 

well as those strategies employed when non-understanding occurs. Second, I wanted to 

examine the relationship between task type and this communicative interaction in terms 

of the most widely used task typology in oral interactionist research. Third, I set out to 

investigate the relationship between computer-mediated negotiated interaction and the 

acquisition of lexical items. 

A detailed analysis of the chatscnpts provides strong evidence that learners use a 

wide variety of communication strategies in an effort to smoothly navigate computer-

mediated conversations while engaged in language learning activities, that these 

strategies are affected by the task being completed, and that learners negotiate for 

meaning when problems in understanding arise in ways that are similar to those observed 

in the oral interaction literature. Moreover, based on the pre- and post-tests, this study 

provides strong evidence for a more direct link between negotiated interaction and 

acquisition, specifically the acquisition of lexical items. 
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The data suggest that while engaged in positive navigation learners of both 

intermediate levels employ largely similar communication strategies in order to 

collaboratively construct meaning and successfully maneuver toward task completion 

while avoiding problems in communication. The chatscripts clearly show that learners 

strive to create an amicable atmosphere through their use of politeness strategies. This is 

confirmed in the post-treatment questionnaire whereby participants gave the experience 

high marks for "enjoyability" and gave themselves and their interlocutors high marks for 

"friendliness." This corroborates evidence by Zhao, Alvarez-Torres, Smith, and 

Hueyshan (2001), who found that learners engaged in task-based CMC gave one another 

high marks for "self and partner congeniality." Among the other most often used 

communication strategies were the use of framing and fillers. This suggests an effect for 

the CMC interface. Framing clearly marks the end of old topics or the beginning of new 

ones, while fillers are time-gaining strategies and place holders used while learners are 

processing incoming information or preparing an outgoing message. Thus, in both 

groups, the CMC interface encourages the use of framing, fillers, as well as politeness 

strategies. As para-linguistic cues such as intonation are absent in CMC exchanges, 

learners must employ text-based surrogates. Framing serves as an attempt to clearly and 

explicitly mark topic and turn boundaries that may, for example, have been marked by 

intonation and pitch fluctuations in oral discourse. It has also been suggested that the 

CMC interface creates a sense of urgency among learners. This helps explain the high 

degree of filler usage, arguably employed as a signal of attentiveness during a lull in the 

"conversation." This strategy allows for a limited amount of "down time" before a 
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response. Finally, the high level of politeness observed in the chatscripts may be 

explained in terms of the sensory limitations put on learners by the CMC interface in 

conjunction with Grice's (1975) cooperation principle. Learners in a CMC environment 

have a more challenging task than during oral interaction at their "detective" work in 

interpreting their interlocutor's incoming messages as the clues helping the listener 

interpret meaning are fewer in the CMC environment. Thus, one way to ensure that one 

engages in cooperative behavior despite these additional constraints is to be explicitly 

polite. 

The chatscnpt data also clearly show that intermediate level learners of English 

produce large amounts of target-like discourse while engaged in communicative language 

learning tasks. The two task types employed in this study, the jigsaw and decision making 

tasks, generated similar amounts of discourse overall. Likewise, the two proficiency 

levels (intermediate-low and intermediate) produced similar amounts of discourse for 

each task type. Similarly, there were no significant differences in the types of 

communication strategies employed based on task type. That is, though the two task 

types differed along the parameters of "information exchange" and "possible number of 

outcomes" (see Pica et al., 1993), these did not affect communication strategy use. This 

may be due to the fact that though the tasks differed in structural makeup, the 

requirements placed on the learners to cooperatively solve these particular tasks tapped 

the same psychological processes. 

The data convincingly show that how learners choose to deal with unknown 

lexical items encountered while completing tasks varies as a function of task type. There 



is also some evidence of an effect for proficiency level. Essentially, the data question the 

assumption that jigsaw tasks more so than decision making tasks will necessarily elicit 

more negotiated interaction, thus creating the conditions thought to be beneficial for 

SLA. Relatively speaking, the jigsaw tasks elicited very little negotiation compared with 

the other possibilities for dealing with unknown items. Learners largely viewed the 

importance of the target lexical items in the jigsaw task as secondary to task completion 

often choosing to ignore the items altogether. This suggests that task-induced lexical 

saliency plays a strong role in whether and how much negotiated interaction is elicited 

during tasks and calls for the inclusion of an additional dimension to Pica et al.'s (1993) 

task typology for educing negotiation, at least where lexical acquisition is concerned. 

Another interesting finding was the virtual non-existence of the salient input 

strategy among the 300 level learners. Recall this strategy was "preemptive" in nature 

consisting of a "pre-negotiation" compensatory strategy that provided essentially the 

same type of input as that afforded during the response phase of a negotiation routine. 

This finding is important in that it suggests a differential way of solving problems or 

potential problems related to lexical triggers based on proficiency level. Though the 

sample size in the present study is clearly too small to make any grand claims in this 

regard, the evidence that does exist suggests that future research into this question is 

warranted. Future research may show there to be a developmental progression in how 

learners choose to deal with unknown lexical items. As alluded to in Chapter 4, more 

advanced learners may be better able or simply more confident in their abilities to 

successfully negotiate meaning. 
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During positive navigation, the CMC chatscripts seem to largely confirm research 

from oral interaction studies. Specifically, decision making tasks seemed to elicit more 

compensatory strategy use than jigsaw tasks. Further, there was very little use of 

linguistic {or code) compensatory strategies in the data, confirming findings by Poulisse 

(1990). One difference from the CMC data was that the compensatory strategies used 

proved to be equally effective when traced to the respective learners' post-test 

performance. This contrasts with oral interactionist research, which has found mixed 

strategies to be the most effective with single conceptual-holistic strategies being least 

effective. Again, though, the modest data preclude any real challenge to previous findings 

in this regard. 

Finally, this study offers convincing evidence that CMC in the ESL classroom has 

a high degree of face validity among students. Support for this comes from the post-

treatment questionnaires, which indicate that these "moderately difficult" activities 

offered a useful and enjoyable way of learning English. Learners considered the 

interactive experience as largely stress-free and friendly, allowing them to practice 

virtually all skill areas. Finally, though learners did not feel compelled to offer 

unsolicited "other" correction, they did ask for and provide assistance to one another as 

required. 

5.2 Negotiation 

The present data provide robust evidence that learners engaged in task-based 

CMC do negotiate for meaning when problems in communication arise. Task-type was 
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found to strongly influence the amount of negotiation that occurred and the nature of 

computer-mediated negotiated interaction was found to be largely similar to that 

observed in the oral interaction literature. However, the most widely used model for 

categorizing negotiation routines was found to be insufficient for adequately dealing with 

negotiation episodes in a CMC environment. 

The learners' chatscripts indicate that one-third of all turns involved negotiated 

interaction. This is similar to other CMC findings (Pellettieri, 1999) and suggests that 

negotiated interaction is in fact "alive and well" contrary to other recent research (Foster. 

1998). This negotiation, however, was not excessive to the extent that it had an inhibiting 

effect of learner interaction as has been suggested by some (Aston, 1986). Thus, the 

present findings show clearly that learners do not always choose to negotiate meaning, 

but it seems to be a valuable and effective part of their linguistic arsenal. 

Over three-quarters of all negotiation routines occurred in the decision making 

tasks. This finding runs contrary to predictions based on Pica et al. (1993) as well as 

recent CMC research (Blake 2000), but is consistent with other recent CMC studies 

(Bearden, 2001; Fidalgo-Eick, 2001). It seems that one explanation for this discrepancy 

may be attributed to the relationship between the target lexical items and the task itself 

The negotiation in this study occurred most often around the "seeded" lexical items in the 

tasks. Infusing target items into tasks may create a situation where learners interact and 

negotiate meaning in a way that is different than when learners engage in "incidental" 

negotiation. As mentioned earlier, the notion of perceived target item saliency seems to 

be an important issue in task design. In the present study learners seemed to often view 
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target items as "umiecessary" for task completion, if how they chose to address (or not 

address) these lexical items is any indication. However, when we consider the 20 

instances of negotiation not triggered by target lexical items we see that 60% of this 

negotiation occurred during^gjafw tasks, which supports Pica et al.'s (1993) predirtion. 

Not surprisingly, 60% of the total "non-target" triggers were lexical in nature, again 

supporting previous research. Thus, the present data complicate the issue of task-type 

when dealing with "seeded" tasks. As such tasks are quite common in language learning 

materials used today both for lexically and grammatically based aaivities, careful re

consideration of the abovementioned task typology is warranted. At a minimum, when 

such learner-based activities are to be developed and used for teaching new vocabulary, a 

distinction must be made between tasks which elicit "incidental" negotiation and those 

that are designed to facilitate negotiation around "seeded" lexical items. 

Despite the differences in CMC and oral interaction noted in Chapter 2, the 

negotiation routines observed in this study are quite similar in many ways to those noted 

in the oral interaction literature. Though the computer-mediated negotiation routines are a 

bit more dynamic in the final stages, the premier existing model for analyzing these 

routines did prove sufficient in some ways while lacking in others. Consistent with prior 

oral and CMC interactionist research, learners were found to respond to signals of non-

understanding in 94% of the cases. Likewise, in 96% of those responses, learners 

modified their output in the form of rephrasals or elaborations, which promote 

comprehensible input. This is somewhat higher than that found in Pellettieri (1999), the 

only other comparable CMC study to examine this aspect of leamer-leamer interaction 
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(80%), and sharply higher than other oral interaction studies (Pica, 1988a; Pica, 1992; 

Pica et al., 1989; 1991; Foster, 1998). Foster's study involving NNS-NNS interaction 

found only 23% of responses to signals of non-understanding to contain modified output. 

Learners were also shown to be competent managers of their negotiation routines 

employing explicit signals of understanding and task appropriate responses to signal a 

desire to "pop back up" to the main line of discourse. They were also shown to be active 

participants in arriving at understanding of new words through testing deductions 

strategies. These two aspects of learner behavior suggest a heightened degree of 

involvement during task-based CMC. This point is underscored when we note that 82% 

of the negotiation routines contained an "optional" reply to the response. 

As mentioned, the model of negotiation proposed by Varonis and Gass (1985b), 

though largely applicable to the CMC environment, appears to be insufficient for CMC. 

An expanded version of this model is necessary to adequately incorporate the features of 

CMC-based negotiation observed in this study. Specifically, two additional optional 

phases of "confirmation" and "reconfirmation" are proposed. These two phases seem to 

emerge due to the CMC environment's requirement for more explicit indications of 

understanding or non-understanding. 

Taken together these data clearly show that learners of English can and do 

provide one another with comprehensible input through input modifications, engage in 

pushed output, and negotiate meaning in ways that are similar to that found in oral 

interaction and which are thought to create the conditions beneficial for second language 

acquisition. 
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5.3 Negotiation and SLA 

Up to now, a direct link between negotiation of meaning and acquisition has been 

elusive. The third major research question in this study attempted focus more closely on 

this relationship with the post-test data clearly suggesting a more direct link between the 

two. There is robust evidence that negotiated interaction led to significantly higher gain 

scores on the target lexical items than where no negotiation occurred. Moreover, in an 

effort to compare the gains on target lexical items for which comprehensible, salient, 

input was provided with gains for items where meaning was negotiated, the ''negotiated 

items" gain scores were compared to the "salient input" gain scores. Not only were the 

gain scores for the negotiated items significantly higher than the salient input items on all 

four post-tests, but these gains were found to hold up over time (one week) with the 

exception of the delayed-productive post-test. This is especially striking as it has been 

shown that the input provided to learners during instances of "salient input" was 

essentially the same as that provided during negotiated interaction. 

The crucial question in exploring the role of input during interaction has been 

characterized as "whether a learner attends to the input at a given point in time" (Gass, 

1997 p. 19). [ argue that as a rule learners in this study did not attend to the "salient input" 

provided regarding the unknown lexical items to the same degree that they attended to the 

relevant input during negotiated interaction. Accordingly, it is argued here that learners, 

during negotiated interaction, have a heightened degree of attention not afforded when 

the same or similar input is provided during positive navigation (prior to explicit 



293 

indications of non-understanding). It is the negotiation itself, then, that becomes an 

impetus for learners to not only recognize the gaps in their lexical knowledge 

(apperception), but also to actually comprehend the input, leading possibly to intake and 

some degree of integration all within the span of one negotiation episode. Evidence for 

this is found in the many instances in the current data where previously unknown lexical 

items were introduced, negotiated, and used in subsequent discourse by learners, and later 

accurately identified and produced on the post-tests. 

5.4 Contribution of this study to the field of SLA 

Perhaps the most important contribution this study makes to the field of SLA is 

that it illustrates the dear benefits of CMC for learner-learner interaction. Most 

interactionist studies to date have involved NS-NNS oral interaction in experimental and 

often artificial settings. Though these studies have provided the basis for this and other 

studies into learner interaction and negotiation, they leave unanswered questions 

regarding the applicability of their results to the learner-centered second and foreign 

language classroom. Likewise, computer-based studies into learner interaction have often 

investigated student-computer interaction, small group or whole class interaction in both 

asynchronous and synchronous modes, and have largely examined open-ended computer-

mediated discussions. This study makes a significant contribution to the emerging yet 

still modest amount of research into task-based, synchronous CMC among pairs of 

English learners in an instructional setting. 
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This study confirms that both interactional conunum'cation strategies such as 

appeals for assistance and compensatory strategies like conceptual and code strategies are 

beneficial for second language development. As Larsen-Freeman and Long (1991) have 

pointed out, a// communication strategies are helpful for acquisition because they enable 

learners to keep the conversation moving and thereby provide more opportunities for 

input. These include (in Long's 1983a terms) strategies and tactics, or in Ellis' (1994) 

terms, discourse management and discourse repair strategies. Recall that strategies 

(discourse management) refer to those moves which are tor avoiding trouble and tactics 

(discourse repair) are for dealing with trouble when it occurs. This study has shown that 

learners strive to keep the CMC discourse well-mannered, arguably to ensure continued 

cooperation and a good supply of helpful input. Similarly, learners were also shown to 

employ framing moves and fillers, which essentially serve to maintain the structural 

cohesiveness of the discourse and to facilitate understanding and comprehensibility. 

Learners have been shown to be able to jointly navigate language learning tasks, 

avoiding communicative difficulty through the use of a wide array of communication 

strategies. This study has shown that despite their primary function in second language 

communication rather than learning, communication strategies, especially compensatory 

strategies, can play a key role in acquisition, at least in terms of lexical acquisition. 

Though conununication strategies. Including compensatory strategies employed during 

positive navigation, have been shown to be beneficial for language development (even if 

only indirectly as in the case of the former), the role of compensatory strategies, it is 

suggested, is heightened when they are embedded in negotiation routines. 
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Strategy Use, Explicit Instruction, and Lexical Acquisition 

This study has also shown there to be a close link between strategies 

compensating for lexical deficiencies by one or the other participant and those for 

acquiring new vocabulary. While some researchers deny a constructive role for CS in 

lexical acquisition (Kellerman, 1991), others emphasize their usefulness for this purpose 

(Nation, 1990). The present study suggests that compensatory strategies employed during 

task-based interaction can be useful for the lexical development of concrete nouns among 

learners of English. This study, however, did not address the question of whether CS 

should be taught in the L2 classroom. Essentially, the argument against such instruction 

is that it is fundamentally unnecessary because these strategies are available in the L1. If 

language is taught, the CS will look after themselves (Bialystok, 1990a; Kellerman, 

1991). In contrast, Ddmyei (1995) and Yule and Tarone (1997) suggest two strong 

arguments in favor of providing CS instruction. An arsenal of psycholinguistic strategies 

will help develop learners' analyzed lexical knowledge, whereas interactional strategies 

can serve to supply new lexical material in unanalyzed or analyzed forms. Perhaps, 

though, this debate should not focus on whether or not to explicitly teach individual CS, 

but rather on the nature of this instruction. The modest amount of research specifically 

examining the effectiveness of teaching individual CS is less than encouraging. Indeed, 

such studies report generally unsuccessful effects for CS "training" when such instruction 

was based on specific techniques rather than on general operating solutions. Scardamalia 

and Paris (1985), for example, who explored the relationship between explicitly teaching 

high school students certain discourse markers and written t«ct coherence, found that 
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though instruction led to increased frequency of such markers, the essays themselves 

were no more coherent. Similarly, Bialystok (1990) reports a study by Brown, Bransford, 

Ferrara, and Campione (1983), which found that learners failed to spontaneously apply 

specific learning strategies even after explicit training in these strategies. The researchers 

commented that the subjects did not understand the significance of using these strategies. 

The results reported above seem to argue for a shift in the focus of strategy 

training from exclusive concentration on the individual strategies found in various 

taxonomies, to teaching "general executive principles" for using strategies. Such a shift 

would not exclude discussion of various specific strategies, but would include an 

explanation of the way in which these strategies function to facilitate performance. The 

results of the present study seem compatible with this approach. Thus, learners may not 

be aware of the impact CS have on their ability to provide and receive beneficial input, 

which will facilitate SLA, and would arguably benefit from such "instruction." Indeed, 

though language learners spend a good deal of time struggling with language difificulties 

of all kinds, few textbooks prepare learners to cope with performance problems (for one 

notable exception see DiPietro, 1987). Thus instructional approaches and materials that 

raise learners' meta-awareness of the function of CS may indeed be appropriate in the 

language classroom. 

Though this study did not explicitly explore the role of culture or native language 

in NNS-NNS interaction, the findings suggest that ESL learners employ a wide range of 

communication strategies with varying degrees of success without explicit CS instruction 

while interacting with other NNS during task-based CMC. Indeed, one major hurdle to 
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effective CS instruction in particular, for the ESL classroom (and arguably second 

language classrooms in general) at least, surfaces due to the sheer number of languages, 

cultures, and experiences represented among learners. Though differential CS use has 

occasionally been discussed in terms of language (Kellerman, Ammerlaan, Bongaerts, 

and Poulisse, 1990; Yule and Tarone, 1997), it is perhaps more reasonable to discuss 

learner CS use in terms of culture, culturally-bound communication style, or cultural 

appropriateness rather than language per se. This idea regarding the important 

relationship between culture and specific aspects of linguistic communication is not new. 

Brent-Palmer (1979), for example, suggests that highly industrialized societies emphasize 

the cognitive informative aspect of linguistic conmium'cation, whereas traditional 

societies favor the social aspects of linguistic exchanges. 

Studies specifically exploring the role of culture on CS use are few. Lloyd (1997) 

provides evidence for culturally-bound strategy use in his study of Italian and English-

speaking children's ability to detect message ambiguity. Lloyd found that the English 

children were better at immediately detecting ambiguity in the description of an object 

than the Italian children, but they did not substantially improve with additional feedback 

from the interiocutor. In contrast, though the Italian children had a low initial detection 

rate, they responded well to feedback so that by the end of the task they were performing 

at about the same level as the English children. This suggests an effect for culture and 

relates to the potential benefit of negotiation in that the Italians made more use of the 

feedback provided than did the English children and essentially used this feedback to 

achieve similarly high performance. 
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Deutsch, Bruhn, Masche, and Behrens (1997) explored mono- and bilingual 

Spanish and German children's production during referential communication tasks. When 

the two monolingual groups were compared, the German group was found to have 

produced significantly more overspecified references, whereas Spanish speakers 

produced significantly more under- and minimally specified references. Additionally, in 

91% of the cases, German participants were able to successfully complete the object 

location task without any requests for additional information compared with only 74% in 

the Spanish group. That is, the German monolinguals produced unambiguous initial 

object references much more often than their Spanish speaking counterparts. However, 

after one additional request for more information, both groups had the same success rate 

at 96%. Taken together, these two studies seem to suggest a culturally determined 

preference for communicative style. They may also be interpreted as supportive of an 

interactionist approach to language learning and teaching in that in both cases the role of 

interaaional feedback helped the Italian and Spanish speakers achieve performance 

scores equal to the English and German speakers respectively. 

Though culture itself seems to affect communicative style and therefore CS use, 

equally important seems to be learner awareness of culturally appropriate language use. 

Dickson, Miyake, and Muto (1977), in a study that involved Japanese LI speakers, 

suggest that what they termed "metaphoric" descriptions of items (Nijmegen group = 

conceptual-holistic) are more easily influenced by a given culture than are "analytic" 

strategies (Nijmegen group = conceptual-analytic) because the former are more likely to 

concern specific culturally defined experiences. Yule and Tarone (1990) examined CS 
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use of learners of dififerent cultural backgrounds. They suggest that the assessment (by 

the speaker) of the listener's general knowledge is most relevant to culture-related 

influences on CS use/choice in that the speaker must determine whether a difference in 

culture necessarily means a gap in knowledge. Yule and Tarone illustrate this (CTOSS) 

culture-related influence by reporting a case of a native speaker of Spanish who initially 

attempts to describe an object to a Korean native speaker (in English) by first using an 

image of a "key" that is used to open a can of sardines. The Spanish speaker then 

abandons this strategy, presumably because the Korean interlocutor does not share this 

cultural knowledge. Similarly, Russell (1997) provides evidence that learners (Japanese 

LI) take cultural concerns into account when choosing strategies for picture description. 

These concerns resulted in a choice of an alternative holistic strategy rather than a 

partitive or linear strategy (see Kellerman et al. 1990 for description of each). When 

describing shapes for an American "listener," Japanese subjects used alternative, 

seemingly less culturally-specific holistic images in English. For example, one subject 

first attempted to describe a certain shape by using the image of a (Japanese) "toilet" in 

his English description (as he did in his Japanese description), but soon abandoned it in 

favor of the image "slipper." Likewise, many subjects who described the same shape with 

the image of the "Japanese postmark" in their Japanese descriptions opted for the more 

culturally neutral description of a "letter T" when describing the same object in English. 

Thus, the present study is compatible with the view that CS instruction may 

indirectly benefit SLA and such instruction should focus on an illustration of the ways in 

which these strategies &nction to fecilitate second language performance and 
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understanding. This approach also acknowledges the important influence culture and 

communicative style have on CS use and cross-cultural interaction as they relate to 

lexical acquisition. The CMC environment, it seems, may be a viable avenue for further 

exploration of these important issues. 

Research Methodology 

The research methodology adopted in many studies into CS to date has been 

somewhat artificial. Bongaerts, Kellerman, and Bentlage (1987) for example, asked 

learners to describe novel abstract figures. Poulisse (1990) posed language problems 

whereby learners had to describe carefiilly selected household objects so an imaginary 

person could identify them. The advantage to this approach of course is that the 

researcher has the maximum control over the language produced by the subjects. This 

approach allows for easier study of the effects of a single variable on performance. The 

downside to this approach is in its artificiality. The alternative is to examine CS use in 

naturally or pseudo-naturally occurring discourse. Of course in this approach the 

researcher almost entirely forfeits control over what participants will say. Though more 

"^ecologically" valid, examination of the transcripts often yields few observable CS and 

researchers must often rely on retrospective interviews or stimulated recall while 

watching a videotape of the interaction. 

The present study perhaps gleans the positive elements of each approach. First, 

the data collection was carried out among two intact groups of language learners, during 

regularly scheduled class meetings in a computer lab with which the learners were very 
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familiar. The tasks, jigsaw and decision making, were similar to many of those typically 

used in ESL classrooms and are familiar to ESL teachers and students alike. These tasks 

did not appear contrived and were sculpted where possible to be transparently relevant to 

the students' lives and immediate surroundings (see Chapter 3). Perhaps most 

importantly, learners interacted with one another (in dyads) to complete the tasks. 

Though this interaction was anonymous, learners were aware that they were completing a 

pedagogical task with one of their classmates, just like they regularly do in their ESL 

classes. With this said, the tasks were in fact "seeded" in order to lead learners to interact, 

produce discourse and negotiate meaning around certain target lexical items. This was 

reasonable as the SLA literature shows clearly that learners negotiate meaning most often 

around lexicon, even when negotiation is purely incidental. In this way learner pre- and 

post-test scores could be compared across the independent variables of task type, CS use, 

and negotiation/no negotiation, and the degree of mastery of the target lexical items could 

be traced back to the learner interaction with a reasonable degree of accuracy. In this 

respect the CMC medium proved to be a valuable tool for data collection. The chatscripts 

allowed for easy evaluation and though they are restrictive in some ways, they are not 

vulnerable to many of the "problems" associated with studies of oral interaaion such as 

poor recording quality and inaudible discourse, as well as interpretation of gesture, and 

non- and para-linguistic production. With this said, however, the chatscripts are what 

they are - they are not argued to be equivalent to or a substitute for what may have 

transpired in face-to-face oral interaction. However, since it has been argued above that 

NNS-NNS interaction may in some ways be more benefidal to learners than that 
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involving native speakers, and the various benefits of dyadic computer-mediated 

communication have been documented, not least of all the benefit of learner acceptance 

of CMC as a legitimate supplement to their L2 instruction, it seems that the approach 

taken in this study as well as using CMC as a pedagogical tool is clearly legitimate. 

Indeed, though much of the research cited above which supports this assertion stems from 

a second language context (specifically ESL in the United States), some of the most 

recent CMC studies discussed earlier have explored foreign language learning, 

specifically English LI learners of Spam'sh in the United States. It seems, then, that the 

potential benefits of NNS-NNS computer-mediated interaction apply equally well to 

second- and foreign language teaching and learning. 

5.5 Task-based CMC and Negotiated Interaction 

It has been shown that learners can and do negotiate meaning when problems 

inevitably arise and they are extremely successful at resolving these difficulties, 

especially as they relate to negotiation around lexical items. Thus learners have been 

shown to be good sources of modified input for each other. This is in stark contrast to 

some of the literature which claims that learners do not negotiate meaning enough to 

warrant the attention those in the interactionist camp give to it (Foster, 1998). Likewise, 

some studies are skeptical about the benefits of leamer-leamer interaction and negotiation 

in general. Pica, Lincoln-Porter, Paninos, and Linnell (1996), for example, argue that 

learners are a somewhat limited source of modified input and call for caution in 

implementing certain activities. Within CMC research Kern (1995) comments. 
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"grammatical accuracy suffers" during leamer-leamer CMC, resulting in learners reading 

"defective" language. Undoubtedly, this skepticism among language teachers and even 

learners is wide-spread. This is despite research that suggests relatively few errors are 

passed on from learner to learner (Porter, 1986; Swain, 1998; Blake, 2000). The present 

study offers convincing evidence that learners choose to negotiate unknown lexical items 

to a very high degree and that this negotiation is quite effective, leading in most cases to 

the acquisition of the previously unknown item. These data also support previous 

research mentioned above that learners do not often appropriate faulty language 

generated by their NNS interlocutors. Though this does occasionally occur, the trade-off 

seems like a good bargain for all concerned. 

The present data suggest that by pulling their linguistic resources, learners can 

serve as the expert or at least a more competent peer during their CMC interaction. This 

is achieved partly through the task design, which provides learners with differing degrees 

of task information, and partly because we all have varying degrees of competence across 

different areas of linguistic and world knowledge. More importantly, this study confirms, 

perhaps more enthusiastically, previous research that suggests such leamer-leamer 

interaction can and does promote a focus on form (Williams, 2001). Indeed the NNS-

NNS situation may make the interaction more equitable than NS-NNS interaction, which 

has been found to be dominated by the NS (Pica et al., 1991), and actually encourage 

more risk taking and negotiation than that found in NS-NNS conununication (Pica et al., 

1989; Gass and Varonis, 1991). These benefits are compounded when we consider the 

CMC literature that points to increased participation, inaeased quantity, and heightened 
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quality of leaner output. Further, as suggested earlier, CMC may afford learners more 

processing time than in face-to-face communication as well as a heightened degree of 

input salience largely attributed to the written modality of the communication. 

However, though computer-mediated negotiation largely follows the patterns 

outlined in Varonis and Gass (198Sb), this model, as mentioned, seems insufficient at 

times to deal adequately with the chatscripts in the present data. Though sharing the same 

required elements with face-to-face negotiation, CMC negotiated interaction often 

contains "disjointed" negotiation routines and also seems to regularly progress beyond 

the reply to the response phase. The proposed expanded model allows for a delay, 

sometimes a long delay, between the initial trigger and indicator. As mentioned, this is 

largely because of the lack of strict turn adjacency in CMC compared to that found in 

face-to-face communication. The extended phases in the proposed model are also 

attributed to the apparent demand for explicit acknowledgements of understanding/non-

understanding that CMC interaction elicits. 

5.6 Learner engagement during task-based CMC 

Another contribution this study makes to SLA theory is that is suggests that CMC 

facilitates a heightened degree of learner engagement and that this active engagement is 

important in creating the conditions beneficial for SLA. During positive navigation, the 

data showed that learners took the initiative in supplying their interlocutors with 

unsolicited and often detailed information regarding potentially unknown lexical items. 

They did this arguably in order to help their interlocutor get a mental picture of the 
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vocabulary item just used or to assist them in visualizing one or more of their task 

pictures. This heightened level of engagement is perhaps better illustrated during 

negotiated interaction. For example, after problems in understanding occurred, learners' 

provided elaborative responses to indicators of non-understanding 96% of the time. 

Further, we have seen that learners provide the optional "reply to the response" 82% 

percent of the time during computer-mediated negotiation routines. Within this phase, we 

have noted the use of "task-appropriate responses" as welt as "testing deductions 

strategies" in 25% of the cases, both of which show more active involvement than the 

"minimal response" option. The regularly occurring additional phases of confirmation 

and reconfirmation further illustrate the high level of engagement witnessed during CMC. 

The fact that learners choose to pursue longer routines suggests they are motivated to 

clearly establish understanding of the preceding problematic utterance. Finally, the 

extremely low occurrence of LI use, even when partners seem to have discovered their 

shared native language, indicates a high degree of motivation and a "good faith" attempt 

to properly complete the tasks. This finding is supported by written comments on the 

post-treatment questionnaire, which suggest learners' awareness of the "rules of 

engagement" as well as the tasks' intent. 

5.7 Negotiation facilitating SLA 

A further contribution by this study to the field of SLA is the evidence that 

suggests a more direct link between negotiation and acquisition (of lexical items), as well 

as results that implicate a strong relationship between task type and negotiation. Though 
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there is much evidence supporting an indirect link between negotiation and acquisition as 

well as a modest amount suggesting a more direct link (see Chapter 2), this study is the 

first attempt at explicitly linking the two in a CMC environment. The present data not 

only show that learners attain impressive short and middle-term lexical gains on 

previously unknown vocabulary through negotiation, but also that negotiation is more 

effective than other ways learners choose to address these target words during task 

completion. These findings have important implications for SLA theory and pedagogy. In 

the case of the former, a new look at the relationship between compensatory strategy use 

and acquisition may be warranted. Additionally the role of attention in SLA is bolstered 

if we agree that negotiated interaction necessarily forces learners to focus attention on the 

new input. As the focus of this study did not explicitly address attention, awareness, and 

noticing, we may only say that the data suggest that attention to form appears to be 

facilitative for SLA. 

5.8 Task type 

This study bolsters existing evidence that task type or task characteristics are very 

important for interaaive discourse. The present study offers partial confirmation of the 

usefulness of widely used task types for eliciting learner interaction and negotiation (Pica 

et al., 1993). Though seemingly at odds with Pica et al.'s suggestion that jigsaw tasks will 

generate more negotiated interaction, the data support this prediction for such '"closed" 

tasks when we consider only the "incidentaF negotiation in the chatscripts. This study 

also confirms previous research that suggests learner perception of the task influences the 
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degree to which learners focus on form (Williams, 2001), and offers the possibility that 

the relationship between task type and negotiation may also be related to learner 

perception of certain task attributes, namely the perceived relative importance or function 

of target lexicon to the task itself This supports Pellettieri's (1999) suggestion that 

existing task typologies are inadequate to completely predict the amount of negotiated 

interaction in leamer-leamer CMC. She found "difficulty of task information or input" as 

well as the "degree of detail" learners must use in interpreting and exchanging task 

information to be key factors promoting negotiation. Though the present decision making 

task was "open" in the sense that it allowed for multiple solutions or outcomes to the 

task, it had a higher degree of item-to-task salience, which elicited more negotiation. In 

contrast, the jigsaw task, which was "closed" in that there was only one reasonable 

solution, seems to have had a much lower degree of item-to-task salience. 

Thus we see that the data from this study suggest that there is a clear relationship 

between task type and the amount of computer-mediated negotiation elicited, but not 

necessarily the same type of relationship that has been suggested in oral interaction 

studies. However, since this area of inquiry is in its infancy, more research is needed to 

determine the precise effect task type, and arguably the particular elements within each 

task type, have on learner interaction and negotiation. One possibility alluded to above is 

that existing task typologies are not sensitive enough in general or that these typologies 

need to be revisited in light of this and other studies that offer contradictory evidence (see 

also Bearden, 2001; Fildalgo-Eick, 2001. For supporting evidence see Blake, 2001). 
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5.9 Pedagogy 

Second and foreign language pedagogy must be grounded in SL/FL acquisition 

theory and research into how learning takes place. The interactionist perspective on SLA 

espoused in the current study is compatible with what many pedagogically-oriented 

researchers and practitioners consider to be key for curriculum plaiming and materials 

development. That is, providing students with rich and interesting, multi-sensory 

comprehensible input, affording learners opportunities to produce comprehensible output 

by interacting with peers and the language itself in real communicative contexts, as well 

as increasing student motivation and facilitating favorable attitudes toward the target 

language and culture (Schulz, 1991). 

The task-based computer-mediated communicative approach discussed in this 

study is not presented as a panacea for all of the challenges faced in the language 

classroom. However, if implemented in the correct manner, for the right purposes, with 

the right tasks, at the right time, and for the right target group of learners, task-based 

CMC can provide a rich addition to the language learning curriculum. Two points seem 

to be particularly salient in this respect. First, research strongly suggests that negotiated 

interaction in general is facilitative for lexical development, but perhaps less effective for 

developing other aspects of communicative competence such as grammatical and 

pragmatic competence. However, it should be noted that studies into these other avenues 

have been few and far between and are thus virtually unchartered territory in the SLA 

literature. There are various theoretical explanations for why learners tend not to 

negotiate around grammatical features, some pedago^cal and some developmental. It 
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may very well be, as Loschky and Bley-Vrooman (1993) suggest, that this failure to 

negotiate around grammar says more about the task design than the nature of negotiation 

per se. They suggest certain task parameters which can and do elicit more negotiation 

around morphosyntactic features. Designing such tasks, though possible, seems much 

more difficult, especially while attempting to balance a certain degree of authenticity. 

Similarly, Pica (1997) suggests that learners rarely negotiate over morphosyntax and 

other "less salient" features not because it is not possible to do so, but because the kinds 

of activities typical in conununicative classrooms rarely require them to do so. A related 

possibility is that learners fail to notice the morphosyntactic features, which may lack 

salience and are not essential for comprehension (Harley, 1994). Pica (1994) ftirther 

suggests that negotiation is destined to revolve primarily around lexical meaning as "it 

focuses on the comprehensibility of message meaning and on the message's form only 

insofar as it can contribute to its comprehensibility" (pp. S17-518). This is especially true 

at the early stages of SLA. As Hatch (1983b) notes, when learners have little command of 

the new language it is the lexicon that is crucial as it is the words that make basic 

communication (and comprehension) of meaning possible. In contrast, learners at the 

lower proficiency levels are likely to be more occupied with simply maintaining 

communication and are therefore unable to divert attentional resources to focus on form 

to the same extent as their more advanced counterparts (Van Patten, 1990; 1996). This 

results in an infrequent focus on formal aspects of language among lower level learners. 

This may help explain why the 300 level group in the current study negotiated and 

overall higher percentage of the target lexical items than the 200 level group. 
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The question, then, is not whether or not to use computers in general and CMC in 

particular in the language learning classroom, but how best to do it. The various benefits 

for computer-mediated learner interaction reported in the review of the literature in 

Chapter 2 are many. For the teacher/researcher CMC provides additional advantages, 

especially for data collection. CMC programs provide the capacity for ready made chat 

logs of learner discourse. Aside from providing a snapshot of various aspects of learner 

interlanguage development, these logs allow teachers to evaluate what works and what 

does not regarding pedagogical tasks designed to facilitate learner-learner interaction. 

Teachers can also easily monitor student use (or misuse) of recently taught information. 

The logs can also be used as a tool to identify and target systemic problems individual 

learners have, after first allowing them to notice these gaps themselves during learner-

learner CMC. Finally, the chatscripts can be used for individual focus on form purposes 

when incorporated into homework assignments. Many students in the present study 

requested to have copies of their chatscripts to use precisely for the purpose of correcting 

their written production. Unfortunately, I could only comply with these requests after 

completion of all aspects of the data collection. 

CMC in the LI classroom may be the perfect device for facilitating a focus on 

form as it allows us to combine the learner-centered interactional benefits provided by 

CMC itself with those offered by the communicative tasks found to enhance NNS-NNS 

interaction and negotiation. This pedagogical asset allows learners to practice existing 

knowledge as well as move lexical development forward through a medium that may 

enhance the saiiency of linguistic features in the "pre-integration" phase (cognitively 
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speaking) of learning new material. It also serves to promote linguistic output that may 

help draw learners' attention to gaps in their own interlanguage. Most importantly, all of 

this occurs in a student-centered, collaborative, meaning-focused environment. 

5.10 CMC and Focus on Form 

It is hoped that this study may provide some encouragement to teachers grappling 

with how to balance form and meaning in the language learning classroom, while 

attempting to integrate computer technology in a way that facilitates learner interaction in 

a meaningful way. As Grace (1998) conmients, there is often insufficient class time for 

adequate reinforcement of vocabulary learning. It may be that improvements in the 

quality of exposure to and interaction with new vocabulary can compensate for this 

relatively limited amount of exposure in the L2 classroom. After all is it more important 

what one does with a new vocabulary word rather than how often one meets it! This 

study offers an alternative for the introduction or reinforcement of vocabulary, than 

relying exclusively on the inferring-fi-om-context method, teacher directed vocabulary 

teaching, or simply assigning new vocabulary for homework. Thus, task-based CMC 

such as that outlined in this study allows for the introduction of new vocabulary within a 

focus on form context. 

As there are many ideas of exactly what focus on form is, one more, fusing those 

offered by Spada (1997) and Long (1983), cannot hurt. A focus on form or form-focused 

instruction refers to any pedagogical eflfort to briefly draw the learners' attention to form, 

either implicitly or explicitly where the overriding focus of the interaction is on meaning. 
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Further, the most effective instances of focus on form arise out of learner need G-ong, 

1996). Thus, allowing learners to make choices about what they focus on is important as 

they may do so according to those features they are ready to acquire. The CMC activities 

in this study have offered one way we can increase the salience of input and positive 

evidence while providing learner-controlled negative evidence through direct and indirect 

negative feedback. Further, learners are afforded continuous opportunities to match what 

they want to produce against what they are able to produce. All of this is accomplished in 

a highly motivating and learner-centered, collaborative context where students take 

responsibility for their learning by cooperating to achieve the common goal of task 

resolution. 

5.11 F uture research 

Despite the advances in CMC technology, it is often still thought of as a 

homogenous entity, neutral and passive in nature. Though recent CMC research shows 

that this is far from accurate (Zhao et al., 2001), there is a conspicuous lack of research 

that examines CMC interface differences in terms of task-based, learner-learner 

interaction. A key question here is just how CMC interface features affect learners' 

interaction as well as attitudes and perceptions. For example, what effect may text-to-

speech features of certain interfaces have on learner interaction and negotiation? Zhao et 

al. (2001) suggest potential problems in this respect This is especially relevant in view of 

the present findings that leam-leamer computer-mediated interaction is fraught with 

spelling errors. Though in the present study such "faulty language" did not pose many 
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communicative problems, one can easily imagine how this may not be the case if the 

tasks employ text-to-speech software. Under this scenario, we may see a sharp jump in 

instances of non-understanding and negotiation where none would have occurred in a 

text-based environment. Here the contrast between orthographic and "pronunciation" 

triggers becomes blurred. In fact, the SLA literature shows that in addition to lexical 

triggers, pronunciation problems do often result in negotiation routines. The present 

study, though, indicates that learners do not feel they are practicing "listening" during 

text-based CMC. In fact, they rated this skill at the very bottom. However, how text-to-

speech software may change this perception is as yet unclear. Likewise, the relationship 

between graphics-enhanced CMC programs such as The Palace and learner interaction is 

virtually unexplored in relation to SLA (for one exception see Zhao, et al. 2001). 

Perhaps more fundamental to the interactionist perspective on SLA is the 

relationship between text-based (or sound-enhanced) CMC and spoken production. 

Essentially, this is an issue of transferability firom written to oral competence. The present 

study has illustrated how text-based CMC is beneficial for receptive and productive 

(written) lexical development among learners of English. If it can be demonstrated that 

this development transfers to oral ability, then the potential for CMC in the L2 classroom 

is even more compelling. As of yet, there have been no studies that explicitly examine 

this issue. Further, various programs afford learners the ability to share visual information 

with their interlocutors in real time via white boards. Though Blake (2000) has 

incorporated this feature into some of his work, there is little data on just how this 



314 

technology may affect the nature of input, attention, output, and acquisition during NNS-

NNS interaction. 

Future research should also explore the facility for CMC technology to elicit 

negotiation around other elements of language such as grammatical and pragmatic 

meam'ng. Also, in light of the often conflicting data surrounding the role of task type in 

negotiated interaction, the field of SLA would benefit greatly from more focused research 

into the specific elements and features making up CMC task type. It seems easy to rely 

and build upon oral mode research data and assume it applies evenly to the CMC 

environment. However, recent CMC research examining the effects of task type on 

learner interaaion suggests that such assumptions may be misguided. In addition, the 

scope of inquiry should be expanded to incorporate other commonly and less commonly 

taught languages. To date, the interactionist research into task-based, NNS-NNS CMC 

has been largely confined to American learners of Spanish as a Foreign Language and 

university-age ESL students (see Blake in press for one notable exception). This last 

point brings us to a problem that incessantly haunts academic research in many areas, that 

of a dearth of data from any group not in the 18-24 age group. That is, we seem to know a 

lot about university-age learners, and relatively little about younger and older learners. 

Specifically, interactionist-based CMC researchers in this country should focus more on 

school-age language learners, especially those learning English-as-a-second language. 
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5.12 Limitations of tiiis study 

Many of the limitations of the present study are found in the discussion of the 

proposed future directions of task-based CMC and will not be repeated here. Perhaps one 

of the study's strongest points is at the same time its most limiting. That is, the use of two 

rather small intact ESL classes. Though a within-groups design has certain advantages 

regarding empirical as well as ecological validity, not to mention practicality, we must 

exercise caution in generalizing the results. Further, the participants in this study were 

highly-motivated learners paying a great deal of money to attend intensive English 

courses at a Big Ten university. The teaching philosophy at this institution was clearly 

one espousing the role of student interaction in the learning process. Funher, these 

participants had ready access to computer lab technology and were reasonably proficient 

in basic word processing and internet-related sidlls. 

The results of this study are also limited by certain aspects of the research design. 

First of all the pre-test relied entirely on student self-report data to determine whether or 

not a potential target lexical item was to be included or not. Though this pre-test 

procedure is not unique to this study (see Ellis and He, 1999), the normal precautions 

taken in interpreting any self-report data apply. Further, for the independent variable of 

task-type, the existing task typology offered by Pica et al. (1993) was used. As 

mentioned, this typology has received a certain degree of validation in the literature and 

seems intuitively reasonable. However, it must be considered more of a working model, 

some of whose constructs are difficult to operationalize. Further, there is some evidence 
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elaborated above which questions its applicability to the CMC environment. For now, 

though, it appears to be the best model we have upon which to build. 

The CMC interface used was ChatNet, a text-based synchronous communication 

tool. Though this software was chosen for its simplicity, thus ensuring the relevance of 

any findings to the widest possible audience, we cannot definitively say that how learners 

interact using this program will be identical to other similar programs. However, since 

ChatNet does not seem fundamentally different from other freely available chat programs 

like Net Meeting, AOL Instant Messenger, and Yahoo Messenger, we can assume that 

the nature of the interaction will be similar, thus making the present results relevant to 

teachers and learners who may not have the benefit of access to more advanced, 

commercially available software. 

Finally, a rather restricted view of second language vocabulary learm'ng has been 

used. The target lexical items employed in this study were all concrete nouns, but these 

types of items were selected as the basis to measure lexical gains for a reason. Research 

from LI acquisition suggests that concrete words are acquired earlier than abstract words 

(Brown, 1957; Schwanenflugel, 1991). Moreover, from the second language learning 

literature, there is evidence that concrete words are learned considerably better than 

abstract words (Ellis and Beaton, 1993). This is supported by, de Groot and Keijzer 

(2000) who found that concrete words were easier to learn and less susceptible to 

forgetting than abstract words. This may be partly due to the "imageability" of concrete 

words; that is, the degree to which a word arouses a mental image (see Paivio, 1971). 

Since one of the main goals of the present study was to establish a more direct link 
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between negotiated interaction and acquisition, I wanted to create conditions where this 

link may be most readily confirmed. With this said, a clear limitation to this study is that 

we cannot necessarily say that negotiation will prove equally facilitative for the 

acquisition of say, abstract words nor other parts of speech, which may be more difficult 

to acquire. The SLA research suggests that word class does indeed affect lexical learning, 

with nouns being the easiest to leam, followed by adjectives and then verbs and adverbs 

(Rodgers, 1969). Moreover, though the present study did incorporate both receptive and 

productive post-tests, as well as delayed measures of each, this delay was only one week. 

Thus, though the delayed post-test results were largely impressive, we cannot comment 

on a truly lasting effect for the treatment, a problem not unique to this study. 

5.13 Final comments 

Though there is often a temptation to predict the complete dominance of an 

emerging technology over existing technologies, this is rarely the case. As Murray (2000) 

notes, the advent of print did not replace writing; the telephone did not replace hand

written letters; and electronic communication has not replaced print. Rather, some of the 

functions change to the new technology, while others remain with the old. Indeed, the 

21^^ century arrived without much of the widely feared computer-mediated disruption to 

our society. Equally absent today is the donunant use of computers as the medium for 

interpersonal communication, though their use is surely rising. What we do have, 

however, are more choices for how to communicate with one another. Synchronous, text-

based CMC is one of these alternatives, which has proven wildly popular in our society 
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and is gaining support as a pedagogical tool for the second and foreign language 

classroom. 

Swaffar (1998) has succinctly summed up some of the potential advantages of 

CMC over face-to-face classroom interaction by suggesting that networked exchanges 

seem to help individuals in language classes engage more frequently, with greater 

confidence, and with greater enthusiasm in the communicative process than is 

characteristic for similar students in oral classrooms. This study argues, though, that the 

potential advantages need not stop with those associated with second language use, but 

these benefits are also evident in regard to second language development. Though the 

present study does not compare oral vs. computer-mediated interaction, the compelling 

benefits achieved in the CMC environment confirm much existing face-to-face research, 

question some other previous findings, and suggest new relationships between CMC, task 

type, NNS-NNS interaction, and SLA to be further tested in future work. 
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Appendix 1 
TASK I A 
20 minutes 

BUS TRIP! 
Parti 

Look at the series of pictures about a bus trip. You have three scenes (pictures) and your 
partner has three different scenes. Together with your partner put the scenes in the 
correct order. To do this, you will need to describe each of vour scenes to your partner 
since he/she cannot see your pictures. You may use the words below to help you describe 
your pictures. Your partner will do the same for you. 

The scenes are marked A, B, C, D, E, F. When you finish, please type the correct order 
For example - "The correct order is C, B, F, A, D, E" 

MAKE SURE YOU HAVE THE CORRECT ORDER!!!!! 

Part 2 

With your partner, discuss public transportation in the USA and your country. How do 
most people get around in your country? Is this the same or different to your partner's 
country/the USA? 

When you are finished, raise your hand! 

Goat Binoculars Raccoon Bam 
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Picture Sequence for Task I learner A 

Picture A 
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Picture B 
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Picture C 
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TASK I B 
20 minutes 

BUS TRIP! 

Part I 

Look at the series of pictures about a bus trip. You have three scenes (pictures) and your 
partner has three different scenes. Together with your partner put the scenes in the 
correct order. To do this, you will need to describe each of vour scenes to your partner 
since he/she cannot see your pictures. You may use the words below to help you describe 
your pictures. Your partner will do the same for you. 

The scenes are marked A, B, C, D, E, F. When you finish, please type the correct order 
For example - "The correct order is C, B, F, A, D, E" 

MAKE SURE YOU HAVE THE CORRECT ORDER!!!!! 

With your partner, discuss public transportation in the USA and your country. How do 
most people get around in your country? Is this the same or different to your partner's 
country/the USA? 

When you are finished, raise your hand! 

Part 2 

Wrench Tow Truck Pliers Swing set 
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Picture 

Picture D 
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Picture E 
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Picture F 

jy=4:-'i 

•luuu 
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Task 2 A 
Shopping for a gift 

Part 1 

You and your roommate/ftiend are trying to decide on son\e gifts for your home stay 
family here in the US. Your host family has four (4) members; Mr. Jones (father), Mrs. 
Jones (mother), Billy Jones (son IS years old), and Mary Jones (daughter 14 years old). 

Below are some items you have noticed while shopping at the Meridian Mall, which may 
make good presents. Your roommate/fiiend has been shopping at the Lansing Mall and 
has also seen some (different) things that he/she thinks might make good presents. Since 
the presents will be from both of you, you must decide together on one present for each 
family member (four total). 

After you have decided on the four gifts you will buy, discuss gift-giving customs in your 
countries! Is there any difference in gift giving practices between your country and your 
chat partner's country? If not, or if you come from the same country, discuss similarities 
or differences you have noticed in gift-giving practices between your country and the US. 

When you are finished, raise your hand! 

Razor Corkboard Wreath Corkscrew 

Part 2 
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Task 2 B 
Shopping for a gift 

Part I 

You and your roommate/fiiend are trying to decide on some gifts for your home stay 
family here in the US. Your host family has four (4) members; Mr. Jones (father), Mrs. 
Jones (mother), Billy Jones (son IS years old), and Mary Jones (daughter 14 years old). 

Below are some items you have noticed while shopping at the Meridian Mall, which may 
make good presents. Your roommate/friend has been shopping at the Lansing Mall and 
has also seen some (different) things that he/she thinks might make good presents. Since 
the presents will be from both of you, you must decide together on one present for each 
family member (four total). 

Bouquet Extension cord Magnifying Comb 
glass 

Parti 

After you have decided on the four gifts you will buy, discuss gift-giving customs in your 
countries! Is there any difference in gift giving practices between your country and your 
chat partner's country? If not, or if you come from the same country, discuss similarities 
or differences you have noticed in gift-giving practices between your country and the US. 

When you are finished, raise your hand! 
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Task3A 
20 minutes 

Messy Garage 
Part 1 

Look at the series of pictures about a messy garage. You have three scenes (pictures) and 
your partner has three different scenes. Together with your partner put the scenes in the 
correct order. To do this, you will need to describe each of vour scenes to your partner 
since he/she cannot see your pictures. You may use the words below to help you 
describe your pictures. Your partner will do the same for you. 

The scenes are marked A, B, C, D, E, F. When you finish, please type the correct order. 
For example - "The correct order is C, B, F, A, D, E" 

MAKE SURE YOU HAVE THE CORRECT ORDER!!!!! 

When you are SURE that you have found the correct order discuss the following question 
with your partner: 

What chores Oobs) around the house do/did you have? Do parents expect their children 
to do jobs around the house to help out? Is there a difference in the IQNDS of chores 
boys and girls are expected to do while living at home? Do/did you and your partner have 
similar experiences? If not, what are the differences? 

When you are finished raise your hand! 

Part 2 

Tricycle Snow shovel Broom Thermos 
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Picture Sequence for Task 3 learner A 

Picture A 
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Picture B 
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Picture C 
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Task 3 B 
20 minutes 

Messy Garage 
Part I 

Look at the series of pictures about a messy garage. You have three scenes (pictures) and 
your partner has three different scenes. Together with your partner put the scenes in the 
correct order. To do this, you will need to describe each of vour scenes to your partner 
since he/she cannot see your pictures. You may use the words below to help you 
describe your pictures. Your partner will do the same for you. 

The scenes are marked A, B, C, D, E, F. When you finish, please type the correct order. 
For example - "The correct order is C, B, F, A, D, E" 

MAKE SURE YOU HAVE THE CORRECT ORDER!! I!! 

When you are SURE that you have found the correct order discuss the following question 
with your partner: 

What chores Qobs) around the house do/did you have? Do parents expect their children 
to do jobs around the house to help out? Is there a difference in the KINDS of chores 
boys and girls are expected to do while living at home? Do/did you and your partner have 
similar experiences? If not, what are the differences? 

When you are finished raise your hand! 

Part 2 

Ax Rake Dustpan Overalls 
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Picture D 



Picture E 
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Picture F 
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Task 4 A 

Garage Sale 
Part I 

Students at the ELC are having a giant garage sale to raise money for a trip to Niagara 
Falls' In addition to woridng as "sales assistants" next Saturday, students have all been 
asked to donate (give) some items that they no longer need for the sale. These items will 
be re-sold at the ELC garage sale next Saturday. 

Pretend you and your chat partner are "hall mates" in an MSU dormitory or in an 
apartment building off campus. Below is a list of items vou have found in your 
room/apartment Your "hail mate" has also found some items! Together, decide on four 
(4) items TOTAL that you can donate to the yard sale. 

Scissors Chain saw Rifle Bongos 

Part 2 

Sometimes it is not easy to sell things at a garage sale because the items may be old, 
broken, out of fashion, etc. After you decide on the four items you will donate, discuss 
how you will convince (persuade) people to buy these items. You may wish, for 
example, to talk about the usefulness of the items, their value, their condition, etc. 

When you are finished raise your hand! 
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Task 4 B 

Garage Sale 
Part I 

Students at the ELC are having a giant garage sale to raise money for a trip to Niagara 
Falls! In addition to working as "sales assistants" next Saturday, students have all been 
asked to donate (give) some items that they no longer need for the sale. These items will 
be re-sold at the ELC garage sale next Saturday. 

Pretend you and your chat partner are "hall mates" in an MSU dormitory or in an 
apartment building off campus. Below is a list of items vou have found in your 
room/apartment Your "hall mate" has also found some items! Together, decide on four 
(4) items TOTAL that you can donate to the yard sale. 

Stapler Blender Banjo Sled 

Part 2 

Sometimes it is not easy to sell things at a garage sale because the items may be old, 
broken, out of fashion, etc. After you decide on the four items you will donate, discuss 
how you will convince (persuade) people to buy these items. You may wish, for 
example, to talk about the usefulness of the items, their value, their condition, etc. 

When you are finished raise your hand! 
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Appendix 2 Productive and receptive posttests and answer sheets 

Immediate Productive Posttest 1 Images^ 

H 

B 9 

K 

J 

M 

N 0 

' For each task the immediate productive post-test image sheets were also used for the del^red receptive 
post-tests. 



340 

Immediate Productive Posttest I Answer Sheet Student Number: 

Look at the pictures on the computer and write the name of each object in the space 
provided on your answer sheet. 

r 
Example: X. Matches 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

[. 

J. 

K. 

L. 

M. 

N. 

0. 

P. 

* All four immediate-productive post-test answer sheets weie similar to this one. Only the tpt-p answer 
sheet for task 1 is reproduced in this appendix. 
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Immediate Receptive Posttest 1 Images' 

N 

 ̂ For each task the immediate receptive post-test image sheets were also used for the delved productive 
post-tests. 
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Answer sheet for Immediate Receptive posttest 1"* Student Number 

Please look at the pictures on the computer and match the words below with the correct 
letters. 

1. Binoculars • 

2. Bam • 

3. Goat • 

4. Pliers • 

5. Raccoon • 

6. Swing set • 

7. Tow truck • 

8. Wrench • 

* AQ four immediate-receptive post-test answer sheets were similar to this one. Only the ipt-r answer 
for task L is reproduced in this appendix. 
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Delayed Productive Posttest 1 Images 

8 D 

1 
H J 
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Delayed Productive Posttest Answer Sheet Student Number; 
Look at the pictures on the computer and write the name of each object in the space 
provided on your answer sheet. 

Example: 

A. _ 

B. _ 

C. _ 

D. _ 

E. _ 

F. _ 

G _ 

H. _ 

I. _ 

J. _ 

K. _ 

L. _ 

M. _ 

N. _ 

O. _ 

P. 

X. Matches 

' All four del^ed-pioductive post-test answer sheets were similar to this one. Only the dpt-p answer sheet 
for task 1 is reproduced in this appendix. 
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Delayed Receptive Posttest 1 Images 
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Student Number 

Answer sheet for Delayed Receptive posttest 1® 

Please look at the pictures on the computer and match the words below with the correct 
letters. 

I. Binoculars • 

2. Bam • 

3. GoatO 

4. Pliers • 

5. Raccoon • 

6. Swing set • 

7. Tow truck • 

8. Wrench • 

 ̂ All four deiayed-receptive post-test answer sheets were similar to this one. Only the dpt-r answer sheet for 
task 1 is reproduced in this appendix. 
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Immediate Productive and Delayed Receptive Post-test 2 Images 
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Immediate Receptive and Delayed Productive 



Immediate Productive and Delayed Receptive Post-test 3 Images 

T B D 

H 

9 

K M t 
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Immediate Receptive and Delayed Productive 



Immediate Productive and Delayed Receptive Post-test 4 Images 

B 

K 

N 

^ H V 
M 1 

0 



Immediate Receptive and Delayed Productive Post-

O 
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Appendix 3 
Post-treatment Questionnaire 
Participant number: 

Indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of these statements by circling the 
appropriate number. 

I. The experience was useful in helping me learn English. 

I 
Strongly 
Disagree 

2 
Disagree 

2. The experience was fun. 

1 
Strongly 
Disagree 

2 
Disagree 

3. My partner was fnendly. 

1 
Strongly 
Disagree 

2 
Disagree 

4. My partner was polite. 

3 
Neutral 

3 
Neutral 

3 
Neutral 

4 
Agree 

4 
Agree 

4 
Agree 

Strongly Agree 

Strongly Agree 

Strongly Agree 

I 
Strongly 
Disagree 

5. I was polite. 

1 
Strongly 
Disagree 

6. I was friendly. 

I 
Strongly 
Disagree 

2 
Disagree 

2 
Disagree 

2 
Disagree 

3 
Neutral 

3 
Neutral 

3 
Neutral 

4 
Agree 

4 
Agree 

4 
Agree 

Strongly Agree 

Strongly Agree 

Strongly Agree 
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7. Learning this way is fiin. 

I 
Strongly 
Disagree 

2 
Disagree 

3 
Neutral 

4 
Agree 

8. I have mastered (learned) the words used in the activity. 

I 
Strongly 
Disagree 

2 
Disagree 

3 
Neutral 

9. I would like to learn language in this manner. 

I 
Strongly 
Disagree 

2 
Disagree 

3 
Neutral 

10.1 do not think I was learning. 

I 
Strongly 
Disagree 

2 
Disagree 

3 
Neutral 

4 
Agree 

4 
Agree 

4 
Agree 

Strongly Agree 

5 
Strongly Agree 

Strongly Agree 

Strongly Agree 

11. [ was concentrating on the task. 

1 2 3 4 5 
Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Always 

12. The experience was very stressful. 

1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 
Disagree 

13.1 used my native language ... (circle one) 

Often Once or twice Not at all 

14. If you did use your native language, what were your reasons? If not, why didn't you? 
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15. Did you correct your partner's mistakes? (circle one) 

Often Sometimes Never 

Why did/didn't you correct your partner? 

16. Did you ask your partner for help during the task when you didn't understand 
something? 

1 2 3 4 5 
Yes, always Often A few times Once or twice No, never 

17. Did you have any difficulty with the task? (circle one) 

Yes, a lot Some Not really No, none 

[f you did have difficulty, what type of problems did you have? 

18. Did you feel more like you were speaking or writing during this activity? (circle one) 

Speaking Writing 

19. The skills I practiced during the task include; (Please check all that apply.) 

CJ Speaking 

Q Listening 

Q Reading 

Q Writing 

Q Grammar 

d Vocabulary 

Thank you! 
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Appendix 4 Productive post-test lexical evaluation scale 

.00 points .25 points .50 points .75 points 1 point 
None of word 1/4 of word 1/2 of word 3/4 of word Entire word 
is written; this is written; this is written; this is written; this is written; this 
includes: includes: includes: includes: includes: 

• nothing is • Between 25 -• Between 50 -• Between 75 -• 100% letters 
written and 49.9% of 74.9% of 99.9% of correct and in 

the letters letters correct letters correct the correct 
• the letters correct (e.g.. (e.g., "bong" (e.g., "comd" order. 
present do not "the" for for bongos) for comb) and 
meet any "for thermos) and and in the in the correct • misspelling 
.25" criteria in the correct correct order. order. caused by 

order. suspected LI 
• Non-English • one complete • one and one- interference 
word only is • one half of and correct half of a two (e.g., "lench" 
written one word in a word of a two word item is for wrench) 

two word word target written (e.g.. counted as 
target item item is used "tying glass" correct. 
(e.g., "exten" (e.g., "tow" for for magnifying 
for extension tow truck or glass) 
cord) "tow car" for 

tow truck; 
"swing" for 
swing set) 



357 

Appendix S Coding Sheet for communication strategies 

Level: Date: Task: 
Communication strategy Student A 

Name: 
Line# Student B 

Name: 
Line # 

Framing 
Politeness 
Directness 
Rudeness 
Capitalizing 
Emoticons 
Onomatopoeia 
EHinctuation 
Substitution 
Verbal strategy markers 
Message abandonment 
LI transfer 
Self correction 
Unsolicited assistance 
(Explicit) 
Unsolicited assistance 
(implicit) 
Self rephrasing 
Comprehension checks 
Promoters 
Continuation signals 
Hypothesis testing 
Forward inferencing 
Use of fillers 
Omission 
Meta-talk about the task 
Direct appeal for assistance 
Indirect appeal for 
assistance 



358 

Appendix 6 
Model of computer-mediated negotiated interaction. 
Expanded from Varonis and Gass (1988b). 

<0. Oi, Qii> 

<RR+> 

Liplidt " bnplidi 
K » 

Totias dcductiaiu Talk appnipriale 
<TD» rapooie 

Simple Rcaifirmatioa Cnmprclieiilioa 
amfinnaliaa chcck 

• Tritaer 

tndtcator 

Enc 
• ocSDtialiDa nwtiiie 

Reply to the Rejpouc 
<iU> 

<RR-> 

unpliac 
4> 

TesCiBe 
dcductiaiu 

<TD-> 

Explidt 

Abandon 
(rare) 

Confirmatiaa 
<o 

Rcconfirmalioa 
<RO 

Vote: Imenctann may cat oegatcman 
coimiie 3t any mne after <tt>. 
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Appendix 7 Background Questionnaire 

Background Questionnaire Participant Number 

Title of research project; Task-based Synchronous Written Interaction and the 
Negotiation of Meaning in the ESL Oassroom 

I am being invited to participate voluntarily in the above-
titled research project The purpose of this projea is to 
axamine communication strategy use, the negotiation of 
meaning, and acquisition of lexical items (vocabulary) by 
learners of English in a task-based computer-mediated 
environment By completing this questionnaire you grant 
permission to use these answers in this research study. 

About You 

Gender: M F Age; 

Native language; 

1. Do you speak any other language/s? Yes No 

2. [f yes, what other language/s do you speak? 

3. If yes, where did you learn your second or third language? Home? School? 

4. What was your score on the TOEFL? 

5. Are you taking any English courses now? If yes, which one/s? 
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6. What other English courses have you previously taken at MSU? When? 

7. How many years of English instruction have you had? 

8. Please order the following skills from I to 4, 1= most confident, 4=least confident. 

• Speaking 
• Listening 
• Reading 
• Writing 

9. How long have you been using computers? (years) 

10. How comfortable are you working with computers? 

Fery comfortable Very uncomfortable 
I 2 3 4 

11. What do you use computers for? Check as many as applicable; 

1 . Games 

2 . Word-processing (MS WORD, WORD PERFECT, etc.) 
3 . E-mail 

4 . Progranrniing 

5 . Online Chat 

6 . Browsing the Internet (NETSCAPE, Explorer, etc.) 

7 . Language Learning 

8 . Others (Please specify: ( ) 
Thank you for completing this part of the study. 
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Appendix 8 Complete chatscript (300 level dyad task 2) 

300-A capture started on Tue Mar 28 14:48:28 2000 
Tue Mar 28 15:38:17 2000 
[A]: Entering 300-AE 
[C]: Entering 300-AE 
[C]; hi, lets get started. 
[C]: hello 
[A]: hello. 
[C]: is anybody here? 
[C]; you there 
[A]: Yes. here I am 
[C]: alright 
[A]: I want to talk about my gift 
[C]: I'm ganna tell you what I have right now 
[C]: is it ok> 
[A]; yes 
[C]; alright 
[C]: I have... 
[A]: I have a bouquet 
[A]: and Extension cord 
[A]: Magnifying glass and Comb 
[C]: razor, corkboard, wreath and corkscrew. 
[C]: ok 
[A]: WOW... 
[A]: first. I want to give a bouquet to my host mother. 
[C]: I have a question, but what is it? 
[C]: C u tell me what it is? 
[A]: um..first bouquet is a kind of flower. 
[C]: alright I got it 
[C]: what is comb? 
[C]: can u explain to me?? 
[A]: ok 
[A]: comb is used your hair. 
[A]: is ok? 
[C]: ic 
[A]; what else 
[C]: magnifying glass? 
[A]: I want to explain your answer.too. Ok! I explain 
[A]: extension cord is a kind of line of electronic 
[C]: i know what is it 
[A]: I'm sorry 
[A]: A A 

[C]: that's all right 
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[C]; then, what is the magnifying glass? 
[A]: Magnifying glass is used usually by senior 
[C]; alright i got it 
[A]: How about you. 
[A]: I want to know your gift 
[C]: razor, corkboar^ wreath and corkscrew 
[A]; yes 
[A]; What are these? 
[C]: do u wanna me to expain all of them? 
[A]: Yes. 
[C]: ok 
[C]: razor, you use it when you shave 
[A]: Ok 
TueMar28 15:53:34 2000 
[C]: do u know what cork is? 
[A]: yes 
[C]: yes?? 
[A]: yes. 
[A]: I know. 
[C]: ok, how about corkboard? 
[A]: A... I got it. 
[C]: alright' 
[A]: 
[C]: how about corkscrew? 
[A]; I dont know., screw. 
[C]; when you open wine bottle or something like that, you use it 
[A]: A..Ok.l 
[Cj: ok 
[C]: the last one is wreath 
[A]; what is means? 
[C]: wreath, people display on the door during Christmas 
[A]: Ok. 
[C]: you got it? 
[C]: alright 
[A]: yes. thanks 
[Cj: now we can pick put presents 
[A]: ok. 
[Cj: so what do you think? 
[C]; let's start host mom 
[A]: Um.. How about bouquet for our host mother? 
[C]: that's good idea 
[Cj: how about dad 
[C]:? 
[A]; Um.. How about you? 
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C]: well, 
A]: I think corkbord? 
C]: that's fine 
A]: Ok. 
C]; brother? 
C]: how about comb? 
A]: Um... How aobut your thinking? 
A]: Ok. 
A]: but.. 
C]: sister? 
A]: yes... 
C]; I think wreath sounds good 
A]; I think a comb is better for sister. 
A]; Yes. I agree. 
C]: ahight 
A]; It sounds good. 
C]: we all set 
A]: 
C]: ok we're ganna talk about gift-giving 
A]: yes. 
C]: we often do it actually 
C]: how about your country>? 
C]: is it common? 
A]: Um... I dont think so. 
C]: alright 
A]: In my country... for mom.. I usually gift a foundation. 
A]: Do you know a foundation? 
C]; is it cosmetic staff? 
A]: right. 
C]:ok 
C]: when do you give it to her? 
C]: birthday 
C]:? 
A]; and., somtimes.. we buy a underware for parents. 
C]: wow, really? 
A]: yes., is it rude in your country? 
A]; A underware is conunon gifts. 
C]: it's not rude, but we usually give underwear to BF or GF? 
;C]: yeah it is 
A]: we are finish... right? 
C]: yeah, should we make sure that? 
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