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ABSTRACT 

A staple activity in language classes is the small group discussion, in which three 

or more students share their thoughts, solve a problem, or do any number of activities. 

However, small group work is no panacea, and second language research studies have 

noted that small group interactions in the classroom often do not resemble conversations 

outside of the classroom. For example, talk might proceed in a fixed clockwise order, 

with long periods of silence between speaking turns, and little uptake of other speakersô 

ideas. It is to be expected that interactions between English language learners will not be 

perfect because they all lack proficiency to varying degrees; however, having students 

talk simply for the sake of talking can inadvertently reinforce non-conventional patterns 

of interaction. The main focus of this study is interactional competence, or the ability of 

speakers to manage interactions using linguistic and non-linguistic resources. 

This mixed methods study is an investigation of the authenticity of formulaic 

language in English for Academic Purposes (EAP) textbooks and examines how 

instruction in interactional practice influences the use of formulaic language and the 

development of interactional competence. Formulaic language is composed of ready-to-

use chunks of language which are often used during speaking. Interactional practices are 

verbal and nonverbal practices that speakers deploy during interaction. A total of 76 

participants from a private university in western Japan took part in this study, which was 

conducted over the course of 11 weeks. The aims of this study were: (a) to examine the 

functions that formulaic language in EAP textbooks perform, (b) to investigate whether 

EAP textbook formulaic language can be considered authentic, (c) to investigate the 
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relationship between individual interactional practices and ratings of interactional 

competence, and (d) to measure the effectiveness of instruction for interactional 

competence. Data in this study consisted of text from EAP textbooks, counts and 

measures of interactional practices, human ratings of interactional competence, and 

discussion transcripts.  

To determine the functions that formulaic language in EAP textbooks performed, 

I compiled their audio and video scripts into a corpus of EAP textbook language. Then, I 

compared that formulaic language to the formulaic language in a corpus of spoken 

academic English. To investigate whether EAP textbook formulaic language was 

authentic, I searched for formulaic sequences, or individual formulaic language 

expressions, in the same corpus of spoken academic English. Subsequently, the formulaic 

sequences which exceeded a frequency threshold were considered authentic. From those 

authentic formulaic sequences I selected 10 target formulaic sequences and taught them 

as well as five interactional practices to the participants for the treatment. To investigate 

the relationship between individual interactional practices and ratings of interactional 

competence, I transcribed the discussions and counted instances of formulaic sequence 

use and interactional practices. Then, I performed a hierarchical multiple regression to 

assess the relationship between formulaic language use, interactional practices, and 

ratings of interactional competence. Lastly, to measure the effectiveness of instruction, 10 

raters assessed the discussions, and I compared the participant ratings on the pretest and 

posttest using a repeated-measures MANCOVA. 
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The first finding of the study was that EAP textbook formulaic language performs 

different functions from formulaic language in a corpus of academic spoken English. The 

second finding was that most formulaic sequences in EAP textbooks cannot be 

considered authentic because a majority of the formulaic sequences did not appear with 

sufficient frequency in the same corpus. The third finding was that three interactional 

practices significantly correlated with ratings of interactional competence: total number 

of speaking turns, total speaking time, and English backchannels. The fourth finding is 

that the treatment was not statistically significant for improving the interactional 

competence of the participants.  

Based on the findings, research and pedagogical implications were posed. For 

EAP textbooks, L2 researchers have long recommended that textbook publishers 

incorporate findings from research. An ever-increasing number of publishers are using 

corpus linguistics, however, results from this study suggest that textbook publishers do 

not treat formulaic language in EAP textbooks consistently or overlook them entirely. For 

interactional competence, the results indicated that raters based their assessments 

primarily on frequency-based measures. This may be because several interactional 

practices did not occur often enough to be stable categories for evaluation. Similarly, the 

relationship between formulaic language use and interactional competence ratings could 

not be assessed because the participants largely did not use the expressions. The 

qualitative data showed recurring trends among different participant groups and 

highlighted the many factors that affect interactions in small group discussions. In 

summary, this study shows the challenges for operationalization, instruction, and 
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assessment of interactional competence. The findings also suggest that it is necessary to 

teach and evaluate interactional competence in a variety of contexts and with stricter 

control of variables despite potential tradeoffs in validity.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION  

The Background of the Issue 

 The strong connection between learning and interaction, or spoken 

communication, is widely accepted in second language acquisition (SLA) literature. 

Some of the first evidence for this relationship goes back several decades to Swainôs 

(1985) study on the experiences of French immersion students in Canada. The results 

indicated that despite several years of immersion, students failed to achieve native-like 

French abilities, particularly regarding speaking. Swain attributed this outcome to a lack 

of opportunities for productive use, an important catalyst for language development. 

Since that time, numerous other researchers (e.g., Gass, 2003; Long, 1996; Mackey, 

2010; Pekarek Doehler, 2019) have reaffirmed the importance of interaction for language 

acquisition. Pekarek Doehler stated that ñLanguage learning is seen as a situated practice, 

that is, as embedded in the accomplishment of social actions, and cannot be reduced to 

the individualôs cognitive processing of input and restructuring of mental representationsò 

(p. 28). In contrast to traditional methods that treat language learning as the acquisition of 

a formal system prior to its use in communication, this new perspective views second 

language (L2) learning and interaction as fundamentally intertwinedðlearning occurs 

through interaction. This shift from viewing language learning as the mastery of formal 

rules to viewing it as the ability to use language in social contexts has been described as 

the ñsocial turnò (Block, 2003). The social turn has influenced not only L2 research but 
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also pedagogy, leading many language teachers to adopt interaction-based approaches in 

place of traditional, instructor-centered methods. 

 Nearly two decades after the social turn reoriented researchers and teachers 

toward spoken interaction, questions remain as to the effectiveness of interaction-based 

methods. Several researchers (e.g., Galaczi, 2014, Gan, 2010; He & Dai, 2006; Syquia et 

al., 2021) have noted that learner speech in classroom-based interaction is often 

unconventional. In this study, I conceptualize unconventional interactions as those that 

contain long speaking turns during which listeners do not backchannel, the use of 

mechanical phrases (e.g., ñthatôs all,ò ñfinishedò) to signal the end of speaking turns, and 

long periods of silence between speaking turns. I refer to conventional interactions as 

those that have speaking turns which are short and frequent, speaking turns that do not 

end with mechanical phrases, and few long periods of silence between speaking turns. I 

address these two concepts in more detail in the next chapter. Even in classes with 

higher-proficiency learners, I often observe that student discussions have unconventional 

patterns of interaction, although their talk is considerably more dynamic and contains 

fewer periods of extended silence. Thus, I have observed a clear effect for proficiency on 

the conventionality of learner interactions, in line with the findings of other researchers 

(e.g., Al-Gahtani & Roever, 2018; Bella, 2014; Galaczi, 2014; Roever & Ikeda, 2023). 

It might seem obvious to state that higher-proficiency learners are more 

competent during interactions than lower-proficiency learners. It is also to be expected 

that L2 learner interactions remain unconventional as improving speaking proficiency is 

one reason students take foreign language classes. Nevertheless, the difference between 
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high- and low-proficiency learners raises several questions about how learners can 

increase their L2 interactional ability. The first question is how conventional patterns of 

interaction can be acquired. Considering that instructors rarely focus on skills such as 

backchanneling and topic development, it is possible that learners implicitly acquire those 

abilities through practice in the classroom, and through exposure to TV or other media. 

Another question concerns the efficacy of explicit instruction for those practices. 

Although second language learners can acquire abilities implicitly, perhaps it is possible 

for teachers to expedite the process through explicit instruction, especially considering its 

well-established efficacy (Norris & Ortega, 2000; Spada & Tomita, 2010). 

In the English as a foreign language (EFL) context in Japan, language classes and 

textbooks are the most accessible resource for students to develop their interactional 

skills. However, typically neither curricula nor textbooks focus on the development of 

interactional skills. The ability to talk during interaction, which includes speaking, 

listening, and a host of other skills such as developing topics and turn-taking, is 

commonly referred to as interactional competence (Hall & Pekarek Doehler, 2011; He & 

Young, 1998; Kramsch, 1986; Young, 2009). Interactional competence is an important 

construct because it explicitly acknowledges that competence is within individuals but 

also is created in interactions between individuals (Galaczi & Taylor, 2018). Numerous 

researchers (e.g., Biber & Reppen, 2002; Gilmore, 2004; Miller, 2011) have noted a 

mismatch in the language presented in English language textbooks and the disciplines 

that they are purported to represent. Given the limited class time in most courses, 

instructors may prioritize skills like fluency or vocabulary development over seemingly 



 

 4 

less critical areas, such as how to open and close conversations. In other words, there is 

an implicit belief that students should master the fundamentals before turning to the finer 

aspects of communication. Although interactional skills such as turn-taking are typically 

not explicit targets for classroom instruction (Wong & Waring, 2021), they are necessary 

for nearly all conversations that occur outside of language classrooms. All  speakers must 

be able to start and close conversations, and few things are more important during a 

conversation than the ability to keep the interaction going. 

It might be possible for learners to improve their interactional competence by 

acquiring formulaic language, a ubiquitous feature of language (Erman & Warren, 2000). 

Formulaic language is used to perform a variety of actions during conversation such as 

expressing opinions and disagreeing (Schmitt & Schmitt, 2020). By using these ready-

made chunks of language, speakers can bootstrap their communicative competence and 

communicate effectively in situations in which they might not be able to otherwise. It is 

conceivable that the ability to productively use appropriate formulaic language during 

conversation can increase holistic perceptions of interactional competence (Boers et al., 

2006; Pawley & Syder, 1983). Formulaic language appears in nearly all language 

textbooks. In addition, learning and using formulaic language is an essential part of 

foreign language courses. However, interactional practices such as turn-taking and repair 

are not familiar to most language teachers (Carroll, 2011b), and rarely covered in in 

pedagogical materials (Wong & Waring, 2021). As the relationship between interactional 

competence, formulaic language, and instruction is not clear, it is worth exploring those 

possible connections. 
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Statement of the Problem 

One impetus for this study occurred was when I was using an in-house created 

university English language textbook and encountered the expression ñLetôs put a pin in 

that discussion until next time.ò The phrase was in a list of expressions to use during 

small group discussions, and its stated function was for ending discussions. I found it 

peculiar that the phrase was presented as a common expression in English, yet one that I 

could neither recall having spoken nor heard before. Furthermore, my intuition as a 

teacher told me that students would have difficulty recalling and producing such a long 

utterance. Therefore, I decided to investigate whether English for Academic Purposes 

(EAP) textbooks contained more conventional expressions. I had assumed that textbooks 

from major publishers would more accurately reflect real-life spoken interaction, given 

that these publishers typically have greater resources and involve more individuals in the 

development process. Throughout this study, I use the terms EAP textbook and English 

language textbook. The textbooks which I sampled were EAP textbooks, which can be 

considered a subset of English language textbooks. Therefore, when referring to other 

research studies which did not specifically focus on EAP textbooks, I use the term 

English language textbooks.  

In this study, I also use the terms formulaic language, formulaic sequence, target 

formulaic sequence, and lexical bundle. Following the conventions in other studies (e.g., 

Schmitt & Schmitt, 2020; Siyanova-Chanturia & Pellicer-Sánchez, 2019; Wray, 2002, 

2008), I use the term formulaic language to refer to multi-word expressions in general, 

and this term encompasses types such as collocations, idioms, and lexical bundles. Also 
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follow the conventions of the above studies, I use formulaic sequence to refer to a 

specific multi-word expression such as ñI donôt thinkò and ñall around the world.ò Target 

formulaic sequence refers to the 10 formulaic sequences that I taught to the participants 

as part of the treatment. The selection process for the target formulaic sequences is 

described in further detail in Chapter 3. Lastly, lexical bundles were defined by Biber et 

al. (1999) as ñbundles of words that show a statistical tendency to co-occuré as recurrent 

expressions, regardless of their idiomaticity, and regardless of their structural statusò (pp. 

989ï990). 

Formulaic language is a ubiquitous part of English language textbooks and 

appears under numerous descriptions such as ñuseful phrasesò and ñcommon 

expressions.ò Given that formulaic language is common in both spoken and written 

discourse (Erman & Warren, 2000), it is surprising that few researchers have investigated 

how formulaic language is dealt with in popular commercially available textbooks 

(Pellicer-Sánchez & Boers, 2019). Typically, formulaic sequences appear under a 

heading listing the function that they perform. For example, the EAP textbook Northstar 

3: Listening and Speaking (5th ed; Solórzano & Schmidt, 2020) provides formulaic 

sequences to ask for an opinion, express an opinion, agree, and disagree. However, many 

formulaic sequences can perform more than one function. For example, ñthank youò can 

function as both an expression of gratitude and a signal that a presentation has concluded. 

The second problem concerns a lack of research about the authenticity of 

formulaic sequences for spoken interaction in EAP textbooks. Although several 

definitions of authenticity in SLA research exist, in this study I follow Gilmore (2007) by 
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using Morrowôs (1977) definition of authenticity as ña stretch of real language, produced 

by a real speaker or writer for a real audience and designed to convey a real message of 

some sortò (p. 13). Typically, EAP textbooks include different thematic units based on 

source materials such as university lectures, readings, or multimedia presentations. These 

materials can be unaltered or adapted to suit different proficiency levels. There are a 

variety of ways that content can be changed into level-appropriate instructional materials 

such as altering lexico-grammatical patterns or providing additional context that serves as 

an explanation. Therefore, in a sense, any EAP textbook is inauthentic if it has been 

adapted from original materials. Nevertheless, many second language researchers (e.g., 

Biber & Reppen, 2002; Gilmore, 2004; Miller, 2011) have examined how English 

language textbooks differ from the target language. Biber and Reppen (2002) suggested 

that the selection of grammatical topics and features in English language textbooks is 

often based on textbook author intuition rather than frequency of use. Gilmore (2004) 

noted that textbook and authentic interactions differed in several discourse features such 

as pausing and backchanneling. Miller (2011) compared university textbooks to English 

as a Second Language (ESL) reading textbooks and found that the former had a greater 

representation of academic word list (AWL; Coxhead, 2000) items than the latter. These 

findings will be addressed in more detail in Chapter 2, Review of the Literature. 

The third problem is that although several interactional practices are 

conceptualized as part of interactional competence, the importance of individual 

interactional practices is unclear. In other words, researchers do not know whether certain 

interactional practices are more important than others. Before proceeding further, I define 
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two concepts central to this study, interactional competence and interactional practice. I 

used the definition of interactional competence from Hall and Pekarek Doehler (2011) 

which stated:  

It includes knowledge of social-context-specific communicative events or 

activity types, their typical goals and trajectories by which participant 

roles and role relationships are accomplished. Also by which turns are 

taken, actions are organized and practices are ordered. And it includes the 

prosodic, linguistic, sequential and nonverbal resources conventionally 

used for producing and interpreting turns and actions, to construct them so 

that they are recognizable for others, and to repair problems in 

maintaining shared understanding of the interactional work we and our 

interlocutors are accomplishing together. (pp. 1ï2) 

 

In short, interactional competence encompasses numerous forms of knowledge and 

interactional practices, and the ability to deploy those resources accordingly based on 

other speakers and the characteristics of the interaction. Interactional practices were 

defined by Wong and Waring (2021) as ñthe systematic verbal and nonverbal methods 

participants use to engage in social interactionò (p. 8). The relationship between 

interactional competence and interactional practices was envisioned by Galaczi and 

Taylor (2018) as an illustration of a tree in which the branches are interactional skills, and 

the leaves represent microfeatures of those skills. For example, the interactional skill of 

Breakdown Repair is shown as a branch, and the microfeatures of Joint Utterance 

Creation, Self/Other, and Recasts are shown as leaves. In addition, each branch contains 

unlabeled leaves, a recognition that future researchers might identify additional 

microfeatures. However, Galaczi and Taylorôs metaphorical representation of 

interactional competence points to another issue. Just as some tree branches are bigger or 

have more leaves, perhaps some actions contribute more toward overall interactional 
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competence. Recently, a few second language researchers (e.g., May et al., 2020; 

Nakatsuhara et al., 2018; Vo, 2024) have examined this area but there remains much 

more work to be done.  

The fourth problem is that there is a lack of instructional studies on interactional 

practices and interactional competence. Interactional competence is the holistic ability of 

speakers to navigate interactions by using a variety of interactional practices, yet L2 

researchers have largely examined those practices in isolation rather than in combination. 

Some examples of interactional practices that have been examined in isolation are listener 

response (Ross, 2018), preliminary moves (Al -Gahtani & Roever, 2018), and telling the 

news of the day (Greer, 2019). This may be due to the use of conversation analysis (CA) 

a rigorous qualitative methodology that is well-suited to identifying and describing 

patterns of communication in actual data. As CA necessitates the detailed analysis of 

interaction, studies using CA typically contain a small set of excerpts which exhibit target 

features. Therefore, it is difficult to draw larger conclusions about interactional 

competence, a collection of interactional practices, by analyzing them piecemeal.   

Purposes and Significances of the Study 

The main objective of this study was to investigate the effect of formulaic 

language and interactional practices on the development of interactional competence. 

Formulaic language is ubiquitous in communication and appears in nearly all English 

language textbooks. However, few SLA researchers have examined the effects of using 

these expressions on measures of interactional competence. Researchers have also 

identified and described many interactional practices, but not quantitatively assessed the 
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effects of instruction on interactional practices. For a more accurate representation of the 

interactional competence of speakers, it is necessary to examine their interactions in more 

naturalistic interactions such as small group discussions. 

The first purpose of this study was to examine EAP textbook formulaic sequences 

and the functions that they perform. In this study, I refer to both EAP textbooks and 

English language textbooks. EAP textbooks can be considered a specific type of English 

language textbook, and the characteristics I used to select the EAP textbooks are 

described in the Instruments: EAP Textbook Corpus section of Chapter 3, Methods. I use 

the term English language textbooks to refer more generally to textbooks for English 

language learners, which encompasses various types such as ñfour skillsò and reading 

textbooks. Several researchers have considered how English language textbooks reflect 

naturally occurring language by comparing them to reference corpora (for an overview 

see Gilmore, 2007). However, this area is worth investigating because newer editions of 

English language textbooks are likely to incorporate more corpus linguistics. This study 

also investigates spoken language in contrast to previous studies that have primarily been 

focused on written language. Finally, other researchers (e.g., Chen, 2010; Miller, 2011; 

Wood, 2010; Wood & Appel, 2014) have examined relatively small numbers of English 

language textbooks, in contrast with this study in which I examined 32 EAP textbooks 

(see Appendix A). By analyzing a larger number of EAP textbooks the findings of this 

study may support greater external validity. 

The second purpose of this study was to gain insight into the authenticity of 

formulaic language that appears in EAP textbooks. There are several reasons this area 
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deserves further research. As noted earlier, previous studies (e.g., Gilmore, 2004; Hyland, 

1994; Miller, 2011; Wood, 2010) have criticized English language textbooks for failing 

to show natural patterns of spoken interaction. More recently though, McCarten (2022) 

noted that textbook publishers are slowly beginning to use corpus-informed methods for 

textbook creation. However, textbook publishers differ in the extent to which they are 

adopting these methods, publishers do not typically disclose their techniques, and corpus-

informed methods encompass a variety of processes. Furthermore, authenticity is a rather 

vague concept, and researchers have defined it in a variety of ways. For all these reasons, 

it is helpful to gain a better understanding of the authenticity of formulaic language in 

EAP textbooks. 

The third purpose of this study was to assess which interactional practices 

contribute to perceived overall interactional competence. As noted earlier, there are a lack 

of quantitative studies of interactional competence assessment. Rater-based studies (e.g., 

Ducasse & Brown, 2009; Ikeda, 2017; May et al., 2020; Nakatsuhara et al., 2018) have 

focused on identifying interactional features that constitute interactional competence. 

However, SLA researchers have not systematically explored the extent to which different 

practices influence rater perceptions of interactional competence. For example, raters 

might overlook a speakerôs inability to smoothly take turns, but harshly rate 

communication breakdowns. Although training and the use of a rating scale reduces a 

substantial amount of rater variability, even trained raters display differences (McDonald, 

2018). After observing what interactional practices the participants performed, I show the 
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relative importance of each feature for rater perceptions of speaker interactional 

competence in Chapter 5 and discuss those implications in Chapter 6.  

The fourth purpose of this study was to investigate whether instruction of 

formulaic sequences and interactional practices increases interactional competence. 

During spoken interactions, people not only speak and process the utterances of other 

speakers, but they also perform actions such as turn-taking, repair, and backchanneling. If 

L2 learners acquire specific formulaic sequences, they can use those expressions during 

conversation to perform actions in a conventional manner. Subsequently, if participants 

practice how to complete interactional practices in a conventional manner, this could lead 

to higher perceptions of interactional competence. Similar to a tourist visiting a foreign 

country who memorizes ñwhere is the (place)ò in the local language, formulaic language 

and interactional practice instruction could help learners bootstrap their abilities. 

The Audience for the Study 

One potential audience for this study are researchers who are interested in spoken 

interaction and interactional competence. I begin with a survey of commonly available 

English language textbooks using corpus linguistics, which is a burgeoning area of 

second language research. For example, between 1990ï1995 there were 50 publications 

about corpus studies but between 2011ï2015 there were over 500 publications 

(Mizumoto, 2019). Despite the increase in corpus linguistics studies, few researchers to 

date have examined how formulaic language is treated in commercially available 

language textbooks (Pellicer-Sánchez & Boers, 2019). Following the textbook analysis, I 

turn to under-researched aspects of conversation, including mutuality, turn-taking, and 
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backchanneling (Wong & Waring, 2021). While most studies on interactional practices 

that constitute interactional competence have relied on qualitative approaches, such as 

CA, this study employs a mixed methods design. In doing so, it contributes to the limited 

body of research on the assessment of interactional competence and offers a perspective 

that differs from the primarily qualitative focus of previous work (Pekarek Doehler, 

2019). 

The findings of this study also have practical implications for teaching. It remains 

unclear whether the formulaic language found in widely used EAP textbooks aligns with 

Morrowôs (1977) definition of authenticity. This study addresses that gap by evaluating 

textbook content and developing instructional materials based on selected formulaic 

sequences. Furthermore, it examines the impact of instruction for both formulaic 

language and interactional practices on learnersô interactional competence. This 

contribution is significant, as most existing instructional studies in this area are largely 

prescriptive and do not evaluate the outcomes of instruction (Kunitz & Yeh, 2019). 

The results of this study may also be of interest to EAP textbook publishers. 

Staples and Fernández (2019) found that only a few commercially available English 

language textbook series have been created using corpus linguistics such as the 

Touchstone, Focus on Vocabulary, and Grammar and Beyond. Although textbook 

publishers have likely incorporated more current methods since that study was published, 

the use of corpus linguistics to create English language textbooks has not been 

completely adopted by publishers. Furthermore, as publishers use a variety of methods 
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and typically do not specify their methods, this study describes the current state of EAP 

textbooks. 

Delimitations 

This study was deliberately limited to an EFL context at a single university in 

western Japan to allow for an in-depth investigation within a manageable and 

contextually relevant setting. Nearly all participants learned Japanese as their first 

language, had the same length of English education, and came from families of similar 

socioeconomic status. This homogenous population sample limits the generalizability of 

the findings to other contexts.  

This study is limited to the use of intact classes in a quasi-experimental design. 

Due to the university schedule, randomization of participants was not possible. A 

possible issue with intact classes is that participants might differ at the outset of the study 

on one or more latent variables which can affect the results. To gain awareness of any 

pre-existing differences between the treatment groups, at the outset of the study I 

measured their overall English proficiency using the Versant English Test (Pearson, 

2008). With this information, I was better informed about the English proficiency of the 

participants.  

This study is also limited to EAP textbooks containing American English and did 

not include other types of English language textbooks. Within English language 

textbooks there is a wide variety such as textbooks such as so-called ñfour skillsò 

textbooks, textbooks that focus only on listening and speaking, and so forth. In addition, I 

did not examine language textbooks for other languages. 
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Terminology 

 In this section, I provide definitions of the key constructs used in this study. 

Additionally, I provide my own theoretical interpretations where appropriate. 

Authenticity  

 This study used Morrowôs (1977) definition of authenticity as ña stretch of real 

language, produced by a real speaker or writer for a real audience and designed to convey 

a real message of some sortò (p. 13). For Hypothesis 2, formulaic sequences were 

considered authentic if they had a frequency at or greater than 10 occurrences per million 

words. This threshold has been used in earlier research (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig et al., 2015; 

Biber et al., 1999; Simpson-Vlach & Ellis, 2010).  

Formulaic Language 

 It is essential to define formulaic language as Wray (2002) famously noted that 

researchers have used over 50 different terms for formulaic language. Since Wrayôs 

observation, four terms have appeared more often in the literature: multi-word 

expressions, multi-word sequences, formulaic sequences, and formulaic language 

(Siyanova-Chanturia, 2020). Following the conventions established by other researchers 

(e.g., Schmitt & Schmitt, 2020; Siyanova-Chanturia & Pellicer-Sánchez, 2019; Wray, 

2002, 2008), I used the term formulaic language as a general term, and formulaic 

sequence to refer to specific instances of formulaic language. Target formulaic sequence 

refers to the 10 expressions for backchanneling and repair that I taught to the treatment 

group participants during the treatment.  
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Group Work  

According to Brown and Lee (2015), group work consists of ña multiplicity of 

techniques in which two or more students are assigned a task that involves collaboration 

and self-initiated languageò (p. 224). As Leeming (2014) noted, current definitions of 

groups in the field of SLA are imprecise because they can include dyads, small groups, or 

whole classes. Therefore, I used Levine and Morelandôs (2006) definition of small groups 

that is ñsmall face-to-face groups containing at least three membersò (p. 2). 

Mutuality  and Equality 

Mutuality and equality are two related concepts that were first proposed by 

Damon and Phelps (1989). Mutuality refers to the degree of engagement and connected 

discourse in a dialog between two speakers. Mutuality includes features such as the 

development of the previous speakerôs topic, overlapped or latched utterances, minimal 

inter-turn gaps, frequent instances of backchanneling and agreement, and comprehension 

confirmation tokens (Galaczi, 2014). Overlapped utterances occur when two interlocutors 

speak simultaneously and latched utterances are when there is no noticeable gap between 

the utterances of two interlocutors. Equality refers not only to how many turns or how 

much each person speaks, but to also to the degree of control during interactions. For 

example, during a job interview a candidate would likely speak more than interviewers 

but would have less control over the direction of the interaction. 

Turn-Taking System 

The turn-taking system was first proposed in a seminal paper by Sacks et al. 

(1974). The researchers delineated 14 observations of how the turn-taking system 
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functions during interaction. Carroll (2011a) created the simplified and abridged version 

below, which I used for this studyôs treatment. 

1. Current speaker may select next speaker. That is, current speaker may 

use some technique to direct his or her talk at one particular participant, 

thereby designating that, and only that person as the ratified next speaker. 

2. If current speaker does not select next speaker, next speaker may self-

select. What this means is that any possible next speaker in the 

conversation can choose him- or herself as next speaker. Whoever begins 

speaking first becomes the new current speaker. 

3. If no participant self-selects, current speaker may, but need not, 

continue speaking. (p. 93) 

Lapses 

Lapses were defined as silence that occurs at a transition-relevance places in 

which no speaker has the floor (Sacks et al., 1974). For example, they do not occur 

during the middle of a speakerôs turn. They also do not occur if a speaker trails off after 

saying ñsoò or ñandò because those words would indicate that they intend to continue 

their turn. Furthermore, if a speaker asks a question directly to someone but is met with 

silence then that is not considered a lapse because the next speaker has been selected. 

Although silence is a normal part of interaction and occurs for a variety of reasons 

(Harumi, 2011; Nakane, 2007), the treatments raised participant awareness about 

potential negative effects of lapses, which often occur during interactions between L2 

learners (Carroll, 2011a). More specifically, this study focused on lapses in which talk 

would be expected to occur, but no speaker self-selects to continues the dialogue (Hoey, 

2015).  
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Repair Practices/Restarts/Other-Initiated Self-Repairs 

 Repair practices were defined by Wong and Waring (2021) as ñparticipantsô ways 

of dealing with troubles in speaking, hearing, or understanding of the talkò (p. 312). They 

separated repair practices broadly into two categories of self-initiated and other-initiated 

repair practices. Within each category, there are several ways that speakers perform 

repairs to resolve problems during interaction.  

 One focus of the treatments was other-initiated self-repairs, which following 

Schegloff et al. (1977), refers to the group of repair practices started by another speaker, 

and repaired by the current speaker. For example, the simplest other-initiated self-repair 

would be to say ñwhat?ò so that the current speaker clarifies their meaning or repeats it in 

case it was not heard. To avoid potential confusion about the meaning of the word 

ñrepair,ò I opted to use the term ñconfirmation check.ò  

A practice that I investigated in this study was the first speaking turn after a lapse 

(Sacks et al., 1974) in the conversation. I referred to these turns as restarts, and to the 

best of my knowledge, these actions have not been investigated in previous studies. As 

described in the previous section, lapses regularly occur during conversation. These 

periods of inter-turn silence can be problematic if speakers orient to the silence as a space 

in which talk should occur. Lapses can be resolved in many ways (see Hoey, 2015, 2018) 

and restarts are one such way. Restarts are attempts by speakers to resolve extended 

periods of silence and therefore indicate speakersô relative engagement in conversation. 

As lapses occur when no speaker has the floor, they typically are not easily attributable to 

individual speakers (e.g., due to a speakerôs error or a listenerôs lack of proficiency). 
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Therefore, restarts do not fall neatly into either the self-initiated or other-initiated repair 

category.  

Backchanneling 

The first usage of the term backchanneling was by Yngve (1970). He described 

the phenomenon as:  

When two people are engaged in conversation, they generally take turns . . 

. In fact, both the person who has the turn and his partner is 

simultaneously engaged in both speaking and listening. This is because of 

the existence of what I call the backchannel, over which the person who 

has the turn receives short messages such as yes and un huh without 

relinquishing the turn. (p. 568) 

The above definition encompasses a broad range of actions ranging from non-verbal 

behaviors such as nodding to responses that contain full clauses. Minimal responses such 

as ñyeahò can also serve other functions during conversations such as yielding and 

initiating turns, and both of those functions do not adhere to Yngveôs definition. 

Therefore, to precisely identify backchannels I also defined backchannels according to 

the criteria of Bjørge (2010): 

¶ It represents listener behaviour and does not interrupt someone elseôs 
turn. 

¶ It does not elicit a response from any of the interlocutors. 

¶ It does not represent a bid for the floor, thus unsuccessful bids like yes 

but are not counted as backchannels, but transcribed as turns. (p. 194) 

Organization of the Study 

In Chapter 2, Review of the Literature, I begin by reviewing the literature related 

to materials development, then discuss definitions of formulaic language before 

examining studies of formulaic language instruction. Following this, I discuss models of 

communicative competence, interactional competence, challenges in interactional 
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competence research, and instruction for spoken interaction. At the end of the chapter, I 

list the gaps in the literature, the purposes of the study and the hypotheses. Chapter 3, 

Methods, focuses on the methodology of the study, describing the context of the study, 

the participants, assessment instrument, procedures, treatments, and analyses. In Chapter 

4, Preliminary Analyses, I describe how I used Rasch analysis to validate the participant 

ratings. In Chapter 5, Results, I present the results of the treatment, and in Chapter 6, 

Discussion, I examine the significance of those findings and their pedagogical 

implications. Finally, in Chapter 7, Conclusion, I summarize the results, note the 

limitations of this study, discuss future directions for researchers, and provide concluding 

comments. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE  

Overview 

The purpose of this chapter is to present an overview of relevant research from 

several fields related to this study. First, I cite Wrayôs (2002) definition of formulaic 

language as  

A sequence, continuous or discontinuous, of words or other elements, 

which is, or appears to be, prefabricated: that is, stored and retrieved 

whole from memory at the time of use, rather than being subject to 

generation or analysis by the language grammar. (p. 9) 

As noted earlier, I use formulaic language to refer to the structures in general, and 

formulaic sequence to refer to individual phrases. Target formulaic sequences is the 

expression I use to refer to the 10 formulaic sequences I taught for the treatment, and 

lexical bundles are formulaic sequences determined solely by frequency. In this chapter, I 

begin by highlighting key findings about English language textbook formulaic language 

from corpus linguistics researchers. Following this, I discuss lexical bundles and 

formulaic sequences. After that, I discuss important models of communicative 

competence in the field of SLA before discussing the theory and conceptualizations of 

interactional competence. Following this, I discuss instruction for spoken interaction, 

gaps in the literature, and the aims of the study. Finally, I present the hypotheses. 

Analysis of EAP Textbooks 

 In addition to the teacher, textbooks are one of the most notable features of a 

classroom. Teachers use textbooks for a variety of reasons such as providing a sense of 

structure and saving time on materials creation (See Hyland, 2019, for a summary of 
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advantages and disadvantages of textbooks). However, textbooks are not a one-size-fits-

all solution, especially for a diverse field such as EAP. This section begins with a 

discussion of authenticity in EAP textbooks then highlights research findings about 

English language textbooks from several fields.  

Authenticity in EAP Textbooks 

Authenticity has been a topic of discussion in the field of EAP for several decades 

(Stoller, 2016). As noted in Chapter 1, I use Morrowôs (1977) definition of authenticity as 

ña stretch of real language, produced by a real speaker or writer for a real audience and 

designed to convey a real message of some sortò (p. 13). However, there are several 

definitions of authenticity. A review of the topic of authenticity by Gilmore (2007) 

provided eight different ones including Widdowsonôs (1978) which describes authenticity 

as not a characteristic of a text, but one which is the result of the readerôs interaction with 

a text. Given that every individual is different, such a broad definition of authenticity 

reduces the usefulness of the concept.  

A more useful view of authenticity is to assess EAP textbooks in terms of how 

pedagogically authentic they are. In other words, how effectively do EAP textbooks help 

English language learners to achieve their learning goals. As the primary goal of the EAP 

field is to prepare learners for study in EAP-medium institutions (e.g., study abroad), it 

follows that authentic materials are those that help learners to communicate effectively in 

English in those settings. Furthermore, authentic EAP materials are those which 

adequately represent the academic language which English language learners are likely to 

encounter. English language learners studying abroad need to not only comprehend 
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lectures, but also to speak English to accomplish various functions such as conversing 

with peers during study sessions, asking questions to professor during office hours, 

asking for advice from advisers, and so forth. In summary, I view authentic EAP 

textbooks as those which help learners to achieve their learning goals, represent various 

academic interactions, and are similar to the actual language used during those 

interactions.  

Corpus Linguistics and Materials Development in Textbooks 

Several researchers (e.g., Miller, 2011; Wood, 2010) have examined English 

language textbooks, noted their limitations, and suggested that textbook publishers make 

greater use of corpus linguistics during the textbook creation process. By using corpus 

linguistics, publishers can identify and verify naturally occurring patterns of interaction 

(Ishihara & Cohen, 2021). Another benefit of corpus linguistics is that it can be used to 

create word lists of frequently used expressions. These lists can be beneficial for both 

teachers and students because they show which items are worth studying. In this section, 

I review studies which explored the authenticity of the language in English language 

textbooks and then discuss how corpus linguistics has been used to create instructional 

materials. 

Differences Between English Language Textbooks and Naturally Occurring 

Language 

Some of the first studies that examined how the language in English language 

textbooks differ from naturally occurring language were conducted by researchers using 

register analysis. Using this research method, registers are analyzed for their situational 
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context, their linguistic features, and the relationships between the two (Biber & Conrad, 

2019). Researchers tally linguistic features and consider the most frequently occurring 

ones to be representative of those registers. Register analysis examines lexical bundles, or 

multi-word expressions based solely on frequency (Biber et al., 1999). Lexical bundles 

differ from structurally complete grammatical phrases in that they are not easily 

classified, for example, phrases such as ñor something like thatò and ñin terms of the.ò  

In a seminal study, Biber, Conrad, and Cortes (2004) looked at the linguistic 

features and two university registersðclassroom teaching and textbooks. Texts from 

classroom teaching and textbooks were extracted from the TOEFL 2000 Spoken and 

Written Academic Language Corpus (T2K-SWAL; Biber et al., 2002; Biber, Conrad, 

Reppen, et al., 2004). This corpus was further divided into four registers: conversation, 

classroom teaching, university textbooks, and academic prose. The researchers only 

looked at lexical bundles four words in length (4-grams) which exceeded a relatively high 

threshold of 40 occurrences per million words. A major finding was that classroom 

teaching is more similar to conversation than university textbooks or academic prose. 

One difference was that classroom teaching (e.g., the speech of professors during 

lectures) contains pronoun usage similar to conversation, but university textbooks and 

academic prose rarely contain pronouns. Instead, university textbooks and academic 

prose have nearly twice as many nouns and noun phrases as conversation or classroom 

teaching. Another finding was that lexical bundles appear far more often in classroom 

teaching and conversation than in university textbooks or academic prose. The 

researchers concluded that these bundles are more common in classroom teaching and 
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conversation because they reflect the real-time demands of oral production, and because 

they are more easily produced and comprehended than dense noun phrases which appear 

more often in textbooks and academic prose. Although the university textbooks they 

examined were not for second language learners, the study illustrates some of the many 

ways in which written and spoken academic language differ. 

In a study of university textbooks and ESL reading textbooks, Miller (2011) used 

several features to compare the two types of textbooks. The features that Miller examined 

were grouped into three major areas: use of vocabulary from the AWL (Coxhead, 2000), 

nominal modification features such as noun + finite relative clauses, and readability 

features such as sentence length and word length. Another term for nominal modification 

features that this study used was compression features, which academic textbook writers 

use to create tight, densely packed information. In total, Miller examined a total of 12 

features, 28 university textbooks, and three ESL reading textbooks. The results indicated 

that the university textbooks and ESL reading textbooks had statistically significant 

differences for AWL vocabulary, word length, and seven out of the nine compression 

features. The second result was that the university textbooks exposed English language 

learners to a greater amount of AWL words, 8.80% of total running words for the 

university textbooks versus only 4.78% for the ESL reading textbooks. The third result 

was that although the word length was significantly longer in university textbooks than 

ESL reading textbooks, sentence length was not statistically different. The fourth result 

was that university textbooks used compression features significantly more than ESL 

reading textbooks. Miller made several conclusions based on these results. The first 



 

 26 

conclusion was that the two types of textbooks differed greatly because they were 

ñentirely different text types, with entirely different purposesò (p. 44). The second 

conclusion was that given the infrequency of AWL words in ESL reading textbooks, 

teachers should focus on teaching those words to students. The third conclusion was that 

textbook publishers tailor ESL reading textbooks to more closely resemble university 

textbooks, as well as include awareness raising activities for those features. This study 

found several differences between university textbooks and ESL reading textbooks, but 

the following study focused specifically on EAP textbooks.  

 A study which examined formulaic sequences in EAP textbooks was Wood 

(2010). Using register analysis method similar Biber, Conrad, and Cortes (2004), he 

examined formulaic language in six EAP textbooks. Wood divided the texts into two 

subcorpora, an instructional one containing directions for completing tasks, and a textual 

one containing the reading texts. His first finding was that the instructional subcorpus 

constituted 68% of the total corpus and the textual subcorpus was 32%, indicating that 

most of the language that to which learners are exposed reflects language courses more 

than academic prose. His next finding was that 80% of the total lexical bundles came 

from the instructional subcorpora. In other words, readers were more likely to be exposed 

to expressions such as ñlisten to the lectureò or ñanswer the following questionsò rather 

than expressions such as ñon the other handò or ñat the same time.ò His third finding was 

that lexical bundles, or formulaic sequences determined solely by frequency, in the EAP 

textbooks were not highlighted or treated in any systematic manner. For example, there 

were no activities or reference materials focused on formulaic language. These findings 
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led him to conclude that the only way in which EAP textbook users could acquire the 

lexical bundles was through exposure. However, the lexical bundles did not appear with 

sufficient frequency, making it unlikely that learners would acquire them through 

exposure alone. 

 Another study in which lexical bundles were investigated was Wood and Appel 

(2014). The lexical bundles in 10 first-year university business and engineering textbooks 

were compared to the lexical bundles in five EAP textbooks. The university business and 

engineering textbooks were compiled to create a corpus of 1.6 million running words, 

which Wood and Appel compared to the EAP textbook corpus which contained 151,000 

running words. The researchers examined only lexical bundles which were four words in 

length (4-grams) and which surpassed a frequency threshold of 25 instances per million 

words. The first finding was that less than half of the lexical bundles in the university 

engineering textbooks appeared in the EAP textbooks. Another finding was that the 

lexical bundles were not treated in any systematic manner, that is, they were not the focus 

of any activities, nor did they appear as typographically emphasized. Therefore, these 

results confirmed the findings of Wood (2010). These results led Wood and Appel (2014) 

to conclude that the only way that English language learners could learn the lexical 

bundles was through exposure alone, which they were unlikely to do as the lexical 

bundles were not focused on in the EAP textbooks.  

Numerous researchers (e.g., McCarten, 2022; Meunier & Reppen, 2015; Römer, 

2011) have recommended that textbook publishers incorporate corpus linguistics into the 

textbook creation process. Corpus linguistics can aid textbook publishers by revealing 
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information about different registers (Biber, Conrad, & Cortes, 2004), the sequencing of 

instructional items (Meunier & Reppen, 2015), which words collocate (Ackermann & 

Chen, 2013; Lei & Liu, 2018), and the lexical demands of academic texts (Ballance & 

Coxhead, 2022). The AWL (Coxhead, 2000) and the updated New Academic Word List 

(NAWL; Browne et al., 2013) appear in several EAP textbooks, and future publications 

could include spoken word lists such as the Academic Spoken Word List (ASWL; Dang 

et al., 2017).  

Critiques From Conversation Analysis and Pragmatics 

Similar calls to incorporate more findings from research into English language 

textbooks have also come from researchers using CA-based methods. These researchers 

(e.g., Carroll, 2021, Gardner, 2000; Wong, 2009; Wong & Waring, 2021) found that most 

English language textbooks do not provide authentic samples of language. Carroll noted 

that English language textbook activities are typically organized around topics, whereas 

conversations in general are organized around sequences. He also noted that information 

gap activities which are common in English language textbooks do not reflect normal 

patterns of interaction. Wong (2009) examined telephone conversations in eight English 

language textbooks by comparing them with real telephone conversations. Wong found 

that the English language textbook conversations regularly failed to follow the common 

sequence of summons-answer, identification-recognition, greeting, and ñhow are you?ò 

(Schegloff, 1986). Although the purpose of traditional CA is to describe authentic 

interactions, and English language textbooks are by definition contrived, the findings of 

CA research can be of use to textbook writers and teachers. Wong and Waring (2021) 
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noted that teaching and speaking materials ñcan still be impoverished or partial either 

because they do not reflect the way people talk, or because they do not provide enough 

details that inform teachers about how spoken language worksò (p. 12). In other words, 

English language textbooks that incorporate findings from CA research can reflect actual 

communicative situations and be beneficial for second language learners. 

Within the field of pragmatics, researchers have reached similar conclusions that 

English language textbooks typically fall short of providing authentic and pragmatically 

appropriate language. Ishihara and Cohen (2021) stated that English language textbooks 

are typically written based on the writersô intuitions and not on research. Considering the 

time and effort required to make teaching materials, they recommended that English 

language teachers modify the content from commercially available textbooks to focus 

more on pragmatics. In an examination of how oral requests were presented in five 

English language textbooks, Petraki and Bayes (2013) noted that metapragmatic 

information was insufficient. They concluded that English language learners would have 

difficult selecting appropriate request forms based on context. Vellenga (2004) examined 

eight English language textbooks for speech acts (Austin, 1975; Searle, 1969) and found 

that models were presented mostly without information about context, politeness, or 

appropriacy. In addition, explicit metapragmatic information was largely absent in the 

English language textbooks as well as the teacherôs manuals. In summary, research 

studies from other fields have found English language textbooks to be lacking, and 

researchers have called for greater use of research such as corpus linguistics for textbook 

creation. 
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Formulaic Language in Academic Contexts 

 In this section, I discuss relevant studies on formulaic language in academic 

contexts and word lists.  

Defining Formulaic Language 

 One important strand of research on formulaic language is the development of 

pedagogically useful word lists derived from academic corpora. An early study that 

focused on formulaic sequences in academic speech was conducted by Simpson (2004). 

Comparing the Michigan Corpus of Academic Spoken English (MICASE; Simpson et al., 

2002) corpus to three reference corpora, she investigated whether there were specific 

expressions in academic speech which differ from speech in non-academic spoken 

language. Simpson used frequency as an initial factor and then examined structural and 

idiomatic coherence to create a wordlist of 224 expressions from an initial 1,800 

candidate expressions. The study revealed that formulaic language can be divided into 

roughly two categories: discourse organizer functions and interactional functions. 

Examples of discourse organizer functions are focusers (ñand in factò), cause-effect 

markers (ñso thatôs whyò), and summarizers (ñit turns outò). Examples of interactional 

markers are expressions used to ask questions (ñdo you meanò) and explain (ñand you 

can seeò). This early study is significant because it provided two word lists for 

instructors, allowing them to select the word list most useful for their students. 

Lexical Bundles and Formulaic Sequences 

 Simpson-Vlach and Ellisôs (2010) Academic Formula List (AFL) presented a 

well-researched set of academic expressions, though its classroom usefulness was limited 
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by issues of complexity and clarity. The researchers created the Academic Formula List 

(AFL) by comparing spoken and written academic corpora and non-academic spoken and 

written corpora. Then, they compared the log-likelihood (LL) statistic to see which 

expressions were more frequent in the academic corpora than the non-academic corpora. 

In addition to frequency, they also looked at each itemôs mutual information score, a 

measure of how frequently words appear together (Oakes, 1998). After compiling this 

initial list, they asked 20 EAP instructors to rate on a 1ï5 scale whether each item was a 

formulaic sequence, had a cohesive meaning, and was worth teaching. The result was the 

607-word AFL list, comprising 200 words each for the written and spoken sublists, and 

207 words for the core (both) sublist. The manageable number of items on the AFL were 

selected based on frequency and functionality, and therefore the list is useful for both 

textbook creators and teachers. However, despite the rigorous methods used to create a 

word list that is both valid and pedagogically useful, learners would likely have more 

difficulty acquiring multi-word expressions from the AFL than single-word items given 

that multi-word expressions have a greater cognitive burden than single words (Nation, 

2013). The AFL also contains expressions that cross clausal and phrasal boundaries, 

making their classification difficult. In addition, many of the AFL items lack 

illocutionary salience (e.g., ñthat this isò), meaning that they are difficult to understand 

without context. 

Word Lists and Formulaic Language in Corpora 

 The Academic Spoken Word List (ASWL) developed by Dang et al. (2017) 

represented an advancement in identifying and organizing high-coverage vocabulary for 
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academic spoken English. The researchers created the ASWL, which contains 1,741 word 

families from a spoken corpus totaling 13 million words. They created the list using four 

corpora of equal size. The first corpus was used to develop the ASWL, and the three 

remaining corpora were used to determine if the AWSL accurately reflected vocabulary 

in academic speech, spoken vocabulary, and academic vocabulary. The ASWL provides 

coverage of 90% for the academic speech and academic vocabulary corpora, which is a 

substantial improvement over the AWL (Coxhead, 2000), which has only shown 

coverage of 4% for academic spoken language and 10% for academic written language 

(Dang & Webb, 2014). One interesting feature of the ASWL is that it is organized into 

four levels so that learners can acquire academic vocabulary regardless of their existing 

vocabulary knowledge. This contrasts with the AWL in which learners are expected to 

acquire general vocabulary before learning academic vocabulary. Thus, the creators of 

the ASWL acknowledged that there is no clear boundary between general and academic 

vocabulary. The list is a good example of a corpus-based word list that is both useful for 

teachers and researchers. 

 The creation of corpus-derived word lists is just one way that corpus linguistics 

can be used for the creation of textbooks and instructional materials. Researchers have 

also frequently noted inadequacies in English language textbooks and called for 

publishers to incorporate the findings of research studies (Miller, 2011). However, 

despite the emergence of corpus linguistics decades ago, McCarten (2022) noted that 

ñcourse books have generally been slow to exploit corpora as a resourceò (p. 413). As the 

number of corpus linguistics studies and discoveries about language increase, it is hoped 
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that English language textbooks incorporate more of those findings, for the benefit of 

both students and teachers. 

Instruction of Formulaic Language 

 In this section, I discuss two reviews of formulaic language studies, then discuss 

individual studies of academic formulaic language.  

Instructional Approaches and Interventions 

Formulaic language is a feature of nearly all English language textbooks. These 

expressions provide learners with ready-to-use chunks of conventional language, which 

can bootstrap learnersô communicative competence by allowing them to perform actions 

they might be unable to do otherwise. In the past decade, there has been a substantial 

increase in the number of intervention studies for formulaic language (Pellicer-Sánchez 

& Boers, 2019). Researchers have investigated the effects of instruction on different 

types of formulaic language (e.g., phrasal verbs, idioms, lexical bundles) in several 

conditions (Strong & Boers, 2019a, 2019b). They have also investigated a variety of 

factors that affect formulaic language acquisition such as the number of exposures 

(Ferguson et al., 2021).  

Effectiveness of Instruction: Review Studies 

 In a review of formulaic language studies that contained instructional 

interventions, Boers and Lindstromberg (2012) divided studies from 2004 to 2012 into 

three groups: studies focused on noticing and consciousness raising, studies where 

learners used corpora and concordance tools, and studies focused on helping learners 

remember expressions. They found that similar to learning single-word items, learning 
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formulaic language requires numerous exposures, a requirement that is not likely to be 

met with low-frequency vocabulary in authentic materials. Regarding awareness raising 

and attention directing studies, they stated that ñAttention-directing may be expected to 

speed up learning, but we have found little evidence in this collection of intervention 

studies to suggest that merely raising learnersô awareness about formulaic sequences is a 

particularly powerful acceleratorò (pp. 25ï26). They also noted that investigations of the 

effects of increasing learner autonomy such as through instruction about concordance 

software and learning strategies produced mixed results. However, they did find that 

intentional learning of formulaic sequences, or specific expressions, produced better 

results than either awareness raising or attention directing methods. 

 Although they examined a wide range of confusing and sometimes contradictory 

results, Boers and Lindstromberg (2012) stated that the studies they reviewed support 

Laufer and Hulstijnôs (2001) Involvement Load Hypothesis. There are two assumptions 

in this hypothesis: 

1. Retention of words when processed incidentally, is conditional upon the 

following factors in a task: need, search, and evaluation. 

2. Other factors being equal, words processed with higher involvement load 

will be retained better than words processed with lower involvement load. 

(pp. 14ï15) 

 

The researchers defined need as motivational and non-cognitive, a ñneed to achieveò the 

task. Search and evaluation are cognitive constructs; search refers to looking up the 

meaning of the L2 word, and evaluation involves comparing the target word with other 

words or synonyms and evaluating their respective meanings. To summarizeðthe harder 

a person works to learn a word, the more likely they are to remember it. 
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 A more recent review of pedagogical studies of formulaic language by Pellicer-

Sánchez and Boers (2019) reviewed how different instructional conditions affect the 

learning of formulaic language and highlighted the strengths and limitations of each 

approach. The researchers separated studies according to their learning conditionsð

incidental, semi-incidental, and intentional. Incidental learning conditions were described 

as those in which learner focus was primarily on the content and formulaic sequences 

were not treated in any particular manner. Semi-incidental learning conditions were 

characterized by steps that direct learner attention to formulaic sequences but provide no 

further instruction regarding the expressions. An example of this is typographical 

emphasis in which formulaic sequences appear in bold, italics, or underlined. Intentional 

learning conditions were divided into three typesðinstructions to explore texts for 

formulaic sequences, activities focused on formulaic sequences but not the text, and 

activities to make formulaic sequences more memorable. The researchers concluded that 

although it is generally agreed that intentional learning conditions led to greater gains 

than incidental learning conditions, the effectiveness of intentional learning conditions 

varied greatly. They also noted the incidental learning conditions are difficult to create 

because texts must be ñinput floodedò or ñseededò with the target expressions to provide 

learners with a sufficient number of exposures for uptake. For semi-incidental learning 

conditions, Pellicer-Sánchez and Boers stated that the approach was easy to implement 

and led to greater gains than incidental learning conditions, but that more research was 

necessary. Lastly, they concluded that there was no single best approach to formulaic 

language instruction, considering the complex nature and many types of formulaic 
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sequences. This review as well as the earlier one by Boers and Lindstromberg (2012) 

examined numerous types of formulaic language. More pertinent to this study, several 

researchers (e.g., Jones & Haywood, 2004; Peters & Pauwels, 2015; Strong & Boers, 

2019a, 2019b) have investigated the effects of explicit instruction on the acquisition of 

academic formulaic language.  

Studies on Academic and Spoken Formulaic Language 

In an early study investigating the effects of instruction on the acquisition of 

academic expressions, Jones and Haywood (2004) conducted a quasi-experimental study 

with a treatment group receiving two hours of treatments per week and a control group 

that performed unspecified activities. The participants (N = 21) were from various 

countries and had a minimum score of 4.5 on the International English Language Testing 

System (IELTS) test. The researchers investigated the acquisition of three aspects of 

phrase knowledge: raised awareness via an underlining task, production via a C-test (fill-

in-the-blank task with the first letter of each word provided), and free production in an 

essay. Following the treatments, a significantly higher number of students could 

recognize formulaic sequences; however, only a few students improved on the C-test, and 

almost none used more formulaic sequences on the essay. They attributed the lackluster 

results to the short treatment length and possible methodological issues such as the use of 

different expressions on the pretest and posttest. 

Peters and Pauwels (2015) found that form-focused instruction significantly 

improved learnersô recognition and use of academic formulaic sequences, especially 

through cued output tasks. Specifically, they investigated the effects of form-focused 



 

 37 

instruction on the number of formulaic sequences recognized, recalled, and used 

spontaneously. The participants were one intact group of 29 Dutch L1 EFL learners at B1 

to B2 level on the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR; 

Council of Europe, 2020). The study had a pretest/treatment/posttest design, and the tests 

were a recognition test, a cued output test, and a writing test. Paired t-tests showed 

significant gains for all the tests, with a 51% gain on recognition, a 27% gain for cued 

output, 11% gain for writing tokens, and a 13% gain for writing types. The researchers 

stated that the cued output tasks could be the most beneficial type of treatment, not only 

for production but also recognition. They also noted that the results supported the 

findings of other studies which found explicit instruction to be more effective than 

implicit instruction. 

The effect of different types of instruction on another type of formulaic language, 

phrasal verbs, was investigated by Strong and Boers (2019a, 2019b). For this study, 

Japanese university students (N = 140) were divided into two groups, a study + retrieval 

group and a trial and error + feedback group. For the study + retrieval group, participants 

first viewed the phrasal verb in context, in an example sentence with the phrasal verb 

underlined. They then took the posttest which contained the same example sentences with 

blanks where test-takers supplied the missing phrasal verbs. For the trial-and-error group, 

the order of those activities was reversed. Participants first viewed the example sentence 

with the blank spot. Participants then received corrective feedback about their answer and 

took the posttest in which they supplied the answer. The results indicated that the study + 

retrieval group was more effective than the trial and error + feedback group, even though 



 

 38 

the latter was provided with corrective feedback. Strong and Boers also surveyed 44 

English language textbooks and found that trial and error type activities were very 

common. The researchers noted that their results were the opposite of the adage ñlearning 

from your mistakesò and suggested that instructors provide learners with contextualized 

information.  

 Bardovi-Harlig et al. (2015) demonstrated the effectiveness of teaching pragmatic 

routines for spoken academic English, while also highlighting challenges in achieving 

spontaneous use. The instructional targets for this study were pragmatic routines, or 

phrases that can be used in conversation to perform functions such as asking for 

clarification or disagreeing. The researchers compiled expressions from five 

commercially available English language textbook series and then searched for those 

individual expressions in an academic corpus of spoken English. If an expression had 

more than 10 occurrences per million words, a threshold used in earlier studies (e.g., 

Biber et al., 1999; Simpson-Vlach & Ellis, 2010), then it was considered conventional. 

The results revealed that many phrases in the English language textbooks did not meet 

this requirement. For example, the phrase ñI disagreeò regularly appeared in English 

language textbooks but not in the reference corpus; instead, weak agreements followed 

by disagreements such as ñyeah butò appeared more frequently in the data. After 

verifying the conventionality of the pragmatic routines, they created computer-

administered treatments that included chances to notice the expressions in context, 

explicit metapragmatic information, and production activities. The treatments were 

received by 37 low-advanced learners from various language backgrounds. The pretest 
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and posttest were administered by computer. Paired t-tests indicated that the treatments 

were successful with medium to large effect sizes for the number of speech acts as well 

as pragmatic routines produced. This study is important not only because it shows the 

effectiveness and practicality of instruction for formulaic sequences. The researchers 

described a straightforward method for verifying the authenticity of expressions and the 

ability of test-takers to use expressions productively. However, although the computer-

administered tests could measure language use in a tightly controlled format, the 

participants did not demonstrate the ability to use the expressions spontaneously in 

conversation. 

 In summary, the reviews and individual studies discussed in this section show the 

challenges for the instruction of formulaic sequences. Formulaic sequences place greater 

cognitive demands than single-word vocabulary items on English language learners 

(Nation, 2013; Schmitt & Schmitt, 2020), and therefore English language teachers should 

employ sound pedagogical practices in the classroom. Overall, the studies in this section 

support the conclusion that explicit learning is superior to implicit learning. The studies 

also show that learners must have a need for adding formulaic sequences to their existing 

knowledge and work hard to learn those expressions, supporting Laufer and Hulstijnôs 

(2001) Involvement Load Hypothesis. Lastly, as demonstrated by Jones and Haywood 

(2004) and Bardovi-Harlig et al. (2015), productive knowledge does not entail that 

English language learners will spontaneously use newly learned structures when writing 

or speaking. Therefore, English language teachers should carefully design tasks to assess 

productive knowledge of new learned formulaic sequences.  
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Models of Communicative Competence 

 As noted earlier, researchers have investigated links between formulaic language 

and different aspects of L2 competence. However, what skills or types of knowledge 

constitute L2 communicative competence is a matter for debate, and conceptualizations 

have changed greatly since the term was first coined by Hymes in 1972. Having a precise 

framework for L2 competence is important because it informs judgments about learner 

abilities and subsequent inferences. In this section, I discuss two influential models of 

communicative competence and note their similarities and differences. Following this, I 

describe interactional competence and the limitations of current models. 

Canale and Swainôs Model 

In Canale and Swainôs (1980) model, which was later adapted by Canale (1983a, 

1983b), Hymesô (1972) conceptualization was articulated as communicative competence 

used in actual communication. This idea maintains the distinction between language 

competence and performance, a conceptualization in previous research from Chomsky 

(1965) and Hymes (1972). In the Canale and Swain model, communicative competence is 

divided into four forms of knowledge and skill: grammatical, sociolinguistic, strategic, 

and discourse competence. Grammatical competence includes knowledge of vocabulary, 

morphology, syntax, phonology, and semantics. Sociolinguistic competence includes 

knowledge of sociolinguistic rules and pragmatics. Strategic competence concerns verbal 

and non-verbal communication strategies that can be used to overcome communication 

breakdowns such as asking for clarification or avoiding using difficult vocabulary. 



 

 41 

Finally, discourse refers to the ability to use cohesion in form and meaning in different 

spoken or written genres (Fulcher & Davidson, 2007). 

The Canale and Swain model (Canale & Swain, 1980; Canale, 1983a, 1983b) is 

important because it supports Hymesô (1972) focus on appropriacy rather than 

Chomskyôs (1965) ideal speaker-listener. The model detailed and organized the 

components of communicative competence that were only described in Hymesô (1972) 

work. In addition, by explicitly articulating the individual components included in 

communicative competence, the model provides discrete points for the assessment of 

language users. The influence of the Canale and Swain (1980) model can be seen in the 

fieldôs move away from previous structural approaches to more communication-based 

approaches (Block, 2003; Hedge, 2000), as well as subsequent models of communicative 

competence. 

Bachman and Palmerôs Model 

Major components of the Canale and Swain (Canale & Swain, 1980; Canale, 

1983a, 1983b) model were expanded upon in Bachman and Palmerôs (Bachman, 1990; 

Bachman & Palmer, 1996, 2010) model of communicative language ability. In this 

model, language knowledge is divided into organizational knowledge and pragmatic 

knowledge (Table 1). Organizational knowledge is defined as ñhow utterances or 

sentences and texts are organizedò (Bachman & Palmer, 2010, p. 45) and is divided into 

grammatical knowledge and textual knowledge. Grammatical knowledge contains small 

building blocks of language such as vocabulary, syntax, and phonology/graphology. 

Textual knowledge is theorized as knowledge of how to combine grammatical 
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components to give cohesion to written and spoken language. Pragmatic knowledge is a 

larger component of the Bachman and Palmer model than the Canale and Swain model 

and is defined as ñhow utterances or sentences and texts are related to the communicative 

goals of the language use and features of the language use settingò (p. 45). Pragmatic 

knowledge is separated into functional knowledge, which is defined as ñhow utterances 

or sentences and texts are related to the communicative goals of language usersò (p. 45), 

and sociolinguistic competence, which is defined as ñhow utterances or sentences and 

texts are related to features of the language use settingò (p. 45). 

Comparison of Communicative Competence Models 

Bachman and Palmerôs model (Bachman, 1990; Bachman & Palmer, 1996, 2010) 

includes several components that are improvements on earlier models of communicative 

competence (see Table 1). First, their model presents a hierarchy of how the components 

of language knowledge function together. Topic knowledge, language knowledge, and 

personal attributes all contribute to strategic competence in the model. Strategic 

competence consists of three psycholinguistic components: goal setting, appraising, and 

planning (Fulcher & Davidson, 2007; Kasper & Ross, 2013). Strategic competence 

interacts with cognitive strategies, or the requirements of the language task. Second, the 

model includes affective factors, such as motivation and extraversion (Fulcher & 

Davidson, 2007). Third, the model accounts for differences between reciprocal and non-

reciprocal (i.e., one-way and two-way) language use. The influence of this model can be 

seen in changes that were made to standardized tests after its publication (Green, 2020), 
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and the fact that at present it remains the standard framework of language ability (Kasper 

& Ross, 2013). 

Table 1. The Bachman and Palmer Model of Communicative Language Ability 

I. Organizational Knowledge (how utterances or sentences and texts are organized) 

A. Grammatical Knowledge (how individual utterances or sentences are 

organized) 

1. Knowledge of vocabulary 

2. Knowledge of syntax 

3. Knowledge of phonology/graphology 

B. Textual Knowledge (how utterances or sentences are organized to form texts) 

1. Knowledge of cohesion 

2. Knowledge of rhetorical or conversation organization 

II. Pragmatic Knowledge (how utterances or sentences and texts are related to the 

communicative goals of the language user and to the features of the language use 

setting) 

A. Functional Knowledge (how utterances or sentences and texts are related to 

the communicative goals of language users) 

1. Knowledge of ideational functions 

2. Knowledge of manipulative functions 

3. Knowledge of heuristic functions 

4. Knowledge of imaginative functions 

B. Sociolinguistic Knowledge (how utterances or sentences and texts are related 

to features of the language use setting) 

1. Knowledge of genres 

2. Knowledge of dialects/varieties 

3. Knowledge of registers 

4. Knowledge of natural or idiomatic expressions 

5. Knowledge of cultural references and figures of speech  

Interactional Competence in SLA Research 

 In this section, I describe the features that constitute interactional competence. 

Then, I describe challenges that researchers have faced regarding operationalizing and 

assessing interactional competence.  
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Definitions and Features of Interactional Competence 

Since Hymesô (1972) groundbreaking treatise on communicative competence, 

SLA researchers have moved increasingly towards a more holistic view of language 

acquisition and use. Kramsch (1986) first described interactional competence by stating: 

Whether it is face-to-face interaction between two or several speakers or 

the interaction between the reader and the written text, successful 

interaction presupposes not only a shared knowledge of the world, the 

reference to a common external context of communication, but also the 

construction of a shared internal context or ñsphere of intersubjectivityò 

that is built through a collaborative effort of the interactional partners. (p. 

367) 

This definition has been expanded on and developed by subsequent researchers, notably 

Joan Kelly Hall (1999) and Richard Young (2009, 2019). More recently, Young (2019) 

summarized interactional competence as having four defining features: 

Å IC has been described (and its absence noted) in spoken interaction 

and/or face-to-face interaction. 

Å IC is characterized by participantsô understandings of the pragmatic 
meanings of communicative acts. 

Å IC is not the knowledge or the possession of an individual; rather it is 

co-constructed by all participants in a discursive practice. 

Å IC is participantsô participation in specific discursive practiceð

recurring episodes of spoken interaction in context, episodes that are 

of socio-cultural significance to a community of speakers. (p. 96) 

Each of these features merits a detailed discussion. 

 The first feature of interactional competence that Young (2019) noted is that it is 

displayed in spoken, face-to-face interaction. Therefore, interactional competence can be 

observed in interactions such as casual conversations, service encounters, oral proficiency 

interviews, debates, and so forth. It is through the unfolding of interactions and the 

linguistic choices that speakers make that interactional competence can be seen, which 



 

 45 

largely eliminates non-reciprocal (i.e., monological) speaking tasks such as lectures or 

speeches (Roever & Kasper, 2018).  

 The ability of speakers to not only understand the pragmatic meanings of 

communicative acts but to also produce them is the second feature that Young (2019) 

described. During interaction, peopleôs utterances often have an illocutionary, or intended 

meaning, which can differ from what they are actually saying (Austin, 1975; Searle, 

1969). For example, the question ñarenôt you hot?ò can be interpreted as an inquiry about 

somebodyôs physical condition. Alternatively, the speaker could be communicating that 

they are uncomfortably warm and request that the hearer open a window. Being able to 

understand and produce pragmatically appropriate utterances necessitates that speakers 

have pragmatic competence, which can be divided into pragmalinguistic competence and 

sociopragmatic competence (Leech, 1983). Roever (2022) stated that ñpragmalinguistic 

competence includes knowledge of linguistic tools for saying what you want to say while 

being guided and constrained by sociopragmatic rules and normsò (p. 9). 

One of the most notable features of interactional competence is the third feature 

that Young (2019) described that interactional competence is not the possession of 

individuals but is co-constructed during communication. He referred to this as a sphere of 

intersubjectivity, or ñmutual intentionality and sharing of mental stateò (p. 96). During 

spoken interaction, participants make turns and sequences, with subsequent utterances 

making further utterances relevant. Therefore, interaction continually makes its own 

context (Schegloff, 1987). In other words, co-participants continually constrain and 

enable each otherôs linguistic choices during interaction (Kasper & Ross, 2013). 
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The fourth feature of interactional competence that Young (2019) described is the 

participation in recurring events that are of socio-cultural significance. For example, 

Greer (2019) described how a Japanese student studying abroad in Australia learned how 

to do news-of-the-day tellings at the dinner table. Initially, his responses were short but 

after some time he was able to produce longer and more detailed narratives. Pekarek 

Doehler and Pochon-Berger (2015) summarized longitudinal research studies of 

interactional competence about how learners repeatedly navigated social encounters. 

Their conclusion was that interactional competence development is not simply transferred 

from the L1 to the L2, but rather, is recalibrated, or adjusted to match the norms of the 

L2. Less proficient speakers have a limited number of techniques for accomplishing 

actions, but as their proficiency increases, their techniques become more diversified and 

more attuned to the co-participants in conversation. Studies on individual interactional 

practices have greatly advanced research on interactional competence. However, given 

that there are a multitude of locally contextualized practices, and the fact that these 

practices have primarily been investigated using qualitative methods, it is difficult to 

make valid inferences about larger groups of L2 learners. One solution is the use of 

quantitative methods that allow researchers to make generalizations which have both 

construct and external validity. Before making such conclusions, however, obtaining 

valid data is crucial. To obtain such data, it is first necessary to move from 

conceptualizations of interactional competence to more concrete operationalizations 

which can be tested. 
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 Since Kramschôs (1986) first use of the term interactional competence, several 

conceptualizations have been created. However, Pekarek Doehler (2019) recently noted 

that ñwhile our theoretical understanding of interactional competence has been 

consolidated over the past decade, a consistent operationalization of the construct is still 

missingò (p. 50). Having a working operationalization of interactional competence is 

important because it allows researchers to assess language learners and make inferences 

based on the data. In turn, those findings could serve as the basis for future research and 

improved pedagogical practices. In this section, I discuss how interactional competence 

has been operationalized in recent research studies. 

The first representation of interactional competence I discuss is a metaphorical 

diagram of spoken interaction developed by Galaczi and Taylor (2018). In this diagram, 

interactional skills such as Turn Management, Topic Management, Non-Verbal Behavior, 

Breakdown Repair, and Interactive Listening are illustrated as the main branches of a 

tree. Each branch contains subskillsðfor example, Backchanneling and Comprehension 

Checkðhighlighting the multifaceted nature of interactional competence. The roots of 

the tree represent broader contextual factors of Speech Acts, Speech Events, and Speech 

Situation (Macro-Context). According to the authors, more conventional visual formats 

like graphs or flowcharts might imply fixed causal or hierarchical relationships between 

elements. In contrast, the tree metaphor emphasizes the flexible, dynamic, and co-

constructed nature of interaction, shaped by both speakers and listeners. Additionally, the 

metaphor of a growing tree reflects not only the ongoing development of a speakerôs 

interactional abilities but also the evolving nature of research in this field. 
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Using a data-driven approach, Nakatsuhara et al. (2018) investigated the features 

that raters used to evaluate interactional competence. Six trained examiners produced oral 

reports while examining 12 paired interactions from three proficiency levels. The result 

was 72 oral reports, which the researchers thematically analyzed to create two checklists 

of interactional competence features for evaluation. The full checklist contains nine main 

categories and 50 sub-categories, and the concise checklist contains four categories and 

13 sub-categories. The four categories on the concise checklist are: Initiate new ideas, 

Keep the discussion going over several turns, Negotiates towards an outcome, and Use 

body language appropriately. The checklists are particularly useful for teachers because 

the subcategories include brief feedback that can be provided to students. The concise 

checklist with its ready-to-use feedback is practical for teachers, however, the usefulness 

of the instrument for researchers is limited by the binary evaluation categories of Well 

done! and Needs more work. A more sensitive rating scale with additional levels could 

provide more information about the interactional competence of examinees. Another 

limitation is the use of a checklist, as checklists do not allow for the use of parametric 

statistics. 

A data-driven approach was also employed by Youn (2015) who used CA to 

analyze role-plays. The role-plays were open role-plays in which participants enacted 

situations with no pre-determined outcome. Participants (N = 102) from various countries 

performed two role-plays: one between a student and a professor, and another between a 

pair of students. Twelve raters listened to audio recordings of the conversations and 

assessed the participants using five rating categories: Contents Delivery, Language Use, 
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Sensitivity to Situation, Engaging with Interaction, and Turn Organization. The data were 

used in a many-facet Rasch analysis (MFRM) using the computer program Facets 

(Linacre, 2022). In addition, the researcher transcribed randomly selected role-plays 

using CA notation. Younôs (2015) mixed methods approach demonstrated that the rating 

criteria reflected the construct definition, and that the raters could reliably assess 

pragmatic competence using the open role-plays. Although the role-plays were not, by 

definition, equivalent to naturally occurring talk, Youn found that that they elicited many 

interactional features which would be present in natural conversation. For example, more 

proficient speakers used preliminary moves before requests more often and sequenced 

their speech in more conventional patterns than less proficient speakers. Younôs study 

demonstrated how the role-plays could reliably differentiate between examineeôs 

pragmatic competence. However, one limitation to the approach is that administering 

multiple role-plays reduces practicality because it requires considerably more time and 

resources.  

Noting that a data-driven approach requires substantial resources, Neiriz (2023) 

used previous studies and conceptual models to create and validate a rating scale for 

interactional competence. Neirizôs rating scale was based on the main components of 

Galaczi and Taylorôs (2018) conceptualization of interactional competence and was used 

to evaluate 30 oral discussion tasks between pairs of learners. The results indicated that 

participants could be reliably separated into three distinct proficiency levels 77% of the 

time. This was less than the four-point rating scale, a finding that they attributed to the 

high proficiency of the participants, and the unreliability of the breakdown repair and 
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interactive listening criteria. Neiriz found that breakdown repair was not conspicuous as a 

rating criteria because it can be caused and repaired by either the speaker or listener. The 

difficulty of the interactive listening criterion was attributed to the fact that non-verbal 

behaviors were not assessed by the rating scale. Neiriz recommended that future studies 

assess non-verbal tokens but also acknowledged that such behaviors can vary by culture 

and be difficult to assess.  

Also employing a mixed methods approach, Syquia and Leeming (2024) created 

and validated an IC Rating Scale (Appendix H) for small group discussions. This 

instrument was an adaptation of several assessment instruments for interactional 

competence including Galaczi (2014), McDonald (2018), Nakatsuhara et al. (2018), and 

Youn (2015). Interactional competence was operationalized as four interactional skills: 

Conversation Involvement, Developing and Maintaining Discussion, Turn-

taking/Backchanneling, and Communicative Effectiveness. First, MFRM was used to 

evaluate whether raters could reliably use the rating scale to separate test takers into 

different levels of interactional competence. The Rasch analysis indicated that rater 

scores had a very good fit to the model. Second, they used generalizability theory 

(Brennan, 2001; Shavelson & Webb, 1991) by conducting a G-study and a D-study. In a 

G-study, the amount of variance contributed by different facets is estimated. This data is 

then used for a D-study, in which the primary goal is to minimize error in the model. In a 

model involving raters, a D-study can indicate the minimum number of raters required to 

achieve satisfactory results. Conversely, a D-study can indicate the point of diminishing 

returns beyond which adding additional raters does not significantly improve a model. 
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The results of the D-study in this study indicated that a minimum of four raters was 

sufficient for the model to function adequately. Third, the researchers conducted a 

qualitative analysis by thematically coding interview transcripts with three raters and 

written comments from all seven raters. This information was used to create a new, 

improved version of the rating scale. Changes to the rating scale include streamlined 

descriptors, and instructions for how to assess different situations that were not described 

on the previous version of the rating scale. Further details about individual criteria of the 

rating scale are in the Instruments section of Chapter 3.  

Challenges in Operationalization and Assessment 

Despite an increasing number of research studies on interactional competence, 

several issues have arisen in the research. The first issue is how to assess the interactional 

competence of individuals given that intersubjectivity is co-constructed. The second 

challenge is how to create a practical yet valid assessment method for interactional 

competence. The third issue is how to assess interactional competence separately from 

other competencies such general language proficiency and pragmatic competence. In this 

section, I briefly describe each of these challenges and how they have been addressed by 

researchers. 

The first challenge with interactional competence is how to assess individuals if 

interactional competence is co-constructed during conversation. As noted earlier, Young 

(2019) stated that ñIC is not the knowledge or the possession of an individual; rather it is 

co-constructed by all participants in a discursive practiceò (p. 96). In other words, learner 

competence is ñlocal and practice-specificò (He & Young, 1998, p. 7), and not static 
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across a variety of communicative situations. If the construct is unique to each situation 

and ñnot a trait that is independent of the interactive practiceò (p. 7), then it would be 

impossible to assess interactional competence or make inferences based on the behavior 

of test-takers. Kasper and Ross (2013) described this problem, and noted that in response, 

Young (2009) revised his earlier conceptualization to refer to resources that test takers 

possess and which can be used in different ñpracticesò thereby allowing inferences to be 

made. However, Kasper and Ross (2013) also noted that Youngôs study had not resolved 

this question but remarked that ñit would be unreasonable to expect that it wouldò (p. 14). 

They proposed an alternative approach in which researchers, particularly those focused 

on institutional CA and interactional competence development, isolate particular 

competencies on which speakers can be assessed. For example, Roever and Kasper 

(2018) noted that speakers could be evaluated on their use of pre-sequences (Schegloff, 

2007), which are conversational moves that intermediate/advanced speakers use far more 

often than beginners. If researchers evaluate speakers on pre-sequence use and other 

actions such as turn-taking and opening conversations, then it can be possible to assess 

speaker interactional competence. It is also noteworthy that Youngôs (2019) 

conceptualization of interactional competence is broader than that of Hall and Pekarek 

Doehler (2011), which emphasizes resources that speakers use to create interactional 

competence rather than its co-constructed nature. 

The next challenge for interactional competence researchers is the practicality of 

assessment. As the roots of interactional competence research are CA, it is the most 

commonly used research method. However, CA research requires naturally occurring 



 

 53 

data, which does not include contrived test formats such as language proficiency 

interviews, group discussions, and role-plays. As the primary goal of CA researchers is to 

describe talk-in-interaction, using CA to assess speakers is a purpose for which the 

methodology is ill-suited. Another challenge for using CA is the substantial amount of 

time and training that is required for transcription. A typical orthographic transcription 

only contains interlocutor speech, but a transcription for CA contains minutiae such as 

pausing, intonation, word fragments, and non-verbal behavior. Even though modern 

software can automatically transcribe recordings, those transcripts require careful 

checking and notating by researchers. A general guideline is that for inexperienced 

researchers, creating a Jeffersonian transcript requires 10 times the length of the 

recording (Hepburn & Bolden, 2017). For example, a one-minute recording requires 10 

minutes to transcribe. In addition to the training and time requirements of CA, another 

issue is generalizability. CA-based studies contain detailed examinations of small data 

sets and typically present only a few features for discussion. However, features examined 

in one study could be task-dependent, and therefore it can be difficult to make valid 

generalizations to wider contexts (Iwashita et al., 2021). 

An alternative to using CA for assessing interactional competence is using rating 

scales. Although select aspects of interactional competence are assessed on major 

speaking test such as IELTS and the Cambridge English Test (see Iwashita et al., 2021 

for a summary), only a handful of rating scales that focus on interactional competence 

have been published (e.g., Ikeda, 2017; Neiriz, 2023, Syquia & Leeming, 2024; Youn, 

2021). One reason for this could be that the broad and multi-faceted nature of 
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interactional competence necessitates that rating scales have a high level of detail which 

can limit their practicality. For example, Nakatsuhara et al. (2018) created two 

interactional competence checklists, with a full version and a concise version. However, 

even the concise version has 13 sub-categories on which to evaluate speakers, a large 

number of criteria that likely necessitates multiple viewings by raters. In Youn (2015, 

2020), pragmatic competence was evaluated by having participants perform two open 

role-plays, one with a trainer interlocutor acting as a professor, and the other with a 

classmate of similar status. Each role-play took 30 minutes to complete, and two rating 

scales were used. In addition, the raters required training in using the rating criteria. 

Similar to Youn, Ikeda (2017) also used open role-plays to evaluate the pragmatic 

competence of university students. Participants completed monologic and dialogic tasks 

in which they performed various speech acts with manipulated variables such as social 

status and level of imposition. The use of six different role-plays significantly increased 

the generalizability of the results, but Ikeda also found that monologue tasks such as 

recording a voice message were highly correlated with the dialogue tasks. Ikeda 

suggested that monologues are a viable, less resource intensive format for assessment of 

pragmatic competence. In summary, these three studies used quantitative methods that 

required less time and training than CA. The multi-faceted nature of interactional 

competence necessitates not only the presence of other speakers, but also the evaluation 

of several interactional practices (Wong & Waring, 2021) that are not currently assessed 

by major standardized tests. 



 

 55 

A third challenge is the question to what extent interactional competence can be 

assessed independently from other related constructs. To reiterateðinteractional 

competence is a broad construct in which speakers use a variety of resources to produce 

and interpret turns that unfold moment to moment (Hall & Pekarek Doehler, 2011). 

Language learning and interaction are intertwined with interactional competence, in 

contrast to traditional views of SLA in which language learning is seen as the acquisition 

of a formal system that can subsequently be used (Pekarek Doehler, 2019). Therefore, 

from a theoretical perspective, interactional competence assessment necessitates the 

evaluation of both language ability and interaction. From a practical standpoint, assessing 

the two constructs independently is difficult . Roever and Kasper (2018) differentiated 

between two perspectives on language testing: a psycholinguistic-individualist 

perspective, and a sociolinguistic-interactional perspective. The former is the more 

common form of language testing in which individuals and their abilities are assessed. 

The later assesses speakersô choices and their effects on listeners in relation to a variety 

of contextual factors. In short, the former is a reductive, and the latter is an expansive 

approach to assessment. Interactional competence research is clearly more suited to the 

latter approach, but there is one notable drawback. Including more contextual factors in 

the research design and using interactional data instead of monologic tasks introduces 

variability, thus limiting the generalizability of any inferences (Brown, 2003; Galaczi, 

2014; Green, 2020). 

The fourth challenge in interactional competence research is that the relationship 

between interactional competence, L2 general proficiency, and pragmatic competence 
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remains underresearched. A recent study by Roever and Ikeda (2023) compared 

proficiency scores on the TOEFL iBT test to interactional competence scores on six role-

plays. They found that proficiency accounted for 58.77% of the variance for interactional 

competence. Speaking about the related concept of pragmatic competence, Ross 

(personal communication, October 31, 2019) noted that researchers have not provided 

any empirical evidence that pragmatic competence is distinct from L2 general 

proficiency. Therefore, it must be acknowledged that interactional competence includes 

components typically considered to be within the realm of pragmatics research such as 

the ability to adjust oneôs speech based on contextual factors. However, interactional 

competence subsumes those elements and as Carroll (2004) stated ñinteractional 

competence lies at a deeper, more foundational level than does traditionally defined 

linguistic competence and may well represent the crucible within which linguistic skills 

are forgedò (p. 212). Although the links between interactional competence, L2 general 

proficiency, and pragmatics competence remain unclear, the areas of interest in this study 

are formulaic language and the interactional practices which constitute interactional 

competence.  

The Role of Co-Construction and Sociocultural Context 

 In the following sections, I describe studies of individual interactional practices 

that are relevant to this study: topic development, turn-taking, and backchanneling. I 

selected these interactional practices for the treatment based on several factors. First, they 

appear on Galaczi and Taylorôs (2018) metaphorical diagram of spoken interaction. 

Second, they are amenable to instruction, in contrast to other interactional practices such 
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as non-verbal behavior. Third, the participants could benefit from instruction on these 

areas, which I determined based on my previous observations. 

 Topic development was one of several characteristics of mutuality investigated by 

Galaczi (2014). Mutuality, or ñthe creation of shared meaning from one turn to the nextò 

(Galaczi, 2008, p. 97) is an umbrella term for practices that speakers use to co-construct 

interaction. Galaczi (2014) examined three aspects of mutuality: topic development 

moves, speaker selection and turn-taking, and listener support. The data for this study 

were video recordings of paired speaking tasks (N = 41) from Cambridge English 

speaking tests. Test-taker videos ranging from CEFR (Council of Europe, 2020) levels 

B1 to C2 were selected. The mixed methods design was a combination of CA and 

quantitative data in the form of coding for interactional features. Galaczi found that 

lower-level (B1) conversations had low mutuality, with speakers often failing to expand 

on their partnerôs topics and frequent inter-turn gaps. At higher proficiency levels, there 

was greater uptake and development of the other speakerôs topics, and more listener 

support moves such as backchanneling. Two conclusions can be drawn from this study. 

First, the findings suggest that mutualityðparticularly through topic development and 

listener supportðcorrelates with language proficiency, highlighting the need for 

pedagogical approaches that explicitly develop interactional competence in lower-level 

learners. Second, the results demonstrate the value of a mixed methods approach with 

interactional data. Despite the large amount of variability in discussions, the approach 

allows researchers to have a more complete understanding of interactions. 
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The turn-taking system was originally described in a seminal study by Sacks et al. 

(1974) as a largely subconscious system of rules that governs the allocation and taking of 

turns-at-talk in conversation. The study challenged the idea that everyday talk was 

disorganized and showed how conversation is locally managed by speakers. The study 

stated that talk consists of turn-constructional units (TCU), and at the end of each TCU a 

transition relevance place (TRP) occurs. Transitions between turns-at-talk often occur 

with no gap or overlap, and a simplified version of the turn-allocation mechanisms was 

provided in the Terminology subsection of Chapter 1. Another finding was that speakers 

seek to avoid silence in conversation, particularly inter-turn gaps longer than one second. 

However, language learners sometimes mistakenly believe that inter-turn gaps signal that 

it is another personôs turn to speak (Carroll, 2011a). Such misconceptions can result in 

classroom discussions that proceed in a fixed order with long periods of silence in 

between speaker turns.  

Another way that speakers adjust their speech to each other is through 

backchanneling, an area of interest that has been investigated in several studies from 

intercultural pragmatics. One such early study was by White (1989), who investigated the 

differences in backchanneling between L1 English and L1 Japanese speakers were 

investigated by White (1989). She analyzed 20 conversations between pairs of speakers: 

10 between native Japanese and native English speakers, five between native Japanese 

speakers (in English), and five between native English speakers. Similar to other studies 

(e.g., Cutrone, 2014; Ike, 2010; Maynard, 1986, 1990), White found that the Japanese 

speakers backchanneled more frequently than the American speakers. These findings also 
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supported Maynardôs (1986) claim that during English conversations between Japanese 

speakers and Americans, Japanese people backchannel every 14 words whereas 

Americans backchannel every 37 words. Interestingly, this ratio is the same even if 

Japanese speakers talk with other Japanese, and Americans speak with other Americans. 

One cultural explanation that White gave for this difference was the Japanese concept of 

omoiyari. White stated that ñthe concept generally refers to the creation and maintenance 

of smooth and pleasant human interactions. This is believed to ultimately bring emotional 

payoffs in human relationsò (p. 67). In other words, Japanese listeners tend to 

backchannel often during conversation to show the listener that they are indeed paying 

attention and interested in what other speakers have to say. Another finding from this 

study was that during conversations between the Americans and Japanese speakers, the 

Americans increased the amount of backchanneling they provided. In conversations with 

speakers from the same culture (i.e., Japanese-Japanese, American-American), the 

Japanese speakers backchanneled an average of 68.3 times versus 28.4 times for the 

Americans. However, during conversations between Japanese and American speakers, 

the Americans increased the amount of backchanneling they did (28.4 to 46.1) and the 

Japanese decreased slightly (68.3 to 60.1). White attributed this phenomenon to 

accommodation, in which people adjust their accent, diction, or other aspects of speech to 

match their partnerôs speech. 

 White (1989) did not examine non-verbal behavior for backchanneling, but this 

interactional feature was analyzed by Maynard (1990). Using a contrastive CA approach, 

she examined 40 casual conversations between pairs of speakers. Nonverbal behavior 
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constitutes a wide variety of movements, but for this study Maynard only examined head 

movement in a vertical or horizontal direction. She found that for Japanese speakers, 

head movement that occurred independently or with a verbal utterance counted for nearly 

63% of all backchannels. For the Americans, this head movement occurred with 50% of 

all utterances. Similar to other studies, she found that Japanese speakers backchanneled 

more often than their L1 English counterparts. One reason that she attributed to this 

phenomenon is that for both groups, backchanneling is more likely to occur at or near 

speaker pauses. In Japanese, final particles such as ne, sa, and yo often occurred at or 

near these pauses and indicate where backchanneling is appropriate. Those instances can 

also be signaled with auxiliary verb endings such as deshou (isnôt it right?), and ja-nai 

(isnôt it?) which perform functions similar to tag questions. Furthermore, backchanneling 

also occurs at major clausal and sentential junctions, and Japanese speaking turns have 

fewer clauses than multi-clause turns that are common in English. Both White (1989) and 

Maynard (1990) indicated that during English conversations, L1 Japanese and L1 English 

speakers backchannel differently, and therefore backchanneling is a worthwhile target for 

instruction. 

Instruction of Spoken Interaction 

I now examine relevant instructional studies for interactional competence. 

Although the term interactional competence was first used decades ago (Kramsch, 1986), 

it was not until recently that instructional studies for interactional competence began to 

appear (Salaberry & Kunitz, 2019). Kunitz and Yeh (2019) divided instructional studies 

of interactional competence into two types. The first type are studies that prescribe best 



 

 61 

principles for instruction and how practitioners can determine the needs of their students 

to create research-based teaching materials (e.g., Barraja-Rohan, 1997, 2011; Betz & 

Huth, 2014). The second type are studies that focus on teaching specific interactional 

practices (e.g., Carroll, 2011b; Salaberry & Kunitz, 2019; Wong, 2011), which Kunitz 

and Yeh described as CA-inspired. In this section, I discuss an exemplary best practices 

study (Barraja-Rohan, 2011) and several CA-inspired studies that targeted aspects 

relevant to this study: turn-taking and preference organization (Carroll, 2011a, 2011b), 

responders (Olsher 2011a, 2011b), and active listenership and topic development (Kunitz 

& Yeh, 2019). 

 In a unique study that used CA to inform all stages of the research, Barraja-Rohan 

(2011) began by recording, transcribing, and analyzing her studentsô speech. The 

participants were 20 lower- to intermediate-level English language learners of primarily 

Vietnamese origin, who had limited conversational abilities despite having lived in 

Australia for several years. These data revealed areas in which the students could most 

benefit from instruction including turn-taking, response tokens, assessments, adjacency 

pairs, repair, topic management, and sociocultural norms. Following this, she adapted or 

created teaching materials that consisted of listening/observation tasks, questions, 

manipulated conversations, cloze activities, and activities using transcripts. Over the 

course of 12 weeks, she taught various aspects of interactional competence to the 

participants, and following this, assessed their improvement with free conversations. 

Although the use of an open format discussion and no control group makes it difficult to 

draw any definitive conclusions, she stated that the participants ñgained much knowledge 
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about interaction, language and intercultural communication as well as confidence in 

speaking Englishò (p. 498). This study is notable in that it detailed a theoretical 

framework and methodology for instruction that has been used in subsequent studies such 

as Betz and Huth (2014). The teaching methodology consisted of five phases: awareness 

raising, reflective, experimental, introspective, and cultural evaluation. 

Teaching Turn-Taking and Backchanneling 

The unspoken rule systems of turn-taking and preference organization were the 

focus of studies by Carroll (2011a, 2011b). These studies, chapters from the same edited 

book, described activities that teachers can readily implement in their own classes. For 

turn-taking, Carroll (2011a) noted that a common misconception by students is that 

periods of silence between speaking turns are common and indicate when it is appropriate 

to self-select for a speaking turn. Students also tend to over rely on next-speaker 

selection, frequently attaching ñhow about you?ò to the end of utterances to indicate the 

completion of their speaking turn and nominate the next speaker. Carroll presented a 

simplified version of the rules of Sacks et al. (1974) and then described various activities 

to develop turn-taking skills. The activities focused on developing learner ability to self-

select turns during conversation and increasing speed and ease with turn-taking. 

Preference organization, an often-neglected aspect of communication, was the 

instructional target in Carroll (2011b). Carroll noted that English language textbooks 

rarely feature dialogs with realistic preference organization and therefore most students 

are likely to be unfamiliar with those sequences. Preference organization (Pomerantz, 

1984) refers to how speakers typically frame their responsesðpreferred responses are 
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uttered quickly, and dispreferred responses are delayed. Some examples of dispreferred 

responses include rejections, refusals, and disagreements. Speakers often avoid 

dispreferred responses with pre-sequences (Schegloff, 1990), for example, inquiring 

whether somebody is available before making an invitation. Carroll described four 

practices that speakers use to perform dispreferred responses: silence, excuses, delays, 

and repair. Following this, he presented activities and worksheets that could be used in 

the language classroom with little adaptation. 

 In the same edited book, Olsher (2011a, 2011b) described another neglected 

aspect of communication, responders, or backchanneling. The term responders refers to 

short utterances such as ñyeahò and ñuh-huhò that can perform various actions without 

the utterer taking a speaking turn. Olsher (2011a) began by describing the context for 

instruction, an academic language skills class with 18 high-intermediate students from 

East Asia. These companion chapters describe four types of responders: continuers, 

change-of-state tokens, news markers, and assessments. Continuers signal that the utterer 

is paying attention and acknowledge that the current speaker has not finished their 

speaking turn. Change-of-state tokens such as ñohò can have different effects when 

accompanied by other expressions or changes in intonation. News markers such as 

ñreally?ò indicate that the prior talk was something of special interest. Finally, 

assessments such as ñgoodò allow the utterer to describe events positively or negatively. 

Similar to the chapters by Carroll (2011a, 2011b), Olsher (2011a, 2011b) described 

useful activities for raising awareness and productive practice.  
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 The ability of students to perform active listenership and manage topics in 

Chinese as a foreign language was investigated in Kunitz and Yeh (2019). They defined 

active listenership as ñthe ability to display attentiveness and engagement in conversation 

by producing turns that are well fit to the prior talkò (p. 231). In other words, one aspect 

of active listenership is backchanneling appropriately and in a timely manner. Topic 

management referred to the ability to switch between topics, introduce new ones, 

elaborate on current ones, or signal abrupt topic changes. First year university students (N 

= 19) received the treatments over the course of two semesters. None of the participants 

had studied Chinese before or used it at home. Each teaching unit consisted of four 

phrases: an analysis of interaction between L1 speakers, an analysis of interaction 

between L1 and L2 speakers, guided written production/analyses, and guided oral 

production. The participants performed four conversations that were recorded and 

transcribed. The findings indicated that after the treatment, the participants showed an 

increase in active listening containing more elaborate forms. Their ability to introduce 

and continue discussion of current topics also improved, although switching between 

topics remained problematic. Even though the researchers could not determine whether 

improvements in interactional practices were due to the treatments alone, they noted that 

students who received the treatments realized the linguistic practices more consistently 

and with a wider variety of forms than those who did not receive any treatment. 

Empirical Studies on Interactional Practice Instruction 

 There have been few studies of interactional competence instruction, and the 

majority of those published have appeared within the past decade (Kunitz & Yeh, 2019). 
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As noted earlier, Kunitz and Yeh divided instructional interactional competence studies 

into two types: studies that prescribe general principles, and studies that present teaching 

materials for certain aspects of interactional competence such as telephone conversation 

openings (e.g., Wong, 2011). However, there are limitations with the latter type of study 

as they typically only provide instruction for just one aspect of spoken interaction. 

Furthermore, participant improvement is typically demonstrated with CA, and sometimes 

with only a few excerpts as evidence to support larger claims. If interactional competence 

researchers use parametric statistics this could strengthen their claims and allow them to 

compare different speaking contexts. The use of quantitative methods could provide 

greater replicability and practicality at the expense of the rich description of CA, and 

researchers (e.g., Dai, 2021; Roever & Dai, 2021, Syquia & Leeming, 2024; Vo, 2024) 

are exploring alternative methods of assessment such as the use of rating scales.  

Gaps in the Literature and Research Rationale 

Despite the increase in studies of interactional competence within the past decade, 

there are several gaps in the literature, particularly with how the concept relates to other 

aspects of face-to-face communication. I begin by identifying gaps in EAP textbook 

research before discussing a lack of research on formulaic language and interactional 

competence. To reiterate, I use the term formulaic language to refer to multi-word 

expressions in general, formulaic sequences to refer to specific multi-word expressions, 

target formulaic sequences to refer to the 10 formulaic sequences taught during the 

treatment, and lexical bundles to refer to formulaic sequences that are determined solely 

by frequency.  
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The first gap is a lack of research on what formulaic language appears in EAP 

textbooks, what functions it performs, and whether it is treated systematically by 

publishers. It is possible that EAP textbook formulaic language and its functions do not 

resemble those in a reference corpus of EAP materials. If this is the case, then learners 

are not exposed to the language of the target domain, and thus the EAP textbooks do not 

adequately prepare learners to succeed in higher education, the primary objective of the 

EAP field. At present, research studies that have examined formulaic language use in 

EAP textbooks have typically featured a small number of titles (e.g., Moreno, 2003; 

Wood, 2010) or specific genres of EAP (e.g., Chen, 2010; Wood & Appel, 2014) rather 

than general EAP which is the focus of this study.  

The second gap in the literature is a lack of research about formulaic sequences in 

EAP textbooks, and whether they appear with sufficient frequency in a reference corpus 

to be considered authentic. As it is generally agreed upon that high-frequency vocabulary 

should be taught before low- and mid-frequency vocabulary, it is crucial to investigate 

whether EAP formulaic sequences are used frequently in real-life academic speaking 

events. For example, some formulaic sequences that appear in EAP textbooks to ask for 

opinions are ñwhat do you think,ò ñwhatôs your opinion,ò ñdo you have anything to add,ò 

and ñletôs get your thoughts on this.ò EAP textbooks do not generally provide 

information about which expressions are high- or low-frequency, therefore, all 

expressions are treated as equally worth learning. In addition, metapragmatic information 

that can help learners select appropriate formulaic sequences is rarely provided (Roever, 
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2022). Not all formulaic sequences are used with equal frequency, therefore investigating 

which expressions are most often used in naturally occurring talk is essential. 

The third gap is that researchers have not quantified the relationships between 

formulaic language, individual interactional practices, general language proficiency, and 

overall interactional competence. Several data-driven studies (e.g., Dai, 2021, Ikeda, 

2017; Youn, 2015) have used verbal reports and other measures for the creation of rating 

scales. Other studies (e.g., Ducasse & Brown, 2009; May, 2011; Nakatsuhara et al., 2018) 

have also used verbal reports to identify interactional features and contributed to the 

development of rating scales. Combined with CA-based studies of individual 

interactional practices (see Pekarek-Doehler, 2019 for an overview), researchers have 

outlined many of the practices that constitute interactional competence. However, except 

for Vo (2024), few researchers have investigated the extent to which those practices 

contribute to overall interactional competence, and many questions remains. For 

example, backchanneling or interactive listening has been included as a theme in many 

studies (e.g., May et al., 2020; Nakatsuhara et al., 2018) but Ross (2018) suggested that it 

might lack stability as an assessment facet. Backchanneling occurs more frequently than 

other interactional practices (e.g., persuading), but it is conceivable that less often 

observed interactional practices might be seen as more important to raters. Finally, 

although the relationship between general language proficiency and interactional 

competence has been examined, many questions remain (Pekarek Doehler, 2019). 

The fourth gap in the literature is that although there are numerous instructional 

studies for interactional competence, the majority of those studies have not employed 
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quantitative methodology. CA, a qualitative methodology, has been most often used for 

examining interactional competence. A limitation of CA is that, as Creswell and Creswell 

(2022) noted, with qualitative research ñthe intent of this form of inquiry is not to 

generalize findings to individuals, sites, or places outside of those under studyò (p. 202). 

However, if qualitative methods are combined with quantitative methods as in a mixed 

methods approach, then the generalizability of findings can be increased. Nevertheless, 

CA remains a commonly used approach for instructional studies, and recent research 

(Kley et al., 2021; Kunitz & Yeh, 2019; Yeh, 2018) has shown the value of this approach.  

Aims of the Study 

The first aim of this study was to provide a better understanding of EAP textbook 

formulaic language and the functions that they perform. Previous researchers (e.g., Chen, 

2010; Cheng & Warren, 2007; Miller, 2011; Wood & Appel, 2014) have examined 

formulaic language in EAP textbooks, however, many questions remain unanswered. 

Another reason to examine EAP textbooks again is because new titles are published 

every year, and more recent editions might be created using corpus linguistics or 

incorporate new research findings. Corpus-based textbooks are gradually becoming the 

norm (McCarten, 2022), but because publishers do not typically disclose their methods, 

this is a research area that deserves close examination. This issue is especially important 

because in many educational contexts the teacher and textbook are the primary sources of 

the target language for students. In addition, the textbook is the default syllabus of many 

language courses. 



 

 69 

 The second aim of this study was to investigate the authenticity of formulaic 

sequences from EAP textbooks. Formulaic sequences were considered authentic if they 

appeared with sufficient frequency in the reference corpus. However, it should be noted 

that high frequency does not necessarily connote authenticity, for example, low-

frequency formulaic language such as idioms are authentic. Nevertheless, frequency can 

indicate which expressions are used more often than others, and which do not appear to 

be used at all in real-life speech events. Determining the authenticity of expressions is 

important because the primary objective of EAP to prepare students to communicate in 

English in an academic setting, and one aspect of this preparation is language 

development (de Chazal, 2014). If students are exposed to authentic, useful language in 

classrooms then it follows that they will be better prepared to actively participate in 

academic contexts in the future. 

The third aim of this study was to investigate which interactional practices 

contribute to overall ratings of interactional competence and the strengths of those 

connections. Much research has been done to conceptualize interactional competence and 

identify individual interactional practices, however, far less work has been done to 

operationalize and quantify interactional competence. If the findings of this study indicate 

which interactional practices influence rater perceptions most, these results could 

contribute to future rating scale development. The results could also indicate to second 

language teachers which interactional practices are worthy of instruction. If teachers 

combined these results with an analysis of their studentsô needs, this could also be useful 

for curriculum planning. 
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 The fourth aim of this study was to investigate the effectiveness of an 

instructional treatment on formulaic language, interactional practices, and overall 

interactional competence. This study takes as a generally agreed principle that formulaic 

language, such as single vocabulary items, can be taught. Similarly, interactional 

competence can also be taught and as Huth and Betz (2019) stated ñWe take the 

learnability, teachability and overall utility of IC in instructed language learning as 

givenò (p. 323). However, this area is under researched and there is little that is known 

about what areas to teach, and which methods are effective for improving interactional 

competence (Kunitz & Yeh, 2019). The final aim of this study was to bring some clarity 

to this area.  

Research Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses guide this study: 

Hypothesis 1: The most frequent lexical bundles in EAP textbooks perform different 

functions than the most frequent lexical bundles in a corpus of spoken academic 

American English. 

Conversation moves such as giving opinions, agreeing, and disagreeing are 

common in both EAP textbooks and spoken language. However, EAP textbooks also 

include expressions to perform less common moves such as interrupting, getting the 

audienceôs attention, and holding the floor. EAP textbooks present learners with an array 

of expressions to perform these actions, but which do not reflect their frequency of 

occurrence in spoken communication. 
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Hypothesis 2: The majority of formulaic sequences that appear in EAP textbooks cannot 

be considered authentic because they do not appear with sufficient frequency in a corpus 

of spoken academic English. 

Numerous researchers have recommended that publishers create English language 

textbooks using corpus-informed methods (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig et al., 2015, Gavioli & 

Aston, 2001, Rºmer, 2005) and in recent years there has been a trend towards using more 

corpus linguistics for textbook creation (Meunier & Reppen, 2015). Considering the 

inconsistent use of corpus linguistics by publishers, the multitude of objectives for 

English language textbooks, and the fact that single-word vocabulary items receive far 

more attention than formulaic language (Schmitt & Schmitt, 2020), I expected that few 

EAP textbook formulaic sequences would meet the criteria for authenticity. 

Hypothesis 3: Key interactional practices, or actions that represent individual criteria of 

the IC rating scale, will have significant relationships with overall interactional 

competence.  

Researchers have identified a constellation of actions that can demonstrate 

interactional competence. For example, Al-Gahtani and Roever (2018) noted differences 

in prefatory actions prior to requests, which increased in length and sophistication as 

proficiency of the participants increased. Another example is Hellermann (2008), who 

examined task opening and closings, storytelling, and repair. 

More recently, Vo (2024) identified six nonverbal behaviors and 10 verbal behaviors that 

could be added to the interactional competence construct. These behaviors could be 

organized into four categories: nonverbal communication, interactional management, 
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topic management, and interactive listening. I first decided which interactional practices 

represented each criterion of the IC Rating Scale, then counted or measured them. 

Following this, I performed a series of correlations and predicted that there would be 

statistically significant relationships between participant actions and interactional 

competence ratings. 

Hypothesis 4: Explicit instruction of interactional practices in conjunction with formulaic 

language has a positive effect on participant interactional competence scores assigned by 

raters during group discussions. 

The treatments made participants aware of the importance of the interactional 

practices and provided them with conventional expressions to accomplish those actions. 

In addition, formulaic language use in conversation could have cognitive benefits 

(Bygate, 1988; Ellis, 1996; Kuiper, 1995; Skehan, 2018) and therefore allow participants 

to improve other aspects of their communication such as fluency. Given that interactional 

competence encompasses many aspects of communicative ability, I expected the 

instruction on formulaic language and interactional practices to have a small, significant 

effect.  

Chapter 2 Summary 

In this chapter, I began by providing an often-used definition of foreign language 

before discussing the role of English language textbooks in the language classroom and 

several studies that have examined EAP textbooks. Researchers with different research 

interests and backgrounds have repeatedly made the same recommendationðthat 

publishers incorporate more findings from research into English language textbooks. One 
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research finding that English language textbooks have incorporated are word lists, and I 

described several notable ones that are related to this research study. Then, I discussed 

formulaic language and formulaic sequences before summarizing the findings of studies 

on formulaic language instruction. Following this, I discussed two influential models of 

communicative competence which provided the foundation for conceptualizations of 

interactional competence. Then, I examined several studies that focused on individual 

interactional practices which have been included in conceptualizations of interactional 

competence. However, I noted that operationalizing interactional competence is difficult 

and described various challenges for researchers in this field. Finally, I discussed studies 

of spoken interaction instruction before noting gaps in the literature, and the aims and 

research hypotheses of this study.  
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

In this chapter, I begin by describing the specific educational context in which the 

study was conducted and the participants. Following this, I describe the instruments, 

treatment, procedures, and Rasch analysis. Finally, I describe the statistical procedures 

that I used. 

Context of the Study 

Data was collected from a private coeducational university in western Japan. The 

hensachi (deviation value), or rough measure of general academic level, of the school 

ranges from 52 to 62.5 (Minna no daigaku joho, n.d.). A hensachi score of 50 represents 

the national average, and 10 points is one standard deviation. Therefore, the hensachi for 

this institution indicates that the participants had average to above average proficiency. 

Students in the university take four semesters of required English courses focused on 

listening, speaking, reading, and writing skills. The participants were enrolled in English 

communication skills courses that focused on developing fluency and communicative 

competency (see Appendix B). 

Participants 

The participants (N = 76) were students at a private coeducational university in 

western Japan who were from various majors. Six intact classes of 6ï25 students 

participated in the study. Participant ages ranged from 18ï22 years old. The majority of 

participants were female (F = 51, M = 25). Nearly all the participants were native 

Japanese speakers; however, there was one participant whose L1 was Korean. Most of 
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the participants were at the CEFR Basic level, based on the results of the Versant English 

Test (A1 = 16, A2 = 28, A2+ = 23, B1 = 4, B1+ = 1, C1 = 0, C2 = 0, missing data = 4). 

The participants had received an average of six to eight years of previous English 

language instruction from elementary to high school. In addition, 18 participants reported 

that they had either studied or lived abroad, with 15 weeks being the average length of 

stay. This information was obtained via a Japanese background questionnaire (Appendix 

C) which was originally written in English (Appendix D) and then translated into 

Japanese by a professional translator. 

 Participants gave consent via a bilingual consent form (Appendix E). No 

participants chose to withdraw from the study. However, if a student had declined to 

participate in the study, they still completed the discussion tasks because they were 

normal classroom activities, but their data would not be included in the study. In addition, 

participants had the choice to withdraw from the study at any time. I collected video 

recordings of the participants as well as background questionnaire data and therefore data 

protection was of the utmost importance. For that reason, I anonymized participant names 

and the files were password protected. The password protected files were saved on a USB 

drive that is stored in a locked cabinet to which only I have a key. At the conclusion of 

the study, I debriefed the participants about the aims of the research and provided my 

email address in case they wished to access the completed dissertation.  

Instruments 

 The following sections describe the instruments that were used in this study. 
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EAP Textbook Corpus 

To investigate the functions that EAP textbook formulaic language perform, I first 

created the target corpus, hereafter referred to as the Textbook English for Academic 

Purposes (TEAP) Corpus. I established selection criteria ensure that the corpus accurately 

reflected language contained in EAP textbooks (see Table 2). I focused on commercially 

available EAP textbooks from major publishing companies at the CEFR (Council of 

Europe, 2020) A2ïB1 level. Those proficiency levels include various practical 

communication functions such as greetings, farewells, invitations, suggestions, and 

apologies. Materials from these levels was also at an appropriate level for most of the 

participants because most Japanese learners of English are at the A1-A2 CEFR level 

which is called ñBasic User.ò According to Negishi et al. (2013), after five years of 

English instruction, 57% of second-year Japanese high school students were at pre-A1, 

35% at A1, 7% at A2, and only 1% were above B1. The EAP textbooks had to satisfy 

several other requirements for inclusion in the TEAP corpus. EAP textbook content 

needed to be academic and contain spoken language such as audio recordings of lectures 

and discussions. To avoid discrepancies between American and British English registers, 

only titles containing American English were included. The rationale for using only 

American English is because the English taught in Japanese elementary school to high 

school is American English. Also, the MICASE corpus only contains American English. 

Finally, the EAP textbooks had to be the most recent editions at the time of analysis. 

I first created the TEAP corpus by scanning audio scripts and video scripts from 

the selected EAP textbooks and saving them as PDFs. Then, using Optical Character 
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Recognition, I converted the data from each EAP textbook into a plain text file and 

checked each text for scanning errors. When PDFs of audio scripts and video scripts were 

available from the publisher, I did not check them for scanning errors but only deleted 

unrelated material. The following are examples of data that were excluded: repeated 

text/excerpts from longer sections, headings, and page numbers. I also excluded 

monologues and dialogues less than three lines in length as they typically were excerpts 

from longer passages. Using only audio scripts and video scripts (i.e., not the main body 

of the text) excluded a small amount of data from each textbook; however, this allowed 

for a more consistent treatment of data. EAP textbooks contain tasks for a variety of 

purposes and language that does not necessarily reflect natural spoken language. For 

example, a short reading that provides background information before a discussion 

activity could be more representative of a written register. To maintain consistency and 

avoid having to make numerous judgement calls and assumptions about the objectives of 

tasks, I only used audio scripts and video scripts. 

Table 2. Criteria for Inclusion in the EAP Textbook Corpus 

CEFR level A2ïB1 

Written for L2 English learners 

Major publisher; no in-house or country-specific titles 

Academic content 

Contains discussions/lectures; not only reading or writing content 

American English register 

Most recent edition 

Background Questionnaire 

The purpose of the background questionnaire was to know whether participants 

received additional exposure to English outside of the classroom such as through 
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studying or living abroad. After providing their consent, the students completed the 

background questionnaire (Appendices C and D), which gathered information to help 

explain their pretest and posttest performance. In the first section of the questionnaire, 

participants provided basic information such as their major, first language, and gender. In 

the second section of the questionnaire, participants provided details about their 

standardized test scores and any experience studying or living abroad.  

Speaking and Listening Proficiency Assessment 

 Prior to receiving any treatments, participants took the Versant English Test 

(Pearson, 2008) to measure their speaking proficiency. This instrument is a 17-minute 

spoken online test which uses artificial intelligence (AI) to rate test-taker speaking 

ability. The test is organized into six sections: Reading, Repeat, Short Answer Questions, 

Sentence Builds, Story Retellings, and Open Questions (see Table 3). Examinees read or 

listen to the prompts and respond verbally; there is no writing component. 

Table 3. Versant English Test Format 

Section Number of Items 

A. Reading 8 

B. Repeat 16 

C. Short answer questions 24 

D. Sentence builds 10 

E. Story retellings 3 

F. Open questions 2  

Note. The open questions were not scored. 

The number of test items in each section is 8, 16, 24, 10, 3, and 2, respectively. 

The skills that are measured are: fluency, pronunciation, sentence mastery, vocabulary, 

intelligibility, and overall ability. The test-retest reliability of the Versant English Test is 
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high, as indicated by correlations for three different administration modalities (r = 0.94ï

0.77; Pearson, 2008).  

Although the test is short, it correlates highly with the IELTS and TOEFL iBT. 

Bernstein et al. (2010) found that the correlation between Versant English Test (Pearson, 

2008) scores and IELTS interviews was .77, and the correlation between Versant English 

Test scores and TOEFL iBT speaking scores was .75. However, Isbell and Kremmel 

(2020) cautioned that high correlations between tests does not mean that scores are 

interchangeable. Leeming and Harris (2022) compared Versant English test scores to a 

rating scale measuring complexity, accuracy, fluency, and communicative effectiveness. 

They noted that both tests were significantly correlated but with small to medium effect 

sizes (Plonsky & Oswald, 2014) and concluded that it was possible that the underlying 

constructs of the two tests were different. Nevertheless, Versant test-takers receive a 

CEFR level, which is a more accurate estimate of participant proficiency than self-

reported test scores. Another advantage of the test is its practicality, as test administrators 

do not need to mark the test and examinee total score and scores for individual sections 

can be accessed online shortly after completion.  

Target Formulaic Sequence Assessment 

 Participants completed a written, fill -in-the-blank productive assessment for the 

target formulaic sequences before and after the treatments. The test is referred to as a C-

test (Appendix F) and has been used in several studies (e.g., Schmitt et al., 2004). An 

example test item is shown in Figure 1. The target formulaic sequence is embedded in a 

sentence, however, participants only see the first letter of each word in the formulaic 
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sequence. This prevents test-takers from providing appropriate but non-target formulaic 

sequences. After reading the test item, participants write the target formulaic sequence. 

 

A: Thereôs a new drink at Starbucks. 

B: T_____________  is  i_____________. (∕╣│ ™≢∆⌡⁹) 

A: I heard that itôs delicious. 
Correct answer: That is interesting 

Figure 1. C-Test Example Item 

According to Schmitt (2010), this form of assessment can be considered form recall. 

Although researchers such as Bardovi-Harlig (2015) recommend that the evaluation task 

match the target mode of communication (i.e., using a spoken task to measure speaking), 

McLean (personal communication, January 15, 2023) noted that if a person can write an 

expression, then they are likely to be able to speak it as well. For the sake of practicality 

this assessment was administered as a written test rather than a spoken test. Minor 

mistakes by test-takers such as singular/plural or word form errors were marked as 

correct. 

The target formulaic sequences (Table 4) on the C-test were five phrases for 

backchanneling (ñright,ò ñI see,ò ñthatôs interesting,ò ñthatôs soé,ò ñthatôs a good 

pointò), and five phrases for checking comprehension (ñIôm sorry,ò ñyou meané,ò ñyou 

are sayingé,ò ñdid you sayé,ò ñis that right?ò). I selected these expressions based on 

several factors. The first factor whether they exceeded the authenticity threshold of 10 

words per million (Bardovi-Harlig et al., 2015). The second factor was ease of 

instruction, and I selected expressions that would be easy to teach. The third factor was 

whether the participants already knew the expressions. The fourth factor was whether the 
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participants could adequately perform the interactional practices for the formulaic 

sequence, because I did not wish to teach how to do actions such as giving opinions or 

agreeing which they could perform without issues. Further details about how the target 

formulaic sequences were selected is in the Selection of Formulaic Sequences for 

Treatments section of Chapter 3. 

Group Discussion 

 Working in groups of three or four, participants performed a 10-minute oral 

discussion task before the start of the treatment, and another at the end of the treatment. 

There are several reasons for using the group discussion for assessment. First, the group 

discussion was suitable for interactional competence assessment because it can reveal 

how speakers interact with each other which is a key component of interactional 

competence. Second, this format resembles natural conversation more closely than 

interactive test formats such as oral proficiency interviews (Kasper & Ross, 2013). Third, 

the format does not necessitate the use of trained interlocutors. Fourth, by conversing 

with peers instead of a teacher/assessor, the format might reduce test taker anxiety 

(Fulcher, 1996). Finally, if conversations take place and are recorded simultaneously, the 

recordings can be viewed for assessment at a later time. 

 A few features of how the group discussion was administered in this study merit 

discussion. First, groups spoke for 10 minutes, a length of time that has been used in 

numerous studies. My prior teaching experience indicated that 10 minutes was an ample 

amount of time for discussing a single topic, and that higher-proficiency groups often 

needed less time than lower-proficiency groups as they spoke more quickly and did not 
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need as much time to formulate utterances. Although the time was more than enough for 

most groups, I was interested in observing which group members took the initiative to 

keep the conversation going during any inevitable lapses in conversation. Group size was 

also limited to three or four members. Nakatsuhara (2011) noted that group discussions 

from three to seven participants appear in the literature, but Galaczi and Taylor (2020) 

recommended that group size be limited to three or four people to allow all members to 

speak and to lessen the burden of assessment for raters.  

Table 4. Target Formulaic Sequences for This Study 

Function Target Formulaic Sequence 

Backchanneling Right 

 I see 

 Thatôs interesting 

 Thatôs soé 

 Thatôs a good point 

Checking comprehension Iôm sorry 

 You meané 

 You are sayingé 

 Did you sayé 

 éIs that right? 

To ensure fair and reliable assessment of participant performance, several 

procedures were implemented to control for variability in task conditions and topic 

difficulty. First, the participants were also not allowed to prepare or take notes before 

they began speaking. McDonald (2020) labeled this condition an unplanned pre-task 

condition and stated that it avoids adding another source of variability to group 

discussions. Lam (2019) noted that if groups are allowed to prepare, they often script 

their discussion, resulting in performances that are more difficult for raters to assess. 

Second, the topics for the group discussion occurring prior to the treatment and following 
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the treatment would differ and be counterbalanced. Counterbalancing ñallows a 

researcher to control the effects of nuisance variables in designs where the same 

participants are repeatedly subjected to conditions, treatments, or stimuliò (Corriero, 

2017).  

To ensure fairness and control for potential test effects in the group discussion 

task, careful measures were taken in the selection and counterbalancing of discussion 

topics. For example, on the pretest, Group 1 speaks about topic A, and Group 2 speaks 

about topic B. On the posttest, Group 1 speaks about topic B and Group 2 speaks about 

topic A. Although comparing data from a different pretest and posttest is not considered 

to be an ideal practice, this concern is more valid for tightly controlled assessment 

formats. With interactional data such as the group discussion there are a multitude of 

factors that can affect speaker performance. A risk of using the same topic twice is a 

testing threat in which the effect of taking a test affects the outcome of subsequent test 

administrations. It is conceivable that if the groups were to have a 10-minute discussion 

on the same topic twice, then they could reuse ideas from the first discussion on the 

second discussion. To avoid the pretest and posttest having topics that varied in 

difficulty, a group of teachers rated topics for perceived levels of difficulty for 

discussion, and topics at similar difficulty levels were chosen. As an additional 

precaution, in the Facets program (Linacre, 2022) the topic facet was anchored to control 

for slight differences in topic difficulty.  

The group discussions were limited to a single topic for the entirety of the 10 

minutes. Therefore, the participants were prevented from smoothly moving from one 
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discussion topic to another, which is a natural feature of conversation (Schegloff & 

Sacks, 1973). There were three rationales for this decision. The first rationale is that 

speaking about a single topic for 10 minutes could be easily achieved by most native 

English speakers but would pose a challenge to English language learners. By including 

this requirement, I could observe how groups handled any long periods of silence, and 

which participants would make efforts to begin the discussions again. The second 

rationale is that after the treatment group participants experienced long periods of silence 

on the pretest, I would teach them the interactional practice of topic expansion during the 

treatment. Topic expansion is talking about various aspects or tangents of a topic to 

continue a discussion. For example, the general topic of study abroad could include any 

number of other subjects such as costs, possible destinations, and homesickness. I 

decided to include this interactional practice as part of the treatment because, in my 

teaching experience, English language learners tend to switch topics very frequently. As a 

result of frequent topic changes, the English language learners raise many different topics 

but discuss them in a superficial manner. The third rationale for the single-topic 

requirement for the group discussion was to reduce one source of variability. This is 

supported by Kley (2019), who critiqued the use of a discussion about any topic as a 

suitable task for assessment purposes with the following statement: 

The problem with such a task is that some pairs may produce certain social 

actions, and others may produce other kinds of actions. Also, some pairs 

may bring up more difficult topics, whereas others may talk about 

comparatively easy topics. The discourse that the student pairs produce may 

therefore hardly be comparable. (p. 296) 
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Therefore, for the reasons I have described, the group discussions were limited to a single 

topic.  

The group discussion was conducted using the following procedure. Prior to the 

start of the activity, I arranged the classroom so that there were groupings of three to four 

desks. At each group of desks there was an instruction sheet (Appendix G), an Apple 

iPod Nano for video recording, and a Blue Yeti Snowball microphone for audio 

recording. After participants entered the classroom, they sat down in groups of three or 

four that they had self-selected during a previous class. After checking whether there 

were any questions, I turned on the recording devices, set the timer for 10 minutes and sat 

in a corner of the classroom so as not to disturb any groups. After the time had elapsed, I 

stopped the recording devices and collected all the materials.  

IC Rating Scale 

 Interactional competence consists of a number of interactional skills and forms of 

knowledge; therefore, the four criteria of the IC Rating Scale (Appendix H) are not a 

comprehensive reflection of an individualôs abilities. Interactional competence includes 

other actions such as initiating and closing conversations, interrupting, breakdown repair, 

and non-verbal behavior (Galaczi & Taylor, 2018). Speakers do not use all these 

interactional skills equally; their use of skills is local and context sensitive. The rating 

scale was designed for small group discussions and has been validated (Syquia & 

Leeming, 2024), therefore, the instrument was an appropriate tool for assessment. The 

follow sections describe the rating scale criteria. 
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Conversation Involvement Description 

Conversation Involvement refers to how active or passive speakers are during 

conversation, and the extent to which they attend to interactions so that communication 

proceeds smoothly. Much like a host at a cocktail party who tries to make sure that 

everybody is enjoying themselves, a speaker with a high score for Conversation 

Involvement is attentive to the other speakers in the conversation. For example, they 

might ask clarification questions, fill in awkward silences, or encourage quieter group 

members to speak. The raters assessed this construct by examining how active each 

individual participant was during discussions, taking into consideration how many 

speaking turns they took as well as their total amount of speaking time. Although 

communication problems may not often occur, this criterion also includes speakersô 

efforts to resolve such situations.  

Developing and Maintaining Discussion Description 

Developing and Maintaining Discussion refers to the ability of speakers to talk 

about their own and othersô ideas at length. It has been noted by researchers such as 

Galaczi (2008, 2014) and Storch (2002) that lower-proficiency speaker conversations 

often proceed as a disjointed set of ideas, with speakers saying their own simple thoughts 

and engaging minimally with othersô ideas. On the other hand, conversations between 

higher-proficiency speakers display higher amounts of mutuality and speakers spend 

more time discussing both their own ideas and their partnersô ideas. The raters evaluated 

participants based on how often they introduced new ideas and how often they expanded 

upon the ideas of other participants. The quality of participant contributions was also 
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evaluated because turns that were minimally linked to the previous turn such as with the 

formulaic sequence ñI think so, tooò were awarded lower scores. In contrast, higher 

scores were awarded to turns in which participants performed more advanced actions 

such as expanding the topic (ñwhat do you think aboutò), asking pertinent follow-up 

questions (ñwhere do you workò), or summarizing for the benefit of all group members 

(ñin other wordsò). 

Turn-Taking/Backchanneling Description 

 Considered one of the most influential findings from CA research, turn-taking 

(Sacks et al., 1974) refers to the unwritten rules of how speakers determine who speaks 

when during conversation. In conversations between proficient speakers, talk typically 

proceeds with few pauses between speaker turns. When gaps or silence occur in the 

conversation, they are seen as significant, perhaps showing that speakers need more time 

to think or disagree with a previous utterance. This is an example of preference 

organization (Pomerantz, 1984) and it is closely connected to the turn-taking system. 

Although L2 learners are experts in their own language, they often display low 

proficiency for turn-taking in a second language. Speakers might take turns in a 

clockwise order with lapses (Sacks et al., 1974), or long periods of silence, between 

turns. Alternatively, speakers might select other speakers in a rudimentary manner by 

saying ñhow about you?ò or gesturing with their hand (Nakatsuhara, 2011). 

Backchanneling (Yngve, 1970), which means to say a word/phrase but not take a turn, is 

also included in this category. The criteria for backchanneling includes the number of 

utterances, whether they more closely resemble English or Japanese, and the 
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conventionality of the timing. For example, Speaker A says, ñI went to the storeéò and 

Speaker B says ñokayò and Speaker C says ñun un un.ò ñUn un unò is a Japanese non-

lexical backchannel which is uncommon in English, and therefore Speaker B would be 

considered to have backchanneled in a more conventional manner. Raters evaluated this 

criterion by considering the total amount of backchanneling and whether the 

backchannels were in English or Japanese.  

Communicative Effectiveness Description 

 The last criterion in the IC Rating Scale (Appendix H) is Communicative 

Effectiveness, which concerns how adequately speakers convey ideas to other speakers 

and how simple or complex those ideas are. Whereas the other criteria comprise how 

speakers interact with others, this criterion focuses primarily on individuals; it subsumes 

assessment criteria such as grammatical accuracy, fluency, and lexis. The criterion 

accounts for two factors, how easily participants can communicate ideas, and how 

complex those ideas are. For example, a score of 1 means that a participant struggles to 

communicate even very simple ideas, and a score of 5 means that a participant can 

communicate both advanced and simple ideas without trouble.  

The rationale for using the IC Rating Scale is that interactional competence has its 

roots in CA, a powerful form of analysis yet one that is time-consuming and requires 

considerable training for researchers. In recent years, some researchers (e.g., Nakatsuhara 

et al., 2018; Stones, 2021; Youn, 2015; Youn & Chen, 2021) have tested the reliability 

and validity of interactional competence assessment rating scales. However, there is no 

widely used rating scales for interactional competence assessment, and several of the 
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published rubrics lack practicality. For example, Nakatsuhara et al. (2018) created two 

checklists, a full and a concise version. Using the concise version, raters must assess 13 

features of interaction, divided into four categories. This represents a significant 

workload for raters, especially if they are not able to record the conversations and review 

them later. In addition, the use of a checklist and feedback is useful for teachers and 

students but precludes the use of statistical analyses. 

Treatment 

The treatment in this research study consisted of five different lessons that 

introduced interactional skills, and three review lessons (Table 5). Each treatment lesson 

was 25 minutes in length for a total of 3 hours and 20 minutes of instructional time. This 

instructional period is between the ñvery shortò and ñshortò instructional periods 

described by Bardovi-Harlig (2015) but was the longest possible due to course 

limitations. The targets of treatment lessons 1 to 5 were turn-taking, backchanneling, 

topic development, topic expansion, and confirmation checking (other-initiated self-

repair).  

In addition, I introduced target formulaic sequences that could be used for 

interactional practices in two of the treatment lessons (see Table 4). I selected the 

expressions following a procedure described in Bardovi-Harlig et al. (2015). The process 

of selecting target formulaic sequences is further described in the Procedures section. In 

this section, when referring to the 10 formulaic sequences that I taught to the participants, 

I use the expression target formulaic sequence. 
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Table 5. Timetable of Procedures 

Week Measure Task/Instrument 

1 Background information Background questionnaire  

 English proficiency assessment Versant English Test 

 Target formulaic sequence assessment C-test 

2 Pretest Group discussion 

3 Treatment Lesson  Turn-taking 

4 Treatment Lesson Backchanneling 

5 Treatment Lesson Topic development 

6 Treatment Lesson Topic expansion 

7 Treatment Lesson Confirmation checking 

8 Treatment Lesson Review 

9 Treatment Lesson Review 

10 Treatment Lesson Review 

 Target formulaic sequence assessment C-test 

11 Posttest Group discussion 

MICASE was an appropriate reference corpus for several reasons. First, it 

contains only academic spoken language which matches the focus of this study. Second, 

it contains only North American English, matching the register of the EAP textbook 

corpus. Third, the data is from several different academic speech events (e.g., lectures, 

office hours, seminars) and adequately represents interactions which can greatly vary in 

length, substance, and format (Simpson-Vlach & Leicher, 2006). The representativeness 

and size of corpora are both important concerns in corpus linguistics. Therefore, even 

though the 1.8 million running word MICASE is dwarfed by more recent corpora that 

contain billions of words, it remained an appropriate reference corpus for this study.  

Each treatment lesson followed a similar pattern. See Appendix I for an overview, 

and Appendices JïN for Treatment Lessons 1ï5. The lesson began with the presentation 

of an illustration showing a problematic discussion. For example, to highlight problems 

with turn-taking, a comic strip depicts speakers having a stilted conversation in which 

they use uncommon expressions to signal the end of their speaking turns, and long 
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periods of silence between speaking turns. I selected the illustration content based on my 

teaching experiences about which interactional practices were common in Japanese 

English classrooms, but not common outside of the classroom. After eliciting responses 

from students about what problems the comic strip showed, I explained what the problem 

was and how English learners often performed the interactional practice. Then, I provided 

detailed instructions about how to do the interactional practice. For the interactional 

practices of backchanneling and comprehension checking (other-initiated self-repair), I 

also introduced the target formulaic sequences that they would use. After the explicit 

instruction, participants then did practice tasks which progressed from more controlled to 

freer production. Finally, the treatment lesson concluded with participants being 

randomly assigned into groups of three to four members and having an eight-minute 

discussion. Prior to the discussion, I showed a PowerPoint slide with the discussion topic 

and the interactional practices that they should perform. Then, I hid that slide of 

directions so that only the discussion topic was displayed. There were two discussion 

formats: a regular discussion and a debate. For the regular discussion, the participants 

shared their thoughts and opinions on the topic. For the debate, participants did rock, 

paper, scissors at the beginning to choose sides and then argued against the opposing 

team. Unlike a formal debate, this task did not have a tightly controlled structure, nor did 

it involve prior preparation. I used the term debate loosely to provide the participants 

with a general understanding of the task format. 

The treatment lessons contained several features to help participants learn the 

interactional practices. First, the illustration humorously showed a character failing to 
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perform the interactional practice and the effect on the discussion. After most participants 

inferred the nature of the problem, I provided explicit instruction on the interactional 

practice, including how to perform it effectively and which behaviors to avoid. The 

practice activities proceeded from more controlled to freer practice activities in order for 

the participants to become proficient at the interactional practices. The practice activities 

were game-like and involved cards, poker chips, and information gap tasks. During all 

the practice activities, I provided feedback to encourage the learners to perform the 

interactional practice more frequently or make them aware if they performed the skill 

unconventionally (e.g., using an unnatural hand gesture to prompt a group member to 

talk).  

The structure of the treatment lessons was informed by a widely accepted 

pragmatics instruction framework, allowing for a systematic approach to developing 

learnersô interactional competence. Specifically, the lesson design was adapted from 

Roeverôs (2022) phases of a typical pragmatics lesson. Although the focus of this study 

was not specifically pragmatics, Roever identified interaction as one of the four major 

areas of pragmatics along with speech acts, implicature, and routines. According to 

Roever, there are six phases of a pragmatics lesson: Orientation/Reactivation, Inductive 

Presentation (optional), Metapragmatic Explanation, Awareness Raising/Deductive 

Presentation (optional), Receptive Practice, and Productive Practice. Each of my 

treatment lessons began with a combination of the Orientation/Reactivation and Inductive 

Presentation phases. Participants viewed the humorous illustration and then conferred 

with another participant about the problem. Then, I elicited answers from participants as 
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a whole class activity. Following this, I skipped the Metapragmatic Explanation phase 

and did the Awareness Raising/ Deductive Presentation phase. Next, I largely skipped the 

Receptive Practice phase as the target behaviors were easy to understand, and many 

people already perform them in their native language. Omitting two of Roeverôs phases 

allowed for more time in the Productive Practice phase which consisted of several 

practice activities progressing from more to less controlled and culminated in the eight-

minute discussion/debate activity at the end. Although the discussion/debate did not 

necessitate the use of specific interactional practices, participants could freely practice 

using the interactional practices that they had learned up to that point. 

The treatment lessons also contained several features to aid the participants in 

acquiring and developing fluency with the target formulaic sequences for backchanneling 

and comprehension checking. Following the approach used in Bardovi-Harlig et al. 

(2015), I displayed a PowerPoint slide of the target formulaic sequences in concordance 

lines that were taken from the MICASE corpus. To increase comprehensibility, I adapted 

the concordance lines by removing dysfluency markers. In addition, I substituted easier 

words for more difficult ones, based on my teaching experience. The target formulaic 

sequences were underlined, and the preceding and subsequent turns at talk were also 

provided. Figure 2 shows an example of the target formulaic sequence ñthatôs interestingò 

for backchanneling and the surrounding concordance lines. For the treatment and review 

about other-initiated self-repair I also provided worksheets, which were collected at the 

end of each treatment lesson to prevent participants from studying outside of class and 

thus posing a threat to validity. 
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A: we've been funding a lot of uh students from the School of Natural Resources, 

which is ï  

B: oh that's interesting 

A: yeah yeah yeah and they're working on these fascinating projects and most of 

them are (in) Eastern Europe 

Figure 2. Adapted Concordance Line for Target Formulaic Sequence Example 

The aim of the treatments was not to isolate any single technique or variable to 

investigate whether they are effective or not. Thus, this study differs from many studies 

that seek to control non-target variables to lessen threats to validity. As this study used 

interactional data in the form of group discussions, there were a greater number of 

variables than with other instruments such as multiple-choice tests. Some examples of 

uncontrollable factors that were present in the group discussion included the immediate, 

ever-changing context (intersubjectivity) based on other speakersô utterances, individual 

differences, and background knowledge.  

Another important consideration is that the target interactional features or 

formulaic sequences might not be produced in the discussions. For example, instead of 

using the backchannel expression ñthatôs right,ò participants could utter ñsure,ò 

ñdefinitelyò or several equally acceptable expressions. For the target formulaic 

sequences, the objectives of this study were to demonstrate that participants already had 

productive knowledge of them, and to determine if any usage of those expressions during 

discussions influenced interactional competence ratings. For the interactional practices, 
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the objectives of this study were to compare their use before and after the treatment, and 

to assess the effects of their use on interactional competence ratings. 

Description of Individual Treatment Lessons 

 In this section I describe in detail the five treatment lessons and three review 

lessons. It should be noted that these eight treatment sessions do not correspond exactly 

to the four criteria of the IC Rating Scale. In addition, the target skills in each treatment 

lesson overlap to some extent, and review of previously learned skills was incorporated 

into later treatment lessons.  

Turn-Taking Lesson 

 The first treatment lesson focused on the turn-taking system (Sacks et al., 1974) 

and the contents are shown in Appendix J. The purpose of this treatment lesson was to 

introduce the participants to the turn-taking system, to make them aware that long pauses 

are not usually desirable, and to shorten the lengths of pauses during interaction. It began 

with an illustration depicting four people engaged in conversation and the caption 

ñWhatôs the problem?ò The purpose of the illustration was to quickly and humorously 

show the participants a problem that can occur during discussions. The participants 

briefly discussed the problem shown in the illustration, then I elicited some answers, and 

then I explicitly stated what problems were shown in the illustration. The problems were 

that the speakers took turns mechanically by saying ñhow about you?ò with a hand 

gesture, finished speaking turns with unnatural phrases ñfinishedò and ñthatôs all,ò had 

frequent lapses, and displayed little uptake/response to other speakersô turns. To help 

participants better understand the concept, I likened the rigidly structured student 
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conversations to bowling, in that speakers took turns in order that never changed. In 

contrast, I described more conventional conversation as basketball, in which players can 

dribble, shoot, or pass freely.  

After this explanation, the participants performed selected practice activities that I 

had adapted from Carroll (2011a). The first group of activities was called ñspeaking in 

circles.ò The aims of the activity were to raise the participantsô awareness that having 

lapses between speaking turns is not necessary, and to practice shortening those lapses 

until there was a very short or no gap between speaker turns. The participants stood in a 

circle and practiced taking speaking turns in a clockwise order. After the groups were 

able to take speaking turns with little or no pausing, then they practiced another speaking 

pattern, with the patterns becoming increasingly complex as the activity continued.  

The second group of activities was called ñfighting for a turn,ò and the purpose 

was to show the participants that it is normal to take a speaking turn without waiting to be 

selected to speak by another speaker. The activity raised their awareness that in a typical 

conversation people are eager to take speaking turns but do so only at appropriate times. 

The participants stood in a circle around a desk with a wadded-up paper ball in the center 

and ñfoughtò for a speaking turn by grabbing the ball in the center of the desk. The paper 

ball symbolized a speaking turn, and the ball placed on the desk symbolized silence, 

which the participants were told should be avoided. This activity proceeded through 

several stages that became increasingly complex as the participants uttered longer phrases 

and had to respond to the ideas of the other speakers. For example, the first activity for 

ñfighting for a turnò was simply to pick up the paper ball and place it back on the desk. 
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The last activity was to pick up the paper ball, say what you want to do tonight, and either 

place the ball on the desk or hand it directly to another speaker. After debriefing the 

participants about the objectives of the practice activities, they had an eight-minute 

discussion in which they practiced their turn-taking and other conversational skills.  

Backchanneling Lesson 

The target of the second treatment lesson was backchanneling (Appendix K), and 

participants were taught how to backchannel in a more conventional manner, and five 

target formulaic sequences that they could use. The lesson began with an illustration 

showing typical ways that Japanese speakers of English backchannel. The purpose of the 

comic strip was to raise the consciousness of the participants about unconventional 

backchanneling patterns. The illustration depicts a man and a woman talking, and there 

are three issues shown with the manôs actions. The first issue is not backchanneling at all, 

which is not uncommon for L1 Japanese speakers when they speak English. Often, those 

backchannels are non-verbal (e.g., ñnn,ò ñahò) or minimal (e.g., ñyeahò) (for a 

classification of backchannels see OôKeeffe & Adolphs, 2008). The second issue is 

backchanneling too often, and it has been noted by many researchers (e.g., Maynard, 

1986, 1990; White, 1989) that Japanese speakers backchannel more than English 

speakers. The third issue is repeating the same sound multiple times (e.g., hai hai hai). 

The frequent use of multiple sounds in aizuchi, or backchanneling, is another notable 

difference between Japanese and English. Lastly, another issue is backchanneling to feign 

understanding the conversation topic. By doing so, language learners maintain the flow of 

the interaction but miss a learning opportunity. Instead, I encouraged the participants to 
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show that they did not comprehend by uttering phrases for other-initiated self-repair such 

as ñyouôre sayingò followed by their understanding of the speakerôs utterance. The issue 

of backchanneling without understanding was not shown in the illustration, but I verbally 

informed the participants.  

The first practice activity was a brainstorming activity in which participants 

formed small groups and thought of as many backchanneling expressions as possible in 

90 seconds. The purpose of this activity was to show the participants that they already 

knew many acceptable phrases for backchanneling. Following this, the second practice 

activity focused on making the participants aware of how often they backchanneled 

during conversation. The goal of this activity was to get rid of as many poker chips as 

possible. After the activity finished, the participants could see how often they had 

backchanneled during the conversation compared to their group members. Participants 

discussed the question ñWhat are some restaurants you like?ò and every time they 

backchanneled they placed a poker chip on the table. The third activity was the similar to 

the second activity, however, this time the small groups had five cards on the table, with 

each card showing a different target formulaic sequence for backchanneling (Table 4). 

The purposes of this activity were to get rid of all poker chips and use all the target 

formulaic sequences. Following these practice activities, there was an eight-minute 

discussion in which participants could practice backchanneling as well as other 

interactional practices. 
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Topic Development Lesson 

The Topic Development treatment lesson (Appendix L) focused on an 

interactional practice underlying the Developing and Maintaining Discussion criterion 

(Appendix H). The aim of this treatment lesson was to show participants that the 

objectives of most conversations differ from service encounters, and to practice a simple 

formula for lengthening speaking turns. The treatment lesson began with an illustration 

showing a problem during a conversation. The comic depicts a man and women 

speaking, and the man answering the womanôs questions with single-word answers. More 

precisely, the man treats the conversation as a transaction instead of a more general 

interaction without any particular objectives. Campbell-Larsen (2018) described the 

difference between transactional and interactional questions and noted that many 

Japanese learners of English orient towards the former. After eliciting from the 

participants that the manôs answers were too short, then I explained that the woman feels 

uncomfortable because she has to put more effort into maintaining the conversation.  

After informing the participants that this pattern is used during some interactions 

(e.g., when ordering at a restaurant or asking for directions), I taught the participants the 

simple formula: question Ą short answer + extra information. After that, the participants 

used topic development cards (Appendix L) to practice using this formula and build 

progressively longer answers. The participants first practiced the formula with the red 

cards, which contained a variety of typical discussion questions such as ñDo you have 

any hobbies?ò and ñWhat YouTubers do you like?ò Following this, participants practiced 

using the same pattern with the blue cards and provided two extra pieces of information. 
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The purpose of the activity with the blue cards was to show the participants that even if 

an initial question is uninteresting, speakers can still find something to say about the 

topic, or pivot to an entirely new topic. After the participants finished this task, I told the 

participants that several of the questions on the blue cards were unconventional. The 

reasons were that some of the questions were obvious (ñCan you use chopsticks?ò), 

overly specific (ñHave you ever been to Matsuyama?ò), or unlikely to lead to fruitful 

discussions (ñWhat color do you like?ò). After using the blue topic development cards, 

the participants again used the red discussion cards but had to provide five pieces of extra 

information. The aim of this activity was to provide further practice with developing a 

single topic, and have participants provide more information than they were typically 

used to. Similar to the other treatment lessons, this one culminated in an eight-minute 

discussion in which the participants could use the skills they had just practiced as well as 

previously learned ones.  

Topic Expansion Lesson 

The next treatment lesson was Topic Expansion (Appendix M), and this lesson 

also focused on skills underlying the Developing and Maintaining Discussion criterion 

(Appendix M). The first aim of this treatment lesson was to help participants recognize 

implicit topics in questions. For example, the question ñHave you ever visited 

Cambodia?ò could introduce several implicit discussion topics such as travel, free time 

activities, other countries, and so on. The second aim of this study was to have 

participants expand discussion topics to create longer and deeper discussions, instead of 

changing topics often. This lesson also began with an illustration to raise the participantsô 
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awareness about communication issues. Similar to the Topic Development comic strip, 

this illustration depicts a speaker asking another speaker a series of questions. However, 

in this comic strip the questions are unrelated to each other, and the questioner does not 

acknowledge or respond to the questioneeôs answers. The purpose of this activity was to 

raise participant awareness of a problem during an interaction. Similar to the Topic 

Development illustration, this character demonstrates a transactional orientation, treating 

the interaction as a mere exchange of information rather than a co-constructed dialogue. 

However, the interaction in this case is even less effective because it lacks 

progressivityðthe questions are disconnected, and the speaker fails to use 

backchanneling or engage meaningfully with the responses. 

After I explained the issue, the participants completed a worksheet (Appendix M, 

Topic Expansion Worksheet) that contained a list of questions such as ñHow was your 

weekend?ò and ñAre you in a circle/club?ò The goal of this activity was for participants 

to brainstorm different related topics that could be introduced during the discussion to 

extend the interaction. For example, the question ñDo you ever go camping?ò could lead 

to further talk about camping, indoor or outdoor activities, hobbies, travel, and so forth. 

After the groups completed the worksheet, possible answers were shared as a whole class 

activity. Following this, each group selected some topics to discuss in their group. The 

goal of this activity was to practice the skill of extending the conversation about the topic 

for as long as possible. The treatment lesson concluded with an eight-minute discussion 

in which participants could freely practice the skills that they had learned up to that point. 
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Confirmation Checks (Other-Initiated Self-Repair) Lesson 

 For the Confirmation Checks treatment lesson (Appendix N), the objective was to 

show participants the importance of confirming oneôs own understanding during 

interactions, and to practice the five target formulaic sequences (Table 4) for 

confirmation checks. The treatment lesson begins with an illustration depicting a man 

ordering food from a woman in a restaurant. The purpose of the illustration was to raise 

participantsô awareness about the need to confirm their own understanding of a situation 

rather than pretending to understand. The man does not understand the womanôs 

questions but instead pretends to understand by nodding and answering ñyes, pleaseò 

when asked what he wishes to order. The woman needs specific information to take his 

order; therefore, his incorrect answer causes a breakdown in communication. Then, I 

gave further instruction that saying ñwhat?ò could be ineffective because the speaker 

might simply repeat the problematic phrase. I cautioned that participants would not likely 

be able to switch to using their native language, as my students tend to do during class 

when they did not understand each other. Unlike the Topic Development and Topic 

Expansion treatment lessons (Appendices L and M), the comic strip featured a 

transaction in which there was a specific goal, that is, ordering and receiving food. 

However, the confirmation check interactional practice can be used in a variety of 

situations when one does not understand a speakerôs utterance. 

Having established the need for checking oneôs understanding, I then presented 

the five target formulaic sequences (Table 4) to the students and guided them in using the 

worksheets. The first activity was a fill-in-the-blank activity using the target formulaic 
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sequences. The second activity was an information gap activity in which one person 

makes an incorrect utterance and their partner replies using one of the target formulaic 

sequences. Finally, the third activity involved an information gap task in which 

participants identified differences between two images while incorporating target 

formulaic sequences. Compared to the previous treatment lessons, the worksheet 

component of this lesson required more time, leaving insufficient time for the planned 

eight-minute group discussions. Instead, participants viewed a brief clip from the 

television comedy Key & Peele, which depicts a man with limited French proficiency 

unsuccessfully attempting to order food in a French restaurant. The clip was selected to 

illustrate, in a humorous manner, the potential communicative breakdowns that can occur 

when individuals feign comprehension during an interaction. 

Research Design  

I employed a mixed methods research design, a research paradigm that combines 

the strengths of both quantitative and qualitative research while minimizing their 

weaknesses. Mixed methods research design ñrelies on qualitative and quantitative 

viewpoints, data collection, analysis, and inference techniques combined according to the 

logic of mixed methods research to address oneôs research question(s)ò (Johnson et al., 

2007, p. 129). As both quantitative and qualitative data were gathered at the same time, 

the design was a convergent mixed methods design (Creswell & Creswell, 2022). 

The mixed-methods research design was a Nonequivalent Groups Design 

(NEGD). With this design, groups are not randomized. Typically, one group receives the 

treatment and another does not, and their pretest and posttest performance are compared 
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(Trochim et al., 2016). NEGD is a quasi-experimental design because participants are not 

randomized as in a true experiment. This design is common in L2 research studies 

because it uses intact groups, thereby allowing research to be conducted in contexts in 

which randomization is rarely possible such as university language courses. Additional 

advantages of this design include its compatibility with a range of statistical analyses and 

its relative accessibility in terms of implementation and interpretation. 

The use of intact groups in NEGD is also a weakness, however, because groups 

can have preexisting differences that affect the results of a study, which is known as a 

selection threat to internal validity. An example is students in one class who have greater 

aptitude or motivation than students in another class (Creswell & Creswell, 2022). 

Consequently, those differences can affect the results and lead researchers to make 

incorrect inferences from the data. 

Common measures to compensate for the weaknesses of the NEGD include the 

use of background questionnaires, covariates, and data transformation/removal. 

Background questionnaires can indicate if there are pre-existing differences between 

participants such as experience studying or living abroad. In some instances, it is possible 

to use a covariate in statistical analyses. The use of a covariate can allow researchers to 

compensate for initial differences, though identifying confounding or interacting 

variables can be difficult. Finally, it is also possible to transform the data or remove 

outliers, although this is generally best avoided as it can result in a loss of power. 

Nevertheless, NEGD is a common research design in the field of SLA and was an 

appropriate one for this study because I examined interactional competence, which can be 
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affected by interpersonal variables such as how well the participants know each other. 

This study used intact classes, and the pretest and posttest groups were the same, but 

group membership was randomized during the treatments and control group activities. 

The groups were randomized to prevent students from trivializing the discussion tasks, 

which can occur when students are allowed to self-select other members, typically their 

friends (Forsyth, 2018; Leeming 2014, 2021). In contrast, some researchers (e.g., 

OôSullivan, 2002) have found that allowing learners to select speaking partners with 

whom they share a mutual affinity can lead to lower anxiety and more willingness to 

communicate. However, participant anxiety about speaking with total strangers was not a 

concern because all the participants were acquainted with each other. A greater risk was 

that participants would not take the tasks seriously because they were talking with 

friends. 

Procedures 

 The following sections describe the procedures that were used during this study. 

Administration  

The study took place over 11 weeks during a single academic semester (see Table 

5). Prior to the study, participant consent was obtained with a consent form (Appendix 

E). In week 1, the participants completed a background questionnaire (Appendices C and 

D), the Versant English Test (Pearson, 2008) to measure spoken English proficiency, and 

the C-test (Appendix F) to measure productive knowledge of the target formulaic 

sequences. In week 2, participants completed the 10-minute group discussion pretest. In 

weeks 3ï10, the participants received the treatment, which consisted of eight weeks of 
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instruction on selected interactional practices and target formulaic sequences. After the 

last treatment lesson in week 10, the participants again took the C-test to measure 

productive knowledge of the target formulaic sequences. In week 11, the participants 

completed the posttest, which was the 10-minute group discussion but about a different 

topic from the pretest. 

To determine the minimum sample size required, I conducted a priori power 

analyses using the program G*Power (Faul et al., 2007). For Hypothesis 3, a hierarchical 

multiple regression, 43 participants were required to achieve 80% power for a large effect 

at an alpha level of .05. According to Field (2024), two common rules of thumb for 

regression sample size are 10 cases per predictor and 15 cases per predictor. Therefore, 

applying the less stringent guideline for the five predictors in this studyôs hierarchical 

multiple regression, a minimum sample size of 50 participants was required. For 

Hypothesis 4, a repeated-measures MANCOVA, 38 participants were required to achieve 

80% power for a small effect at an alpha level of .05. 

Control  Group Procedures 

The control group was composed of 27 participants from another intact class with 

similar language proficiency. They completed the background questionnaire, completed 

the proficiency measures, and did the group discussion pretest and posttest. They only 

performed the tasks listed in Weeks 1, 2, and 11 of the Timetable of Procedures (Table 

5). During Weeks 3 to 10 when the treatment group received the treatment, the control 

group participated in group discussions based on the topics in the English language 

textbook Q: Skills for Success Listening and Speaking Level 2 (Brooks, 2019). They 
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either read a short passage or listened to a recording about the topic for five minutes, then 

completed vocabulary or grammar focused tasks related to the readings/listenings for 12 

minutes. Following this, they discussed the same discussion/debate topics as the 

treatment group. Therefore, the 25 minutes of time on task was the same for both the 

treatment and control group. The control group instructor did not provide explicit 

instruction about the interactional practices that were the focus of the treatments 

(Appendices JïN) or the target formulaic sequences (Table 4). To ensure the fidelity of 

the data, the instructor for the control group received a detailed description of the 

procedures and attended weekly progress meetings. 

The control group performed activities that were ecologically valid and useful for 

their language learning. The activities described in the preceding paragraph were typical 

and likely to improve their listening, speaking, reading, and interaction skills. In other 

words, rather than completing busy work for an amount of time equal to the treatment 

group, the control group was set up to successfully interact during the group discussions. 

The control group participants were also likely to be motivated. Students usually enjoy 

speaking with one another and the inclusion of eight-minute discussion tasks probably 

created additional encouragement for them to be active participants during discussions. 

For these reasons, it was challenging for the treatment group to outperform the control 

group. 

Selection of Formulaic Sequences for Treatments 

 The following section describes the procedure used to select formulaic sequences 

for the treatments. First, I manually searched for formulaic sequences that were 
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typographically emphasized or made more conspicuous in the EAP textbooks. Those 

expressions could be made more visible by being placed in text boxes, bolded, or 

italicized. To investigate whether formulaic sequences in EAP textbooks were authentic, 

I searched for them in MICASE, a corpus of academic spoken English. I followed the 

procedure described in Bardovi-Harlig et al. (2015) and used the same threshold of 10 

occurrences per million words. The analysis indicated that 300 out of 1,830 formulaic 

sequences exceeded this threshold. Teaching such a high number of formulaic sequences 

would be unfeasible for a short study and therefore it was necessary to eliminate most of 

them. 

I considered several factors to reduce the number of formulaic sequences to a 

more manageable number for instruction. The first factor I considered was whether the 

expressions were pedagogically useful (Simpson-Vlach & Ellis, 2010). Lexical bundles, 

or formulaic sequences based solely on frequency, appear often but may lack 

psycholinguistic salience for several reasons. Lexical bundles might straddle grammatical 

categories, making them more difficult to teach and learn. For example, ñto do with theò 

requires words before and after in order to make sense, and is more difficult to learn than 

a self-contained sequence such as ñwhat do you think?ò Other expressions were too short 

to be salient, such as ñso thatò and ñtype of.ò Researchers (e.g., Chen & Baker, 2010; 

Grabowski, 2015; Hyland, 2008) have noted that four-word lexical bundles have more 

recognizable structures and functions than shorter lexical bundles. Another factor I 

considered was whether participants already knew the expressions, as they could likely 

produce common formulaic sequences such as ñyou knowò and ñI think.ò Yet another 
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factor was whether instruction on certain expressions and actions would benefit the 

participants. For example, ñgiving opinionsò and ñagreeingò were categories that 

appeared in nearly all the EAP textbooks analyzed in this study. However, the 

participants could likely adequately perform these actions using expressions such as ñin 

my opinionò and ñI agree.ò Finally, instruction on actions such as ñsignpostingò would 

not be useful for small group discussions, and other actions such as ñgiving yourself time 

to thinkò were not well-represented in most EAP textbooks in this study. 

Rater Training  

 Ten volunteer raters, including myself, participated in this study. All the raters 

were native English speakers and working as English language instructors in Japanese 

universities. Seven of the raters were from the United States, and three were from the 

United Kingdom. All  the raters had at least 10 years of classroom instruction experience 

and prior rating experience. A total of 10 raters participated in the study, however, each 

discussion was rated by only three raters for the sake of practicality. The rating plan is 

described in more detail in the Rating Plan subsection of the Rasch Analysis section. 

Raters completed calibration training prior to rating the pretests and posttests. The 

rater training materials are shown in Appendix O. This self-directed training began with 

an introduction to interactional competence and the purpose of the study. Following this 

was a detailed description of the grading criteria and conversation features that require 

attention. After the raters examined the IC Rating Scale (Appendix H) and read the 

instructions, they used it to assess participants in two recorded discussions, which were 

anonymized and not part of the main study data. After that, the raters compared their 
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ratings with mine and read explanations about how I had assessed the discussions. The 

two practice discussions contained participants with mixed proficiencies so that the raters 

could see the difference between speakers with low and high interactional competence. 

Finally, the raters read a list of frequently asked questions and answers, along with a 

notice instructing them to contact me directly if they had any further questions. 

Jeffersonian Transcription 

To gain a richer understanding of the interaction that was occurring in groups and 

determine what interactional practices the participants performed, I transcribed and 

thematically coded the discussions. A total of 32 out of 44 discussions, comprising the 

pretest and posttest data from 16 groups, were transcribed. Twelve of the 44 discussions, 

comprising the pretest and posttest data from six groups, were not transcribed due to poor 

audio quality or participant absences. If a participant was absent from either the pretest or 

posttest, then the data from the entire group was not transcribed. This was done to 

standardize group membership across the two time points. However, each of the 44 

discussions was rated by three raters. The 32 discussions were transcribed using modified 

Jeffersonian transcription (Jefferson, 2004; Appendix P). Jeffersonian transcription 

allows researchers to represent not only the spoken language of interactions but also 

numerous other aspects such as intonation, volume, and non-verbal behavior. To 

transcribe the discussions, I typed the transcript into Microsoft Word while playing each 

video files multiple times using MAXQDA 2022 (VERBI Software, 2021). Silence in the 

discussions was measured precisely using Praat (Version 6.3.14; Boersma & Weenink, 

2024). 
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Qualitative Data Coding 

 After transcribing the discussions, I coded them using MaxQDA 2022 (VERBI 

Software, 2021). I employed two types of codes: In Vivo and Process codes (Saldaña, 

2021). In Vivo codes, which use the speakerôs own words as codes, were used for 

expressions used for backchanneling and repair (e.g., ñreally?,ò ñme tooò). Process, or 

ñactionò coding was used for interactional practices (e.g., asking follow-up questions, 

restarting the discussion). Codes were created before analyzing the data, and additional 

codes were added when necessary. Following an initial round of coding, I checked for 

any errors and combined similar codes together. I did not perform a second round of 

coding but instead obtained frequency counts of the interactional practices to compare 

differences between pretest and posttest data. 

Excerpt Selection 

 To provide a more detailed explanation of the quantitative findings, qualitative 

data in the form of transcript excerpts are presented. After examining all the transcripts, I 

selected eight excerpts which display notable patterns of interaction. For example, 

Excerpt 1 shows an interaction in which there is low mutuality, unconventionally long 

speaking turns which are separated by long lapses, and a lack of discussion of other 

speakersô ideas. In contrast, Excerpt 2 shows an interaction with high mutuality which 

contains short speaking turns, little to no lapses, and frequent discussion of other 

speakersô ideas. In addition, I examined the discussions of participants with low, medium, 

and high levels of interactional competence to ascertain if  there were recurring patterns 

across proficiency levels and groups. The excerpts show a wide variety of behaviors due 
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to several factors. First, the focus of this study was on five interactional practices and 10 

target formulaic sequences, a large number of instructional targets considering the short 

treatment length. The multiple instructional targets of this study contrast with studies in 

which a single speech act or conversational feature has been examined (e.g., requests, 

turn-taking). Second, interactional data, such as the group discussion, contains inherently 

more variance than more strictly controlled forms of data. Third, there were relatively 

few requirements imposed on the participants for the discussion task, which further 

contributes to the wide variety of behaviors that are exhibited. 

Participant overall interactional competence scores were the average of the scores 

awarded at two time points (pretest and posttest), by three raters at each time point, for 

the four criteria in the IC Rating Scale (Appendix H). In other words, a total of 24 (2 time 

points × 3 raters × 4 criteria) ratings were averaged to obtain each participantôs overall 

competence score. Ratings on the IC Rating Scale range from 1 to 5 (1 = Very low, 2 = 

Low, 3 = Average, 4 = High, 5 = Very high). Therefore, the lowest possible overall score 

was 1, and the highest possible overall score was 5. It should be noted that the 

participants were free to select their discussion group members, and that some groups had 

participants with similar proficiency levels, but others had participants with mixed 

proficiency levels. The excerpts are shown in the Results chapter and then analyzed in the 

Hypothesis 3 and Hypothesis 4 sections of the Discussion chapter. 

Rasch Analysis 

 In this section, I discuss the Rasch analysis that was used for the group discussion 

task. First, I briefly describe the history of the Rasch model, the rating scale model, the 
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partial credit model, and the MFRM. Then, I discuss relevant criteria for MFRM that can 

be useful to evaluate how well the model fits the data. Following this, I detail how I used 

Rasch analysis and summarize its advantages. 

The Rasch Model 

The Rasch model for measurement was originally proposed by George Rasch 

(1960). Its main principle is: 

A person having a greater ability than another person should have the 

greater probability of solving any item of the type in question, and 

similarly, one item being more difficult than another means that for any 

person the probability of solving the second item is the greater one. (p. 

117)  

The probability of a test-taker answering a test item correctly depends on two variables, 

that personôs ability and the item difficulty. Therefore, it is possible to predict a personôs 

probability of success on test items based on their answers to previous items. A Rasch 

analysis converts ordinal data in the form of raw scores to interval data in the form of 

logits. These data can then be plotted in a table of expected response probabilities in 

which person ability and item difficulty are both represented using logits, with equal 

distance between scale measures. The dichotomous Rasch model is calculated using the 

following formula: 

Pni (x = 1) = f (Bn ï Di) 

where Pni (x = 1) represents the probability of person n answering i item with a 

score of (x) of 1 is a function (f) of the personôs ability (Bn) minus the difficulty of the 

item (Di). 

The original Rasch model accepts dichotomous data so researchers using Rasch 

analysis could not use polytomous rating data until the development of the rating scale 
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model (RSM; Andrich, 1978). Similar to the dichotomous Rasch model, the RSM uses 

person ability and item difficulty estimates, but also adds a rating scale threshold shared 

by all items. A rating scale threshold is the point between two scores where the higher 

rating is as likely as the lower rating. For example, the point between a score of 1 and 2, 

or the point between 2 and 3. The equation for the RSM is as follows: 

ÌÏÇ 
ὖ

ὖ
  ὄ  Ὀ  Ὂ  

where 

Pnik is the probability that participant n would be rated or respond in category k for 

item i, 

Pni(k-1) is the probability that participant n would be rated or respond in category k 

-1 for item i, 

Bn is the ability of participant n, 

Di is the difficulty of item i, 

Fk is the difficulty of a given category threshold k. 

The RSM allows for the use of Likert scales (Likert, 1932), a common form of data 

collection in the social sciences. Likert items typically contain a statement, and the test 

taker responds on a continuum with how much they agree or disagree with that statement. 

For example, a customer rates their satisfaction with a service encounter on a scale from 

1 (Very unsatisfied) to 5 (Very satisfied). The RSM can be used when the items have a 

common rating scale structure, however, if these differ then an alternative approach must 

be taken. 
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When items have different numbers of response categories, e.g., a 4-point and a 6-

point Likert scale, then the partial credit model (PCM; Masters, 1982) is an appropriate 

choice. 

ÌÏÇ 
ὖ

ὖ
  ὄ  Ὀ  Ὂ  

where 

Pnik is the probability that participant n would be rated or respond in category k for 

item i, 

Pni(k-1) is the probability that participant n would be rated or respond in category k 

-1 for item i, 

Bn is the ability of participant n; 

Di is the difficulty of item i, 

Fik is the difficulty of a given category threshold k unique to item i. 

The model allows for differential category functioning between items to be examined. 

However, the PCM does not allow rater severity to be examined using the model. To 

accomplish this, the Many-Facet Rasch Measurement must be used. 

Many-Facet Rasch Measurement 

 Many-Facet Rasch Measurement (MFRM) was originally developed by Linacre 

(1994). It is an extension of the dichotomous Rasch model, the RSM, and the PCM. The 

MFRM allows researchers to consider other aspects, or facets, of the testing situation 

such as rater severity, test characteristics, and test-taker characteristics (Bond et al., 

2021). The MFRM also allows for the use of Likert scale ratings and is therefore 

commonly used in test taking situations involving judge ratings. For this study, the group 
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discussion tasks were rated on a Likert-like scale from 1ï5, and therefore the MFRM was 

an appropriate choice. The MFRM that I used in this study is as follows: 

ÌÏÇ
ὖ

ὖ
 ὄ Ὀ ὅ Ὕ Ὂ 

where 

Pnijtk is the probability that for discussion task m, at time t, rater j assigned a rating 

of k to the performance of participant n on item i; 

Pnijt(k-1) is the probability that for discussion task m, at time t, rater j assigned a 

rating of k - 1 to the performance of participant n on item i, 

Bn is the ability of participant n, 

Di is difficulty of criteria i, 

Cj is the severity of rater j, 

Tt is the time point of the response, 

Fk is the difficulty of a given category threshold k, averaged for all items. 

In the above equation, time is included as a dummy facet and not for measuring main 

effects. Dummy facets are used to investigate interactions; in this particular situation I 

compared ratings for the pretest and posttest. 

Rasch Fit Statistics 

I used the MFRM to fulfill two objectives. The first objective was to verify that 

the raters were evaluating the participants consistently. The Facets program (Linacre, 

2022) provides statistics about whether rater performances are within an acceptable 

range, or if they are overly severe or lenient. Examinees who are assessed by severe 

raters can be at a disadvantage compared to their peers. Conversely, if an examinee has a 
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lenient rater, they could be incorrectly assessed as having higher abilities. Examining fit 

statistics can also indicate rater effects such as a halo effect, a central tendency effect, or 

rater drift. A halo effect is when raters fail to distinguish between distinct criteria, instead 

basing their ratings on one or two features to produce a more holistic rating. A central 

tendency effect is when raters avoid awarding scores on the extreme ends of the rating 

scale, thus making their ratings less discriminatory than other raters (Eckes, 2015). Rater 

drift refers to a change in a raterôs scoring behavior over time which causes inconsistency 

in assessment. 

Fit statistics produced by the MFRM indicate the degree of misfit, which is 

defined as ñitem and person performance patterns that are too erratic to meet the Rasch 

model probabilistic expectationsò (Bond et al., 2021, p. 365). That the data that 

sufficiently fit the Rasch model is a requirement to produce interval-level data, however, 

as MFRM is ñbased on an unachievable theoretical idealò (Linacre, 1994, p. iii), no 

results will match the model exactly. Misfit is determined by calculating residual values, 

the difference between observed and expected scores. These values are then squared to 

produce a positive value and then averaged across each facet. These statistics are reported 

in both an unstandardized (mean squares) and standardized form, or Z-score (Bond et al., 

2021). Both forms help to explain to what extent the data fits the model, with mean 

squares indicating the amount of misfit and Z-scores indicating the likeliness of misfit. 

Unstandardized mean squares and standardized z-scores are used to examine two 

aspects of fit: infit and outfit. The infit mean squares formula is expressed as:  

ÉÎÆÉÔ ÍÅÁÎ ÓÑÕÁÒÅÓ
ɫ ὤ ὡ

ɫ ὡ
 



 

 118 

where Wni is the residuals that are weighted by model variance. Infit is sensitive to 

unexpected results when scores are close to each other on the ratings scale. As this 

statistic is related to instrument precision, it is considered more important than the outfit 

statistics (Myford & Wolfe, 2003). Outfit refers to ratings that are farther apart than 

expected, such as a rating separated by 1.00 logits (Eckes, 2015). 

ÏÕÔÆÉÔ ÍÅÁÎ ÓÑÕÁÒÅÓ
ɫᾀ

ὔ
 

where Zni is the unweighted averages of the residual variance of the person and item 

facets. 

A perfect mean square statistic is 1.00, but according to Linacre and Wright 

(1994), statistics between 0.60 to 1.40 are acceptable. A less conservative standard is that 

of Engelhard and Wind (2018) who stated that results between 0.50 and 1.50 are 

productive for measurement, those between 0.00 and 0.50 and 1.50 to 2.00 are 

unproductive for measurement but not distorting, and those below 0.00 and above 2.00 

are unproductive for measurement and distorting. 

In addition to evaluation of rater severity and detection of rater effects, Rasch 

analysis can also be used for the evaluation of the observed results. Bond et al. (2021) 

noted that it is common practice for novice researchers to treat ordinal data (e.g., counts) 

as measurements. They might perform inferential statistics using the data, which is 

problematic because statistics require the use of data with equal distances between ranks. 

Subsequently, this can lead to flawed inferences drawn from that data. However, by using 

Rasch software to convert ordinal data to equal-interval measures (logits), researchers to 

avoid this pitfall. In addition, the results of the analysis can be visually displayed on a 
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Wright map in which person ability, item difficult, and other facets appear on the same 

logit scale. These visuals can facilitate the evaluation of the data. 

Rasch Reliability and Separation 

 Reliability can be described as ñconsistency over replications of the testing 

procedureò (Engelhard & Wind, 2018, p. 27). When scores are consistent over repeated 

measurements then reliability is high, conversely, when scores are not consistent over 

repeated measurements then reliability is low. Rasch measurements provides two indices 

of reliability: person and item. In this section I describe these two forms of reliability as 

well as the Rasch separation statistic. 

Person reliability refers to how replicable person ordering is if the same test-

takers were administered equally difficult items measuring the same construct (Wright & 

Masters, 1982). Person reliability is expressed as: 

Ὑ  
Ὓὃ

ὛὈ
 

where 

Ὑ  is the person separation reliability, 

Ὓὃ is person variance adjusted for measurement error, 

ὛὈ is person variance unadjusted. 

Item reliability refers to the order of items if they were administered to test-takers 

of similar ability. For example, if item C were more difficult for test-takers to endorse 

than item F, would this difference be the same for a different group of test-takers? Item 

reliability is expressed as: 
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Ὑ  
Ὓὃ

ὛὈ
 

where  

Ὑ is the item separation reliability, 

Ὓὃ is item variance adjusted for measurement error, 

ὛὈ is item variance unadjusted. 

Both the person and item reliability indices range from .00 to 1.00, with higher figures 

indicating more reliability (Bond et al., 2021). According to Fisher (2007), item and 

personality reliability indices less than .67 are considered poor, .68 to .80 are considered 

fair, .81 to .90 is considered good, .91 to .94 is considered very good, and greater than .94 

is considered excellent. 

 In addition to the person and item reliability indices, Rasch analyses also provide 

separation indices that indicate the spread of persons and items for the given variables. 

The person separation formula is expressed as: 

Ὃ  
Ὓὃ

ὛὉ
 

where 

Ὃ  is the person separation index, 

Ὓὃ is the person standard deviation adjusted for measurement error, 

ὛὉ is the average measurement error for persons. 

The item separation formula is expressed as: 

Ὃ  
Ὓὃ

ὛὉ
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where 

Ὃ is the item separation index, 

Ὓὃ is the item standard deviation adjusted for measurement error, 

ὛὉ is the average measurement error for items. 

Unlike the person and item reliability indices, the person and item separation indices can 

range from 0 to infinity, with higher values being more desirable (Linacre, 2002a). 

Values greater than 2.0 are considered acceptable separation. 

Rating Plan 

 In rater-mediated assessment, it is important to have a rating design in which each 

personôs performance is assessed by more than one rater. Having multiple raters for each 

performance ensures that there are adequate links between elements and allows accurate 

and precise measurement of person ability. The simplest but most time-consuming design 

is a complete/fully crossed block design in which every rater assesses every personôs 

performance (Myford, 2019). A practical, yet problematic design is to have each personôs 

performance assessed by a single rater. However, such rating plans create incomplete 

links between elements, resulting in a design that is called incomplete/disconnected 

(Eckes, 2015), and which leads to ambiguity in interpretation. A practical design that 

satisfies requirements for adequate links between elements but reduces the workload for 

raters is called an incomplete/connected design. With this design, each performance was 

rated by three out of the 10 total raters, and all 10 raters were directly connected over 

multiple responses. The advantages of this rating plan are that it has a lower workload for 

raters than the complete/fully crossed design and allows for the researcher to control for 
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differences in rater severity. For these reasons, I opted to use an incomplete/connected 

rating plan for this study. 

 I took the following steps in creating the rating plan. First, I assigned each video 

recording a unique ID. This was done to avoid introducing bias in the data. That is, 

knowing whether the data were from the pretest or posttest, and whether the participants 

belonged to the treatment group or control group could unfairly influence rater decisions. 

Second, I randomized the video recordings so that the raters would see a mix of video 

recordings from the pretest and posttest, and from the treatment group and control group. 

In addition, I checked that each rater did not rate the pretest and posttest video recording 

from the same group to avoid introducing potential bias into the ratings. However, one 

exception was myself because I rated all the video recordings. Knowing the number of 

raters before constructing the planned allowed me to construct an incomplete/connected 

rating plan with sufficient connections between raters. 

 After creating the rating plan, I distributed the video recordings to all 10 raters, 

including myself. The raters are described in the Rater Training section of Chapter 3. I 

rated all 44 discussions and 152 participants. As such, each rater was directly connected 

to me on every response. Raters were assigned to the remaining responses in a cascading 

pattern. Each recording was assessed by three raters, ensuring that there were sufficient 

data for precise comparisons of participants and raters. Each rater was directly connected 

to every other rater on 4ï11 responses. I verified that there were sufficient connections 

between raters by performing an initial analysis with Facets (Version 3.84.0; Linacre, 

2022), which indicated that there were no disconnected data. 
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Anchoring 

 Anchoring is the process by which item values are fixed to maintain invariance 

(Bond et al., 2021). This is done to create a ñstable frame of referenceò (Wright, 1996), 

and so that persons can be measured more accurately and precisely across different 

contexts. Anchoring facets allows the researcher to control for differences in rater 

severity, topic difficulty, and item difficulty. For this study, the anchored facets were 

rater and individual criteria of the IC Rating Scale. The item of measurement in this study 

was participant ability so this facet was not anchored. 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression 

 Hypothesis 3 states that key interactional practices will predict scores on overall 

interactional competence. Therefore, to investigate this hypothesis a multiple linear 

regression was the most appropriate analysis. In this analysis, more than one independent 

variable (IV) is predicted to affect the dependent variable (DV). Mathematically, this can 

be represented as: 

ὣ ‍ ‍ὢ ‍ὢ ‭ 

Where Y is the DV,  

‍ is the constant, 

‍é‍ are the coefficients for the IVs ὢ and ὢ, 

and ‭ is the error term. 

It should be noted that more than two independent variables can be entered into a 

model, but this number is constrained by the desired power level and the size of the data 

set. 
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 There are several assumptions of multiple regression according to Tabachnick and 

Fidell (2019). The first assumption is a sufficient ratio of cases to independent variables 

and is satisfied if there are a minimum of 10 observations per predictor. The second 

assumption is an absence of outliers in the independent and dependent variables, which 

can be satisfied by checking the standardized residuals. The third assumption is the 

absence of multicollinearity or singularity among the independent variables, and this is 

satisfied if  none of the correlations between the independent variables exceed a .8 

threshold. The fourth assumption is normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity of 

residuals which can be satisfied by visually examination of scatterplots. The fifth 

assumption is independence of errors, and this can be assessed by examining the Durbin-

Watson statistic. According to Field (2024), this assumption is satisfied if the value is not 

less than 1 or greater than 3. 

There are three commonly used methods of regression: hierarchical, forced entry, 

and stepwise. I used a hierarchical, or blockwise entry, method for several reasons. The 

first reason is that the hierarchical method allows the researcher to add the effects of a 

covariate. For this study, the covariate was English speaking proficiency, which was 

measured on the Versant English Test (Pearson, 2008). Roever and Ikeda (2022) found 

that for a typical TOEFL population, there was a 29% overlap between TOEFL iBT 

speaking scores and an interactional competence test. This indicates that interactional 

competence cannot be discussed without considering proficiency. The second reason for 

using the hierarchical method is that predictors which are presumed to account for a 

greater percentage of the variance can be entered into the model before less important 
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predictors. This was an important consideration, because I assumed that predictors such 

as total speaking time would explain a greater amount of the variance than predictors 

such as asking follow-up questions. The third reason for using the hierarchical method 

was that it was not possible to use the forced entry method due to a large number of 

predictors and modest N size. The fourth reason is that there are methodological issues 

with stepwise entry such as removing the researcher from the decision-making process 

and the possibility of over-fitting the model (Field, 2024; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019). 

Generalized Linear Models 

 Another form of statistical analysis I used in this study was the generalized linear 

model. Generalized linear models (GLMs) are an extension of general linear models that 

can be used with data that has a non-normal distribution. For example, GLMs can be used 

with distributions that are logistic/binary, Poisson, negative binomial, and gamma. After 

transcribing the discussions, I noted instances of interactional practices, which constitute 

count data that typically has a Poisson distribution. For this analysis, a general linear 

model would be inappropriate because the data is not normal. That is, there could not be 

negative instances of an interactional practice such as asking a question. 

 There are three components of a GLM: a distributional assumption, a systematic 

component, and a link function (Fitzmaurice et al., 2011). The distributional assumption 

states that GLMs can be used with any of the distributional assumptions from the 

exponential family of distributions. The next component is the systematic component, 

which describes how the predictors and the dependent variable are linearly related to each 

other. This is similar to the traditional linear regression equation of Y = ɓ0 + ɓ1X + Ů 
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where Y is the dependent variable, ɓ0 is the constant, ɓ1X is the predictor slope/predictor, 

and Ů is the error. Lastly, the link function allows for the use of a variety of distributions. 

For a Poisson distribution, a log link function is used. A Poisson regression is shown by 

the following equation: 

ὰέὫ‗ ‍ ‍ὢ  צ

where ‗ represents the expected count of the DV, ‍ is the constant, and ‍ὢ is the IV 

regression coefficient, and צ is the error term. 

 There are four assumptions for the generalized linear model according to Marin 

(2021). The first assumption of a linear relationship is satisfied if a scatterplot of the 

independent and dependent variables indicates a linear relationship. The second 

assumption of independence of observations is not testable but is satisfied by the research 

design. The third assumption of a Poisson distribution is satisfied by a visual inspection 

of a histogram of the data. The fourth assumption is that the mean and variance are equal. 

Repeated-Measures MANCOVA 

 To investigate Hypothesis 4 which concerned the effect of the treatment for 

productive use of interactional practices and formulaic language, I used a repeated-

measures MANCOVA. This analysis can be thought of as an extension of a repeated-

measures ANOVA, which is in the family of general linear models. This analysis was 

appropriate for several reasons. First, the distribution of the data was normal, so a GLM 

was not necessary. Second, the data measured the same participants at two different time 

points, necessitating a repeated-measures analysis. Third, there were multiple dependent 
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variables, so ANOVA was insufficient. Finally English-speaking proficiency was used as 

a covariate, necessitating the use of MANCOVA. 

There are six assumptions of a repeated-measures MANCOVA according to 

Tabachnick and Fidell (2019). The first assumption is normality of sampling distributions 

which is assessed by visual inspection of the Q-Q plots. The second assumption is a 

linear relationship between the dependent variances for each independent variable group, 

which is assessed by visually examining scatterplot matrices for each group. The third 

assumption is the absence of univariate and multivariate outliers which is assessed by 

examining the Mahalanobis distance (p < .001). The fourth assumption is the 

homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, and this is satisfied if Boxôs M test is 

insignificant. The fifth assumption is homogeneity of regression slopes. This assumption 

is satisfied if  the interaction of the regression slopes is insignificant. The sixth and final 

assumption is an absence of multicollinearity or singularity, and this is satisfied by visual 

inspecting a correlation matrix of the dependent variables to confirm that none of the 

correlations are higher than .90. 

Chapter 3 Summary 

 In this chapter, I first described the educational context where the study was 

conducted and the participants who were university students in Japan with low-

intermediate English proficiency. Next, I described the EAP textbook corpus, TEAP, 

which I compared to the reference corpus, MICASE. Following this, I described the 

background questionnaire which I used to gather information about whether participants 

had additional exposure to English outside of language classes. Then, I described four 
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instruments related to assessment: the Versant English Test (Pearson, 2008), a C-test 

(Appendix F) to assess productive knowledge of the target formulaic sequences, the 

group discussion (Appendix G), and the IC Rating Scale (Appendix H) that was used to 

assess the group discussions. After the description of the instruments, I provided an 

overview (Appendix I) and detailed breakdown of each treatment lesson (Appendices Jï

N). Following this, I described procedures for how I conducted the study including the 

target formulaic sequence selection criteria and rater training. Next, I described the Rasch 

model, which I used to transform raw scores into a logarithmic linear scale and ensure the 

fidelity of the data. Finally, I described three statistical analyses I conducted: hierarchical 

multiple regression, generalized linear model, and repeated-measures MANCOVA. 
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CHAPTER 4 

PRELIMINARY ANALYSES  

 In this chapter, I report the results of the MFRM analysis on interactional 

competence ratings. Raw scores were subjected to the MFRM analysis containing four 

facets: response, topic, rater, and item. A partial credit model was included for the item 

facet, allowing each criterion on the IC Rating Scale (Appendix H) to have its own 

measurement scale. First, I report the Rasch separation statistic and reliability estimate 

for each facet. Then, I report and evaluate category functioning for each item using 

Linacreôs (2002b) guidelines for optimizing rating scale effectiveness. In addition, I 

report the descriptive statistics for interactional practices and measures. Following this, I 

present the results of the silence analysis, which concerned the number and length of 

pauses that occurred. 

Scale Validation 

 Participant interactional competence ratings on the pretest and posttest were 

examined in a single analysis. Using Facets (Version 3.84.0; Linacre, 2022), I examined 

the reliability and fit statistics for the response, rater, topic, and item facets. I evaluated 

the reliability estimate and separation statistic using Fisherôs (2007) rating scale 

instrument quality criteria guidelines. The guidelines indicate that values less than .67 are 

poor, .67ï.80 are fair, .81ï.90 are good, .91ï.94 are very good, and greater than .94 are 

excellent. Fisherôs guidelines can also be used to evaluate strata, which indicates how 

many statistically distinguishable groups exist for each facet. For strata, values of 2.00 or 
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less are poor, 2.00ï3.00 are fair, 3.00ï4.00 are good, 4.00ï5.00 are good, and greater 

than 5.00 are excellent. The Facets control file is provided in Appendix Q. 

Response 

 I evaluated the fit for the person facet using Wright and Linacreôs (1994) 

guidelines of 0.50 to 1.50 for mean-square fit statistics. Outfit mean-square scores ranged 

from 0.46 to 2.57 with approximately 11.84% of responses classified as overfit (n = 9), 

77.63% as within bounds (n = 59), and 10.52% classified as underfit (n = 8). For infit 

mean-square scores, the range was from 0.45 to 2.47 with approximately 13.16% (n = 10) 

classified as overfit, 78.95% (n = 60) within the bounds, and 7.89% (n = 6) classified as 

underfit. The reliability estimate for the sample was .96, the separation statistic was 5.12, 

and the strata statistic was 7.15. According to Fisher (2007), all three indices can be 

considered excellent, and the strata statistic indicated that there were seven different 

levels for person response. Response measures ranged from -4.48 to 4.47, M = 0.37, SD = 

1.59, which indicated a wide range in participant ability. 

Rater 

 Anchored measures from the 10 raters were also analyzed according to Wright 

and Linacreôs (1994) guidelines and none of them exhibited signs of misfit. The raters 

differed in level of severity, with Rater 10 being the most severe and Rater 1 the most 

lenient. The reliability estimate for the sample was .97, the separation statistic was 5.26, 

and the strata statistic was 7.35. Again, according to Fisher (2007), all three indices can 

be considered excellent, and the strata statistic indicated that there were seven different 

levels for rater response. It should be noted that this is not a measure of inter-rater 
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reliability, which is not provided by a Rasch analysis. Instead, Rasch analysis provides 

data for exact and expected responses. The data showed that there were 1,824 inter-rater 

agreement opportunities; 738 (40.50%) were exact agreements and 688.70 (37.80%) were 

expected agreements. This indicates that the raters were acting as ñindependent expertsò 

who are ñexpected to show variation under identical conditionsò (Linacre, n.d.). The 

measurement report for the raters is shown in Table 6. 

Table 6. Rasch Measurement Report for Raters 

 

Rater 

Rasch 

measure 

 

SE 

Infit 

MNSQ 

Infit 

ZSTD 

Outfit 

MNSQ 

Outfit 

ZSTD 

Pt-measure 

correlation 

R10 1.40a 0.13 0.78 -1.80 0.83 -1.30 .62 

R8 0.42a 0.12 0.86 -1.10 0.88 -0.90 .71 

R7 0.09a 0.11 0.86 -1.20 0.84 -1.30 .81 

R4 0.08a 0.12 1.33 2.40 1.30 2.10 .66 

R6 0.04a 0.12 1.30 2.20 1.30 2.20 .70 

R2 0.03a 0.12 0.76 -2.20 0.76 -2.20 .82 

R9 -0.09a 0.12 1.14 1.10 1.12 1.00 .67 

R5 -0.56a 0.12 1.32 2.40 1.29 2.20 .72 

R3 -0.57a 0.12 0.90 -0.80 0.94 -0.40 .80 

R1 -0.82a 0.06 0.93 -1.20 0.90 -1.60 .72 

Note. MNSQ = mean-square, ZSTD = standardized z-score, Pt-measure correlation = point-

measure correlation between the observed scores and Rasch measures.  
a Denotes a measure that was anchored in the analysis. 

Topic 

 Three discussion topics were anchored and subjected to a Rasch analysis (see 

Table 7). Originally, the study was planned as a 2 x 2 Latin Square design with two 

discussion topics at two time points. However, due to audio difficulties on one of the data 

collection days this plan had to be altered. Therefore, instead of alternating the pretest 

discussion topics (study abroad vs. not, part-time jobs vs. study only) later in the study, 

all participants discussed a third topic (eating out vs. eating at home) on the posttest. The 
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reliability estimate for the sample was 0.00, and the separation statistic was 0.00 (strata = 

0.33). I verified that the data were input correctly, and as an additional check, I removed 

the anchoring from the values, but the separation reliability values did not change. The 

reliability estimate of 0.00 was a desirable result because the goal was to have topics of 

equal difficulty.  

Table 7. Rasch Measurement Report for Topic 

 

Topic 

Rasch 

measure 

 

SE 

Infit 

MNSQ 

Infit 

ZSTD 

Outfit 

MNSQ 

Outfit 

ZSTD 

Pt-measure 

correlation 

Study abroad 3.35a 0.07 1.05 0.70 1.02 0.20 .72 

Food 3.33a 0.05 0.91 -2.00 0.91 -1.80 .77 

Part-time job 3.27a 0.07 1.15 2.1 1.14 1.80 .77 

Note. ZSTD = standardized z-score, Pt-measure correlation = point-measure correlation between 

the observed scores and Rasch measures. 
a Denotes a measure that was anchored in the analysis. 

Rating Criteria  

 The five rating criteria, or items, of the IC Rating Scale (Appendix H) were 

Conversation Involvement, Developing and Maintaining Discussion, Turn-

taking/Backchanneling, and Communicative Effectiveness. These items were all 

anchored to make person responses more directly comparable. The reliability estimate for 

the sample was .96, the separation statistic was 4.76, and the strata statistic was 6.69. 

According to Fisherôs (2007) guidelines, all three indices can be considered excellent, 

and the strata statistic indicated that there were at least 6 different levels for rating 

criteria. The item measurement report is shown in Table 8.  
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Table 8. Rasch Measurement Report for Items 

 

Task 

Rasch 

measure 

 

SE 

Infit  

MNSQ 

Infit 

ZSTD 

Outfit 

MNSQ 

Outfit 

ZSTD 

Pt-measure 

correlation 

CI -0.16a 0.06 0.22 -1.20 0.93 -0.90 .77 

DMD 0.08a 0.07 0.90 -1.50 0.88 -1.80 .79 

TTB 0.41a 0.06 1.08 1.30 1.06 0.90 .75 

CE -0.34a 0.07 1.08 1.20 1.07 1.00 .72 

Note. CI = Conversation Involvement, DMD = Developing and Maintaining Discussion,  

TTB = Turn-taking/Backchanneling, CE = Communicative Effectiveness. MNSQ = mean-square, 

ZSTD = standardized z-score, Pt-measure correlation = point-measure correlation between the 

observed scores and Rasch measures.  
a Denotes a measure that was anchored in the analysis. 

Category Functioning 

 To confirm that the items functioned as expected, I examined category 

functioning using Linacreôs (2002b) guidelines for optimizing rating scale category 

effectiveness. I first present the category statistics for each item. 

 Rasch category statistics for the Conversation Involvement criterion are shown in 

Table 9. Noteworthy statistics are whether each level of the rating scale are used, and that 

the outfit mean-square fit statistics are within the productive range of 0.50 to 1.50 

(Wright & Linacre, 1994). It is also worth nothing whether the Rasch-Andrich thresholds 

are close to their expected values. 

Table 9. Rasch Category Statistics for Conversation Involvement 

  

Category counts 

   Rasch-Andrich 

thresholds 

Expected 

measure 

 

Score 

 

Total 

 

Used 

 

% 

Average 

measure 

Expected 

measure 

Outfit 

MNSQ 

Rasch 

measure 

 

SE 

At 

category 

At 

-0.50 

1 32 32 7 -2.04 -2.06 1.0 ð ð (-3.23) ð 

2 61 61 13 -0.72 -0.71 0.9 -1.98 0.24 -1.52 -2.44 

3 102 102 22 0.01 0.21 0.8 -0.75 0.16 -0.22 -0.85 

4 175 175 38 1.31 1.18 0.9 0.12 0.13 1.46 0.50 

5 86 86 19 2.65 2.69 1.0 2.60 0.15 (3.74) 2.79 

Note. MNSQ = mean-square. Expectation is the expected mean value of the  

observations for measures on the latent variable relative to the rating scale. 
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Rasch category statistics for the Developing and Maintaining Discussion criterion 

are shown in Table 10. The noteworthy statistics are described in the previous paragraph.  

Table 10. Rasch Category Statistics for Developing and Maintaining Discussion 

  

Category counts 

   Rasch-Andrich 

thresholds 

Expected 

measure 

 

Score 

 

Total 

 

Used 

 

% 

Average 

measure 

Expected 

measure 

Outfit 

MNSQ 

Rasch 

measure 

 

SE 

At 

category 

At 

-0.50 

1 31 31 7 -2.38 -2.29 1.0 ð ð (-3.55) ð 

2 67 67 15 -0.86 -0.86 0.8 -2.30 0.24 -1.80 -2.77 

3 146 146 32 0.05 0.12 0.9 -1.13 0.15 -0.20 -1.01 

4 150 150 33 1.23 1.21 0.8 0.60 0.12 1.77 0.71 

5 62 62 14 2.85 2.72 0.9 2.83 0.17 (3.98) 3.05 

Note. MNSQ = mean-square. Expectation is the expected mean value of the  

observations for measures on the latent variable relative to the rating scale. 

 Rasch category statistics for the Turn-taking/Backchanneling criterion are shown 

in Table 11. The statistics worth noting are the same as in the Conversation Involvement 

paragraph. 

Table 11. Rasch Category Statistics for Turn-Taking/Backchanneling 

  

Category counts 

   Rasch-Andrich 

thresholds 

Expected 

measure 

 

Score 

 

Total 

 

Used 

 

% 

Average 

measure 

Expected 

measure 

Outfit 

MNSQ 

Rasch 

measure 

 

SE 

At 

category 

At 

-0.50 

1 44 44 10 -2.20 -2.31 1.4 ð ð (-3.47) ð 

2 84 84 18 -0.95 -0.91 0.9 -2.19 0.20 -1.72 -2.68 

3 173 173 38 0.08 0.03 1.0 -1.15 0.14 0.01 -0.89 

4 91 91 20 1.01 1.12 1.0 1.19 0.13 1.73 0.92 

5 64 64 14 2.49 2.49 1.1 2.15 0.18 (3.45) 2.68 

Note. MNSQ = mean-square. Expectation is the expected mean value of the  

observations for measures on the latent variable relative to the rating scale. 

Finally, Rasch category statistics for the Communicative Effectiveness criterion 

are shown in Table 12. The statistics of note are the same as in the Conversation 

Involvement paragraph. 
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Table 12. Rasch Category Statistics for Communicative Effectiveness 

  

Category counts 

   Rasch-Andrich 

thresholds 

Expected 

measure 

 

Score 

 

Total 

 

Used 

 

% 

Average 

measure 

Expected 

measure 

Outfit 

MNSQ 

Rasch 

measure 

 

SE 

At 

category 

At 

-0.50 

1 11 11 2 -1.88 -2.45 1.4 ð ð (-4.60) ð 

2 77 77 17 -0.72 -0.69 1.1 -3.49 0.36 -2.18 -3.63 

3 166 166 36 0.52 0.49 1.1 -0.83 0.15 0.17 -0.92 

4 136 136 30 1.53 1.63 1.0 1.23 0.12 2.20 1.19 

5 66 66 66 3.17 3.12 1.0 3.08 0.17 (4.26) 3.38 

Note. MNSQ = mean-square. Expectation is the expected mean value of the  

observations for measures on the latent variable relative to the rating scale. 

The first guideline for optimizing rating scale category effectiveness is that there 

are 10 or more observations of each category (see Table 13). This guideline was met as 

the category with the smallest number of observations was a score of 1 on 

Communicative Effectiveness. For the second guideline of regular observation 

distribution, I assessed the normality of the distributions. The distributions for 

Conversation Involvement and Developing and Maintaining Discussion both had a 

slightly negative skew; however, this was unlikely to be problematic. The third guideline 

was that measures advance monotonically with category. This guideline was satisfied 

because as the average measure of each item increases the category also increases. The 

fourth guideline is that outfit mean-squares values be less than 2.00. The highest outfit 

mean-squares values were a score of 1 for Turn-taking/Backchanneling and 

Communicative Effectiveness. Both categories had a mean-squares value of 1.40, and 

this was sufficiently lower than Linacreôs threshold. The fifth guideline was that step 

calibrations advance for the underlying variable. In other words, as measures increase, 

each scale category is the most likely to be assigned at some point. If this guideline is not 

met, it is referred to as step disordering and peaks in each probability curve (not shown) 
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are subsumed under other peaks. Examination of the data showed that this guideline was 

met. The sixth guideline was that ratings imply measures, and measures imply ratings. 

This guideline was met as it is evident that participants with higher abilities were 

awarded higher scores. The seventh guideline is that step difficulties advance by at least 

1.40 logits, however, for 5-point rating scales steps this guideline is 1.00 logits. By 

examining the difference between Rasch-Andrich thresholds, I determined that two step 

difficulties did not meet this guideline. For Conversation Involvement, the thresholds 

between scores of 3 and 4 had a difference of 0.87 logits. For Turn-

taking/Backchanneling, the thresholds between scores of 4 and 5 had a difference of 0.96 

logits. Although the guideline was not met for these two items, none of the peaks in the 

probability curves were under other curves, therefore suggesting that this guideline was 

not problematic. The eighth guideline was that step difficulties advance by less than 5.0 

logits, and examination of the Rasch-Andrich thresholds showed that this guideline was 

met. In summary, all the guidelines except for number seven were met, indicating that the 

rating scale functioned effectively. 

Table 13. Linacreôs (2002b) Guidelines for Optimizing Rating Scale Category 

Effectiveness 

Guideline Description 

1 Ten or more observations of each category 

2 Regular observation distribution 

3 Measures advance monotonically with category 

4 Outfit mean-squares less than 2.00 

5 Step calibrations advance (implicit variable) 

6 Ratings imply measures, and measures imply ratings 

7 Step difficulties advance by at least 1.40 logits* 

8 Step difficulties advance by less than 5.00 logits 

Note. *For 5-point rating scales steps must be at least 1.00 logits. 
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Interactional Practices and Measures 

 The interactional practices were noted instances of participant actions that 

occurred during the discussions. A summary of the compiled interactional practices is 

presented in Table 14. For the Conversation Involvement criterion, the interactional 

practices were instances of other-initiated self-repair (Appendix R) and restarts. Restarts 

are the first speaking turn after a lapse. Restarts were divided into two groups, 2.10ï3.00 

seconds and greater than 3.10+ seconds. I disregarded restarts after lapses of 2.0 seconds 

or less because it is debatable whether all English language learners can respond that 

quickly, and because English language learners might not view such shorter lapses as 

problematic. For Developing and Maintaining Discussion, the interactional practices 

were total number of speaking turns, and total amount of speaking time. It should be 

noted that total number of speaking turns was count data, and total speaking time was 

measured in seconds. Four additional predictors for Developing and Maintaining 

Discussion were questions with the following functions:  

1. checking oneôs own comprehension 

2. following up on a point another speaker made 

3. getting participation 

4. asking for vocabulary help 

Although Developing and Maintaining Discussion has more predictors than the other 

criteria, I justified the inclusion of the extra predictors because despite their infrequent 

occurrence, I expected them to influence ratings more than other predictors. For Turn-

taking/Backchanneling, the criteria were English backchannels, Japanese backchannels, 
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and utterances of ñhow about you?ò and its variants (Appendix S). For Communicative 

Effectiveness, no interactional practices were measured, as Communicative Effectiveness 

would be confounded by the proficiency of both the speaker and listeners. However, 

scores from the Versant English Test (Pearson, 2008) were used as a covariate and its 

effects on overall interactional competence are discussed later. 

The data in Table 14 indicate that only total number of speaking turns, total 

speaking time, English backchannels, and Japanese backchannels occurred with sufficient 

frequency to be analyzed with parametric statistics. The two forms of restarts, and the 

four types of questions all occurred infrequently and lacked salience necessary for 

inclusion in the regression model. Utterances of ñhow about you?ò and variations of the 

phrase also were uncommon, but I included them in the third regression model as that 

behavior represents the Turn-taking/Backchanneling criterion along with English and 

Japanese backchannels. 

Table 14. Descriptive Statistics of Interactional Practices and Measures 

 Treatment Group Control Group 
 Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest 
 M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) 

Speaking turn 15.7 (9.3) 18.0 (10.4) 12.8 (9.3) 14.7 (10.4) 
Speaking Time  112.2 (79.4) 119.1 (80.3) 159.4 (79.4) 150.1 (80.3) 
Backchannel-E 23.5 (15.1) 27.5 (17.4) 16.7 (15.1) 18.3 (17.3) 
Backchannel-J  8.2 (10.6) 6.6 (7.3) 17.1 (10.6) 13.4 (7.3) 
How about you? 1.9 (2.4) 1.1 (1.1) 5.0 (2.1) 4.0 (2.9) 
Restart-2 sec. 0.7 (0.8) 0.6 (0.8) 0.4 (0.8) 0.8 (0.8) 
Restart-3 sec. 1.2 (1.1) 0.8 (0.9) 0.5 (1.1) 0.6 (0.9) 
Q: Comp. Check 0.7 (0.9) 1.2 (1.0) 1.1 (1.0) 1.1 (1.0) 
Q: Follow-up 2.3 (1.9) 2.8 (2.3) 2.1 (1.9) 2.4 (2.3) 
Q: Participation 0.5 (0.8) 0.3 (0.8) 1.3 (0.8) 0.8 (0.8) 
Q: Vocab. help 0.3 (0.7) 0.4 (0.8) 0.6 (0.8) 0.5 (0.8) 

Note. Speaking Time is shown in seconds. Backchannel-E = English backchannel, Backchannel-
J = Japanese backchannel, Restart ï 2 sec. = restart after two seconds, Restart ï 3 sec = restart 
after three seconds, Q: Comp. Check = comprehension check question, Q: Follow-up = follow-up 
question, Q: Participation = question to involve other participants, Q: Vocab. help = question 
asking for vocabulary help. 
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Silence Analysis 

 To investigate whether the treatments had any effect on the amount of silence in 

discussions, I analyzed lapses, or long periods of silence at transition-relevance places. 

Lapses cannot be attributed to an individual participant, and therefore I conducted this 

analysis separately from Hypothesis 3. The implications of this analysis are discussed in 

the Conversation Involvement section of the Discussion.  

 To investigate whether the treatments influenced lapses during small group 

discussions, I first transcribed the conversations using modified Jeffersonian transcription 

(Appendix P; Jefferson, 2004). Inter-turn gaps were noted in MaxQDA 2022 (VERBI 

Software, 2021) then measured using Praat (Version 6.3.14; Boersma & Weenink, 2024). 

Following Talandis and Stout (2015), I classified lapses as short (1.10ï2.00 seconds), 

medium (2.10ï3.00 seconds), or long (3.10+ seconds). Descriptive statistics (Table 15) 

show the average total number of lapses, as well as averages for the three different time 

lengths. Total lapses decreased for the treatment group from 18.50 on the pretest to 16.70 

on the posttest. In contrast, for the control group the average number of lapses increased 

from 7.80 on the pretest to 12.70 on the posttest. For short pauses (1.10ï2.00 seconds), 

the average number increased for both groups. For the treatment group, they increased 

from an average of 7.80 on the pretest to an average of 9.70 on the posttest. For the 

control group, the average number of short pauses increased from 4.2 on the pretest to 7.7 

on the posttest. Medium pauses, defined as 2.10 seconds to 3.00 seconds, decreased from 

pretest to posttest for the treatment group (4.40 to 2.80) but increased for the control 

group (1.70 to 2.30). Long pauses were another category in which the groups diverged, as 
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the treatment group decreased from 6.20 to 3.90, but the control group increased from 

1.80 to 2.70. Not shown on the table is the average lapse length. For the treatment group, 

the average length was 3.30 seconds on the pretest which decreased to 2.40 seconds on 

the posttest. For the control group, the average length remained constant at 2.40 seconds 

from pretest to posttest. 

Table 15. Descriptive Statistics for Average Number of Lapses 

  Time (s) 

Group Factor Pre Post 

Treatment Total 18.50 16.70 

 Short 7.80 9.70 

 Medium 4.40 2.80 

 Long 6.20 3.90 

Control Total 7.80 12.70 

 Short 4.20 7.70 

 Medium 1.70 2.30 

 Long 1.80 2.70 

 The first analysis was for total lapses, which was the sum of the short, medium, 

and long pauses. The sum of instances constituted count data, and therefore a generalized 

linear model was an appropriate analysis. I used jamovi Version 2.5.6.0 (The jamovi 

Project, 2024) to perform the procedure. Three of the four assumptions were satisfied. 

The fourth assumption was that the mean and variance were equal, and this assumption 

was violated because the deviance value was 5.37, which exceeded Fieldôs (2024) 

acceptable threshold of 2.00. Therefore, I checked a negative binomial distribution for the 

data which had an Akaike Information Criteria (AIC) value of 242.37. This figure was 

lower than the 300.53 figure for the Poisson distribution, and because lower AIC values 

indicate a better fit for the model to the data (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010), I selected the 

negative binomial distribution for this analysis. The generalized linear model with a 
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negative binomial distribution showed that the treatment did not have a significant effect 

on total lapses, p = .167.  

 The second analysis was to investigate the effect of the treatment on short pauses, 

which were coded as pauses between 1.10ï2.00 seconds. I again performed a generalized 

linear model with negative binomial distribution. All the assumptions were satisfied as 

described in the preceding paragraph. The results indicated that the treatment did not 

have a significant effect on the number of short pauses during discussions, p = .375. 

 The third analysis was to examine whether the treatment had a significant effect 

on medium length lapses, which were coded as pauses between 2.10ï3.00 seconds. 

Again, I performed a generalized linear model with negative binomial distribution and 

the assumptions were satisfied as described in the total number of silences paragraph. The 

treatment did not have a significant effect on the medium pauses, p = .253. 

 The fourth analysis was to investigate whether the treatments had a significant 

effect on long pauses, which I coded as pauses of 3.10 seconds or longer. I performed a 

generalized linear model with negative binomial distribution, and the assumptions were 

satisfied as described previously. Again, there was an insignificant effect for the 

treatment on the total number of long pauses, p = .229. 

 In summary, the descriptive statistics indicated that the total number of lapses for 

the treatment group decreased from pretest to posttest. The number of short lapses 

increased, but medium and long pauses decreased. For the control group, the total number 

of lapses and all three lapse duration averages (short, medium, and long) increased from 

pretest to posttest. The generalized linear model showed that the treatment had an 
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insignificant effect on the total number or lapses as well as all three lapse durations. 

Nevertheless, the descriptive statistics suggest a positive trend for the treatment, in that 

the treatment group made fewer and shorter pauses over the course of the study. In 

Chapter 6, the implications of these results are discussed in greater detail.  

Chapter 4 Summary 

 In this chapter, I reported the fit and reliability statistics for the MFRM. I also 

presented Linacreôs (2002b) guidelines for optimizing rating scale effectiveness and 

discussed how each of those guidelines was satisfied. Following this, I presented 

descriptive statistics for the interactional practices. Lastly, I presented the results of the 

silence analysis.   
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CHAPTER 5 

RESULTS 

In this chapter, I restate the hypotheses and report the results of the analysis. 

Hypothesis 1 concerns the extent that lexical bundles in EAP textbooks reflect real 

academic interactions. The authenticity of formulaic language in EAP textbooks is 

addressed in Hypothesis 2. Which interactional practices constitute overall interactional 

competence is examined in Hypothesis 3. Finally, the effects of instruction for formulaic 

language and interactional competence are assessed in Hypothesis 4. A summary of the 

findings is provided at the end of each section, followed by a comprehensive summary at 

the conclusion of the chapter. 

Hypothesis 1: Textbook Corpus Analysis 

Hypothesis 1: The most frequent lexical bundles in EAP textbooks perform different 

functions than the most frequent lexical bundles in a corpus of spoken academic 

American English. 

 To test the validity of this hypothesis, I compared the 40 most frequent lexical 

bundles in the TEAP and MICASE corpus. To reiterate, lexical bundles refer to formulaic 

sequences determined solely by frequency. By using the WordList function of 

WordSmith Tools (Version 8.0.0.62; Scott, 2024), I found the most frequent expressions 

in both corpora and created separate word lists (Tables 16 and 17). The word lists contain 

only four-word expressions, or 4-grams, as they have more recognizable functions than 

three- or five-word expressions (Hyland, 2008). Then, I set the minimum range to 
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25.00% of the total number of texts to prevent the selection of expressions that appear 

frequently, but only in a small number of texts. 

 Having created lists of the most frequent 4-grams from each corpus, I then used 

the analytic framework from Biber, Conrad, and Cortes (2004) to classify the lexical 

bundles according to their function (Appendix T). The analytic framework has three 

major types: stance expressions, discourse organizers, and referential expressions. Stance 

bundles refer to expressions that express degrees of certainty (ñI donôt know ifò) or 

attitudes towards topics (ñwhat do you wantò). Discourse organizers are expressions 

whose purpose is to orient listeners to previous and subsequent discourse (ñin this chapter 

weò). Lastly, referential expressions can be used to identify a topic (ñone of the mostò), 

refer to quantity (ña little bit ofò), or time/place (ñat the same timeò). For the complete 

taxonomy see Biber, Conrad, and Cortes (2004). 

Table 16. TEAP Corpus Most Frequent Lexical Bundles (4-grams) 

Rank Expression Category Subcategory 

1 going to talk about Discourse Topic introduction/focus 
2 what do you think Discourse Topic introduction/focus 
3 a lot of people Referential Specification of attribute: Quantity 
4 one of the most Referential Identification/focus 
5 as you can see Discourse Topic elaboration/clarification 
6 all over the world Referential Time/place/text reference: Place 
7 a lot of money Referential Specification of attributes: Quantity 
8 going to look at Discourse Topic introduction/focus 
9 to talk about the Discourse Topic introduction/focus 

10 in the United States Referential Time/place/text reference: Place 
11 today weôre going to Discourse Topic introduction/focus 
12 is one of the Referential Identification/focus 
13 I want to talk Discourse Topic introduction/focus 
14 at the same time Referential Time/place/text reference: Time 
15 the end of the Referential Time/place/text reference: Multi-function 
16 what do you mean Discourse Topic elaboration/clarification 
17 take a look at Discourse Topic introduction/focus 
18 have a lot of Referential Specification of attributes: Quantity 
19 want to talk about Discourse Topic Introduction/focus 
20 there are a lot Referential Specification of attributes: Quantity 
21 are a lot of Referential Specification of attributes: Quantity 
22 to look at the Discourse Topic Introduction/focus 
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The most frequent lexical bundles four words in length from the reference corpus, 

MICASE, are shown below in Table 17. 

Table 17. MICASE Corpus Most Frequent Lexical Bundles (4-grams) 

Table 16. (continued) 

Rank Expression Category Subcategory 

23 on the other hand Discourse Topic elaboration/clarification 
24 do you want to Stance Attitude/modality: Desire: Personal 
25 to be able to Stance Attitude/modality: ability: Personal 
26 like to talk about Discourse Topic introduction/focus 
27 Iôm going to talk Discourse Topic introduction/focus 
28 how many of you Referential Specification of attributes: Quantity 
29 at the end of Referential Time/place/text reference: Multi-function 
30 parts of the world Referential Time/place/text reference: Place 
31 let me give you Discourse Topic introduction/focus 
32 in the middle of Referential Time/place/text reference: Multi-function 
33 the most important thing Referential Identification/focus 
34 give you an example Discourse Topic elaboration/clarification 
35 you can see the Referential Identification/focus 
36 to tell you about Discourse Topic introduction/focus 
37 thank you very much SCF Politeness 
38 I would like to Discourse Topic introduction/focus 
39 are there any questions SCF Inquiry 
40 to talk about a Discourse Topic introduction/focus 

Note. SCF = Special Conversational Functions 

Rank Expression Category Subcategory 

1 I don't know if Stance e Epistemic stance: Personal 
2 I don't know I Stance Epistemic stance: Personal 
3 at the same time Referential Specification of attributes: 

Time/place/text reference: Time 
4 you know what I Stance Epistemic stance: Personal 
5 I don't know what Stance Epistemic stance: Personal 
6 at the end of Referential Specification of attributes: 

Time/place/text reference: Multi-function 
7 the end of the Referential Specification of attributes: 

Time/place/text reference 
8 one of the things Referential Identification/focus 
9 to be able to Stance Attitudinal/modality: Ability: Personal 

10 or something like that Referential Imprecision 
11 know what I mean Discourse Topic elaboration/clarification 
12 you don't have to Stance Attitudinal/modality: Obligation/directive: 

Personal 
13 if you look at Discourse Topic introduction/focus 
14 I don't know how Stance Epistemic stance: Personal 
15 a lot of the Referential Specification of attributes: Quantity 
16 there's a lot of Referential Specification of attributes: Quantity 
17 in terms of the Referential Specification of attributes: intangible 

framing attributes 
18 a little bit about Referential Specification of attributes: Quantity 
19 of the things that Referential Identification/focus 
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The most frequent lexical bundles in the two corpora differed greatly in the 

communicative functions that they performed (see Table 18 and Figure 3). For the TEAP 

corpus, discourse organizers were the largest group (47.50%), referential expressions the 

next largest (42.50%), and stance expressions the smallest (5.00%). For the MICASE 

corpus, the largest category was referential expressions (45.00%), stance expressions the 

second largest (30.00%), and discourse organizers the smallest (22.50%). I also compared 

the TEAP and MICASE corpora to three of the registers in Biber, Conrad, and Cortes 

(2004). In the conversation register, stance expressions were 69.00% of the total, 

discourse organizers were 24.00%, and referential expressions were 7.00%. For the 

classroom teaching register, stance expressions were 39.00%, discourse organizers were 

23.00%, and referential expressions were 38.00%. For the textbook register, stance 

Table 17. (continued) 
Rank Expression Category Subcategory 

20 the rest of the Referential Specification of attributes: Quantity 
21 if you have a Discourse Topic introduction/focus 
22 a lot of people Referential Specification of attributes: Quantity 
23 you can see that Discourse Topic elaboration/clarification 
24 um I donôt know Stance Epistemic stance: Personal 
25 to do with the Discourse Topic elaboration/clarification 
26 a little bit more Referential Specification of attributes: Quantity 
27 and I donôt know Stance Epistemic stance: Personal 
28 have a lot of Referential Specification of attributes: Quantity 
29 has to do with Discourse Topic elaboration/clarification 
30 but I donôt know Stance Epistemic stance: Personal 
31 I have a question SCF Inquiry 
32 on the other hand Discourse Topic elaboration/clarification 
33 so this is the Referential Identification/focus 
34 is going to be Stance Attitude/modality stance: 

Intention/prediction: Impersonal 
35 and one of the Referential Identification/focus 
36 and this is the Referential Identification/focus 
37 you look at the Discourse Topic introduction/focus 
38 I just wanted to Stance Attitudinal/modality stance: Desire: 

Personal 
39 I mean if you Discourse Topic elaboration/clarification 
40 is one of the Referential Identification Focus 

Note. SCF = Special Conversational Functions 
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expressions were 15.00%, discourse organizers were 12.50%, and referential expressions 

were 83.00%. Overall, the results show that the TEAP corpus did not closely resemble 

either the MICASE corpus or the three registers but was similar to the textbook register 

regarding the lack of stance expressions. The MICASE corpus most closely resembled 

the classroom teaching register. 

Table 18. Lexical Bundle Functions in the TEAP and MICASE Corpora Compared to 

Biber, Conrad, and Cortes (2004) Registers 

 Syquia (2025) Biber, Conrad, & Cortes (2004) 

Functional  

Type TEAP MICASE Conv. 

Classroom 

Teaching Textbooks 

Stance 2 (5%) 12 (30%) 29 (69%) 33 (39%) 4 (15%) 

Discourse 

organizers 
19 (47.5%) 9 (22.5%) 10 (24%) 19 (23%) 3 (12.5%) 

Referential 17 (42.5%) 18 (45%) 3 (7%) 32 (38%) 20 (83%) 

Note. Adapted from Biber, Conrad, and Cortes (2004, p. 396). Lexical bundles in TEAP/MICASE 
corpus are limited to 40 most frequent items. TEAP/MICASE percentages do not add up to 100% 
as there were items classified as ñSpecial Conversation Functions.ò  

 Figure 3 visually displays the data in Table 18. Noteworthy data include the low 

percentage of lexical bundles performing stance functions in the TEAP corpus, and the 

similarity of the MICASE corpus to the classroom teaching register of Biber, Conrad, and 

Cortes (2004). 

The most frequent communicative subcategory in the TEAP corpus was Topic 

introduction: Focus which accounted for 15 of the 40 (37.50%) lexical bundles. The 

second most frequently appearing function was Referential: Time/Place/Text Reference 

which appeared in seven out of the 40 (17.50%) expressions. In the MICASE corpus, the 

most common subcategory was Referential: Specification of Attributes which accounted 

for 11 of the 40 (27.50%) of the most frequent lexical bundles. The second highest 
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function subcategory was Epistemic stance: Personal which accounted for eight of the 40 

(20.00%) of the most frequent expressions. 

 

Figure 3. Comparison of Discourse Functions for Most Frequent Lexical Bundles in 

TEAP, MICASE, and Biber, Conrad, and Cortes (2004) Registers. Adapted from Biber, 

Conrad, and Cortes (2004, p. 396). Special Conversation Functions category not shown. 

 To summarize, I compared lexical bundle use in the TEAP corpus of EAP 

textbooks with MICASE, a corpus of spoken North American academic English. Then, I 

classified the 40 most common lexical bundles from each corpus using Biber, Conrad, 

and Cortes (2004) taxonomy. The results showed that referential bundles, which are used 

to single out entities as important, were equally common in both corpora. Discourse 

bundles, which are used for topic introduction/focus and topic elaboration/clarification 

appeared in both corpora. However, in the TEAP corpus they appeared over twice as 

much as in the MICASE corpus. Lastly, stance expressions, which can be used to express 
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an attitude or knowledge, were relatively uncommon in EAP textbooks but were often 

used in spoken academic situations. Overall, the data showed that formulaic language in 

EAP textbooks and academic spoken situations differed in the functions that they 

performed. 

Hypothesis 2: Authentic Expressions Analysis 

Hypothesis 2: The majority of formulaic sequences that appear in EAP textbooks cannot 

be considered authentic because they do not appear with sufficient frequency in a corpus 

of spoken academic English. 

 To evaluate this hypothesis, I first manually compiled a list of all the formulaic 

sequences that were typographically emphasized in the 32 selected EAP textbooks (see 

Appendix A). Typographical emphasis refers to text that is made more salient to learners 

by being placed in text boxes, highlighted, or italicized (see Table 19). The result yielded 

4,176 formulaic sequences. However, many of those sequences were single-word 

discourse markers such as ñnextò and ñfurthermore.ò Following Erman and Warrenôs 

(2000) definition of conventional expressions as phrases which contain two or more 

words, I removed single words from the list which reduced the list to 3,434 items. Then, I 

removed formulaic sequences that appeared multiple times from the list, which yielded a 

total of 1,830 unique expressions. Using a procedure similar to that of Bardovi-Harlig et 

al. (2015), I manually searched for the candidate expressions in the reference corpus 

MICASE using the Concord feature of Wordsmith Tools (Version 8.0.0.62; Scott, 2024). 

Formulaic sequences were considered authentic if they had a frequency greater than 10 

words per million in the reference corpus, a threshold used in prior studies (e.g., Bardovi-
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Harlig et al., 2015; Biber et al. 1999, Simpson-Vlach & Ellis, 2010). There was a total of 

1,742,924 running words in the MICASE corpus, and therefore formulaic sequences 

needed to exceed a threshold of 17 hits or more to be considered authentic. 

 The results indicated that there was a total of 1,830 unique formulaic sequences, 

but only 298 (16.20%) had 17 or more hits. The 1,830 unique formulaic sequences 

include expressions of any length; the selected EAP textbooks contained formulaic 

sequences ranging in length from two to 13 words, with an average of 4.40 words. 

Notably, most of the formulaic sequences on the list, 1,056 out of 1,830 (57.70%), had 

zero hits in the MICASE corpus. 

Table 19. Authentic Expressions Analysis Descriptive Statistics 

Total textbook formulaic sequences: 4,176 

Textbook formulaic sequences Ó 2 words: 3,434 

Unique textbook formulaic sequences Ó 2 words: 1,830 

Unique textbook formulaic sequences Ó 2 words with 17+ hits: 298 (16.20%) 

Unique textbook formulaic sequences Ó 2 words with 0 hits: 1,056 (57.70%) 

Unique textbook formulaic sequences Ó 4 words: 1,118 

Unique textbook formulaic sequences Ó 4 words with 17+ hits: 27 (2.40%) 

Unique textbook formulaic sequences 4 words only: 384 

Unique textbook formulaic sequences 4 words only with 17+ hits: 22 (5.70%) 

Formulaic sequence length range: 2ï13 words 

Formulaic sequence average length: 4.4 words 

I also decided to examine only the formulaic sequences that had a length of four 

or more words because shorter formulaic sequences are exponentially more frequent than 

longer expressions. After removing the formulaic sequences consisting of two and three 

words, there were 1,118 unique formulaic sequences, and only 25 (2.20%) of those 

expressions exceeded the authenticity threshold of 17 hits (see Table 20). Finally, I 

examined only the formulaic sequences four words in length (4-grams) as this length has 
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been examined in several other studies (e.g., Biber, Conrad, & Cortes, 2004; Coxhead et 

al., 2017; Simpson-Vlach & Ellis, 2010; Wood & Appel, 2014). There was a total of 384 

4-grams, but only 22 (5.70%) of these expressions exceeded the authenticity threshold. 

Table 20. Authentic EAP Textbook Formulaic Sequences  

Containing Four or More Words 

Formulaic Sequence Hits 

At the same time 165 
What do you think 72 
On the other hand 66 
I donôt think that 65 
I donôt think so 61 
Does that make sense 59 
It seems to me 55 
What do you mean 53 
Do you think that 43 
What does that mean 43 
As you can see 36 
In the same way 36 
Do you want to 34 
It seems to me that 34 
How many of you 30 
As a result of 29 
Do you have to 25 
You might want to 23 
Do you know what I mean 22 
Do you see what Iôm saying 20 
Thatôs a good point 20 
I think youôre right 18 
I think we should 17 
I think you should 17 
What that means is 17 

Note. Authenticity threshold of 10 words per  

million = 17+ hits in the MICASE corpus. 

 In summary, the results support the hypothesis that most formulaic sequences 

found in EAP textbooks cannot be considered authentic. Among formulaic sequences of 

any length, only 16.20% met the authenticity threshold of 10 occurrences per million 

words in the reference corpus. Moreover, many of the sequences that did meet the 

thresholdðsuch as ñtalk aboutò and ñthese areòðare limited in their ability to perform 
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meaningful actions in discussion. To further investigate, I examined formulaic sequences 

consisting of four or more words, as well as those exactly four words in length. Of the 

former, only 2.20% met the authenticity threshold, while 5.70% of the latter did. 

Additionally, 57.70% of all textbook sequences did not appear in the reference corpus at 

all, further indicating their lack of authenticity. 

Hypothesis 3: Interactional Practices and Interactional Competence 

Hypothesis 3: Key interactional practices that represent different aspects of interactional 

competence have a significant effect on ratings of overall interactional competence. 

 To test this hypothesis, I performed separate hierarchical multiple regressions on 

the pretest and posttest data. The predictors were counts of various interactional practices 

and total speaking time. I describe the results of the pretest analysis, then the results of 

the posttest analysis. Following this, selected discussion excerpts are presented which are 

discussed further in Chapter 5, Discussion. 

Overall Interactional Competence Pretest Data Analysis 

 To assess the effects of the various interactional practices on overall interactional 

competence, I performed two separate hierarchical multiple regression analyses with 

pretest and posttest data using SPSS (Version 29.0.2.0). The variables entered into both 

pretest and posttest analyses are shown in Table 21. This section describes the results of 

the analysis using the pretest data. All  statistical assumptions were met except for the 

assumption of no outliers. There was one participant with greater than ±3 standard 

deviations and I removed that participantôs data. 
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Table 21. Hierarchical Multiple Regression Models and Predictors  

Model Interactional Practice/Measure 

1 Versant English Test scores 
2 Versant English Test scores 
 Total number of speaking turns 
 Total speaking time 

3 Versant English Test scores 
 Total number of speaking turns 
 Total speaking time 
 English backchannels 

 Japanese backchannels 
 ñHow about you?ò and variants 

Note: Instructed formulaic sequences were not included in  

this analysis as they did not occur with sufficient frequency. 

 To investigate whether the addition of several predictors improved the prediction 

of overall interactional competence over English speaking proficiency alone, I ran a 

hierarchical multiple regression (see Table 22). The full model (Model 3) of English-

speaking proficiency, number of speaking turns, total speaking time, English 

backchannels, Japanese backchannels, and ñhow about you?ò utterances and variants 

were statistically significant, R2 = .694, F(6,52) = 19.638, p < .001; adjusted R2 = .658. 

The addition of number of speaking turns and total speaking time to the prediction of 

overall interactional competence (Model 2) improved model fit, as indicated by a 

statistically significant increase in R2 of .323, F(2, 55) = 22.165, p < .001. The addition of 

English backchannels, Japanese backchannels, and ñhow about you?ò utterances and 

variants (Model 3) again improved model fit, as indicated by a statistically significant 

increase in R2 of .094, F(3, 52) = 5.323, p < .05. 

 To summarize, six predictors were entered into the hierarchical multiple 

regression in three steps. The first predictor was English speaking proficiency, which was 

operationalized as scores on the Versant English Test (Pearson, 2008). The second group 
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of predictors was total number of speaking turns and total speaking time in seconds. The 

third group of predictors was English backchannels, Japanese backchannels, and ñhow 

about you?ò and variations for turn-taking. Only English-speaking proficiency, speaking 

turns, speaking time, and English backchannels were statistically significant; Japanese 

backchannels and ñhow about you?ò utterances and variants were not. Effect size in the 

model is shown by R2, and variance added by each group of predictors is shown by æR2. 

Thus, the two variables of total number of speaking turns and total amount of speaking 

time accounted for the largest proportion, English speaking proficiency accounted for the 

second largest proportion, and English backchannels accounted for the smallest 

proportion of explained variance in the model. 

Table 22. Hierarchical Multiple Regression Predicting Overall Interactional Competence 

on Pretest 
 Overall Interactional Competence - Pretest 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Variable B ɓ B ɓ B ɓ 

Constant -5.65**  -6.12**  -5.35**  

Proficiency .12** .37 .12** .37 .09* .25 

Speaking turns   .09** .44 .05* .26 

Speaking time   .01* .29 .01** .30 

Backchannel ï E     .04** .36 

Backchannel - J     .01 .09 

How about you?     .06 .04 

       

R2 .277  .600  .694  

F 21.86**  40.98**  19.64**  

æR2 .277  .323  .094  

æF2 21.86**  22.17**  5.32*  

Note. N = 59. *p < .05, **p < .001. Backchannel ï E = English backchannel, Backchannel = J = 

Japanese backchannel. 
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Overall Interactional Competence Posttest Data Analysis 

 To assess the effect of various interactional practices and measures on overall 

interactional competence for the posttest, I again performed a hierarchical multiple 

regression using SPSS (Version 29.0.2.0). All the assumptions were satisfied except for 

the no outliers assumption. The outlier was the same participant as on the pretest, and 

therefore I again decided to remove their data from the analysis. 

 A hierarchical multiple regression was run to investigate the effects of several 

predictors on overall interactional competence on the posttest (see Table 23). The full 

model (Model 3) of English-speaking proficiency, number of speaking turns, total 

speaking time, English backchannels, and Japanese backchannels, and ñhow about you?ò 

utterances and variants were statistically significant, R2 = .786, F(6, 52) = 31.87, p < .001; 

adjusted R2 = .762. The addition of total speaking turns and total speaking time to English 

speaking proficiency (Model 2) improved model fit, as indicated by a statistically 

significant increase in R2 of .445, F(2, 55) = 41.839, p < .001. The addition of English 

backchannels, Japanese backchannels, and ñhow about you?ò and variants (Model 3) 

again improved model fit, as indicated by a statistically significant increase in R2 of .079, 

F(3, 52) = 6.406, p < .001. 

 To summarize, six predictors were included in the hierarchical multiple regression 

with posttest data. Similar to the pretest, only English-speaking proficiency, total number 

of speaking turns, total amount of speaking time, and English backchannels were 

significant; Japanese backchannels and ñhow about you?ò utterances and variants were 

not. Also similar to the pretest data, total number of speaking turns and total amount of 
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speaking time accounted for the largest amount of variation, as shown by the largest 

increase in æR2. 

Table 23. Hierarchical Multiple Regression Predicting Overall Interactional Competence 

on Posttest 

 Overall interactional competence posttest 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Variable B ɓ B ɓ B ɓ 

Constant -6.48**  -6.87**  -5.96**  

Proficiency .20** .51 .12** .30 .75* .19 

Speaking turns   .14** .56 .09** .36 

Speaking time   .01* .22 .01** .31 

Backchannel-E     .04** .35 

Backchannel-J     .02 .07 

How about you?     -.04 -.02 

       

R2 .262  .707  .786  

F 20.21**  44.28**  31.87**  

æR2 .262  .445  .079  

æF2 20.21**  41.84**  6.406**  

Note. N = 59. *p < .05, **p < .001. Backchannel-E = English backchannel, Backchannel-J = 

Japanese backchannel. 

Discussion Excerpts for Hypothesis 3 

 I selected four excerpts from participants of varying overall interactional 

competence to show how their interactions differed, and to show notable patterns of 

interaction across the discussion groups. Excerpts 1 and 2 show a contrast between the 

discussions of a low and high interactional competence group. Excerpt 3 shows a 

discussion between participants with high-medium overall interactional competence, 

however, similar to other groups their discussion unexpectedly developed as a 

brainstorming session. Excerpt 4 shows a discussion between medium-low interactional 

competence participants, who miss the opportunity to further develop a fruitful discussion 
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topic. These excerpts are discussed in greater detail in the Hypothesis 3 Discussion 

section. 

Excerpt 1: Low Interactional CompetenceðLow Mutuality and Long Pauses 

 The following excerpt shows a discussion with very long lapses, long speaking 

turns, and a lack of mutuality.  

Excerpt 1  

24:Treat:PTJob:Pre  

01  Kan :      I (0.4) also think it is good (0.3) because (1.8) e:h =    

02           = (2.8) we can (1.6) uh we can earn money? (4.5) Without =    

03           = (1.7) rent (0.8) their (0.6) parents and also: (1.2) =  

04           = we learn about (1.1) how (3.9) how (1.4) eh (0.5) how =  

05           = to (0.4) communicate (0.6) with (0.9) other (0.5) =   

06           = people in (0.5) social (1.2) environment (0.4)  so it's = 

07           = good (1.1) for university student.  

08           (1.3)  

09  Aya :     %nn nn nn  

10        Ą (7.1)  

11  Aya :     e::h I think the advantage of part - time job is (1.5) =   

12           = mm:: (2.3) first getting a social experience  

13  Ema :     %nn% 

14  Aya :     and second the gain a lot of money (1.0) so (1.9) mmhm.  

15        Ą (27.3)  ((all laugh nervously))  

16  Ema :     Ah from my ex - experience:  

17  Aya :     mmhm  

Excerpt 2: High Interactional CompetenceðHigh Mutuality, Fast Turns 

 The following excerpt shows an interaction with high mutuality. All the 

participants are very involved in the discussion and work together to backchannel (lines 

03ï04, 8ï10, 12ï14), ask questions (line 09), and propel the discussion forward. 

Excerpt 2 

20: Treat:PTJob:Pre  

01  Rio :     Where do you work?  

02  Sak:      I work at Starbucks  

03  Rio:      [e::h?!]  

04  Mar :     [e::h?!]  

05           (( Rio  covers mouth and laughs))  

06  Sak:     I t's yes (0.5) but (2.0) fo  (0.3) from (0.3) this:: = 

07           = this month  

08  Rio :      [a::h]  

09  Mar :     [a::h where where]  

10  Emi :      [a::h this month ]  
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11  Sak :     Ah it's:: [redacted]  

12  Rio :      [e:h??]=  

13  Mar :      [e:h??]=  

14  Emi :      =a::h=  

15  Rio :      =I will go there  

16           (( Emi laughs))  

Excerpt 3: High-Medium Interactional CompetenceðBrainstorming Session 

 The following excerpt shows a participant failing to adequately develop a possible 

topic into a longer discussion; this excerpt shows a brainstorming approach many groups 

took during the discussions. 

Excerpt 3 

4:Treat:StudyAbroad:Pre  

01  Han:      Bad points.  

02  Tak:      Bad points.  

03  Han:      Maybe zemi ? 

04                 [seminar course]  

05  Yur :      a:::  

06  Tak:   Ą And arubait = 

07              [part - time job]  

08  Han:      =You have to get - ah you have to care about zemi .  

09  Yur :      nn.  

10  Han:      And (.) all a:::l (3.6)  

11  Tak:     Tani . Tani tte nan tte iu?  

12           [ Credit. How do you say credit?]  

13  Han:      Credit.  

14  Tak:      Credit.  

Excerpt 4: Medium-Low Interactional CompetenceðAn Undeveloped Topic 

 The following excerpt shows participants failing to develop a possible discussion 

by not asking follow-up questions and is similar to Excerpt 7. 

Excerpt 4 

3:Control:StudyAbroad:Pre  

01  Mai:      Studying to (1.2) U.S. is  (0.8) image cost  high.  

02  Kan:      %Nn nn nn% 

03  Mas:      [Cost high] and eh so dangerous.  

04  Kan:     [ N::n    ]  

05  Mai:     [> Nn nn nn<]  

06  Mas:      >Yeah yeah uh<=  

07  Mai:      =BAN! ((mimics shooting gun, laughs))  

08  Mas:      Uh yeah.  

09  Haz:      BAN! ((mimics shooting gun, laughs))  

10           ((all laughing))  

11  Mas:      Uh f - uh (.) my: (0.9) uh brother's friend is (1.1) dead.  
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12  Haz:     EH?= 

13  Kan:      =Dead?= 

14  Mai:      =EH??= 

15  Mas:      =By= 

16  Kan:      =Eh?= 

17  Mas:      =Gun.  

18           (1.2)  

19  Mai:      Really?  

20  Mas:      Uh yeah yeah.  

21  Haz:      Japanese?  

22  Mas:      No 

23  Haz:      A:h  

24  Mai:     E:h?  

25  Kan:     %Very [(xxxxx)%]  

26  Mas:            [ Nn.]  

27           (3.4)  

28  Kan:   Ą What's this (.) life (0.7) products is very high too.  

29  Haz:      Ah ah ah  

Hypothesis 4: Interactional Competence Ratings 

Hypothesis 4: Explicit instruction of interactional practices in conjunction with formulaic 

language will have a positive effect on participant interactional competence scores 

assigned by raters during group discussions. 

Formulaic Sequences Productive Knowledge Analysis 

 The following analysis investigated how well the participants could productively 

use 10 target formulaic sequences (see Table 4). The purpose of this analysis was to 

check whether the participants could display knowledge of the expressions when 

prompted. This was done prior to assessing whether the participants actually used them 

during the discussions. The 10 target formulaic sequences were five expressions for 

backchanneling and five expressions for checking comprehension. The expressions were 

typographically emphasized in the EAP textbooks (Appendix A), and I verified their 

authenticity by confirming that they appeared with sufficient frequency in the reference 

corpus. I taught the target formulaic sequences to the participants in treatment lesson 2 

(backchanneling) and 5 (confirmation checks). In addition, the participants also used the 
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expressions in treatment lessons 6ï8 (review). The treatment group participants received 

one 25-minute treatment lesson and one 25-minute review on the backchanneling 

expressions. Similarly, they received one 25-minute treatment lesson and one 25-minute 

review on the other-initiated self-repair expressions. Productive knowledge of the target 

formulaic sequences was assessed with a C-test (Appendix F) in which test-takers read a 

prompt and wrote the appropriate response. To prevent test-takers from writing plausible 

yet incorrect answers, the first letter of each word was provided.  

Descriptive statistics indicated that both the treatment group (n = 49) and the 

control group (n = 27) scores improved from pretest to posttest. The treatment group 

pretest mean score was 7.86 (SD = 1.61) which increased on the posttest to 9.53 (SD = 

0.71). The control group pretest mean score was 6.67 (SD = 1.64) which increased on the 

posttest to 8.07 (SD = 1.84). 

The most appropriate analysis for this data was a two-way mixed ANOVA, which 

consists of five assumptions: normality of sampling distributions, homogeneity of 

variance, the absence of outliers, and independence of errors, additivity, and sphericity 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Visual examination of histogram indicated that that there 

was negative skew and that the data were not normal. As normality is an assumption of 

the two-way mixed ANOVA, I attempted to transform the data using a reflect and 

logarithm procedure as recommended in Tabachnick and Fidell (2015). Transformations 

improve skewness and kurtosis values, but can complicate interpretation of the results. 

Both the ANOVA with the original and the transformed data yielded the same results, 

therefore, for ease of interpretation I only discuss the original data (see Figure 4). There 
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was homogeneity of variances, as assessed by Leveneôs test (p > .05). There were no 

outliers as assessed by examination of studentized residuals greater than ±3. The 

assumption of independence of errors cannot be tested and was satisfied by the research 

design. The assumption of additivity and sphericity were not relevant because this 

research question only had two categories for the within-subjects factor. Therefore, this 

assumption was also satisfied. 

A two-way mixed ANOVA with Versant test scores as a covariate to control for 

proficiency indicated that there was a statistically significant effect for group, F(1, 73) = 

16.70, p < .001, partial ɖ2 = .186. There was also a statistically significant effect for time, 
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Figure 4. C-Test Pretest and Posttest Means Separated by Group 
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F(1, 73) = 7.48, p < .05, partial ɖ2 = .093. However, there was no statistically significant 

effect for the interaction between time and group, F(1, 73) = 1.38, p = .245. In summary, 

the results indicated that the treatment and control groups differed significantly on both 

the pretest and posttest. The mean scores for both groups increased from pretest to 

posttest, and therefore the interaction between time and group was insignificant. These 

findings indicate that the treatment was not statistically significant, and/or that extraneous 

events (e.g., a testing effect) influenced the control group scores. Nevertheless, the results 

indicated that both groups achieved satisfactory scores on the productive test of target 

formulaic sequences and were likely able to produce them in conversation. Also 

noteworthy is that the test assessed participants on 10 target formulaic for two actions, 

backchanneling and confirming comprehension; therefore, even if participants got an 

item wrong on the test, they could use alternative expressions to backchannel or confirm 

their understanding. 

Formulaic Sequences Productive Use in Discussions 

 As the previous section described, the participants could adequately produce  

the target formulaic sequences on a written fill-in-the-blank style test (Appendix F). 

However, during the discussions neither the treatment nor the control group used enough 

of the expressions to allow for the use of parametric statistics. In Table 24, the number of 

uses for each target formulaic sequence is shown as well as its proportion of total 

instances. 

The table indicates that backchannels occurred more often than other-initiated 

self-repair, which are contingent upon misunderstanding (see also Appendix S for all 
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recorded instances of backchanneling). Also, the data shows that eight of the 10 target 

formulaic sequences were used only once or not at all during the discussions, despite the 

participants having satisfactorily demonstrated their ability to produce them in written 

form earlier. 

Table 24. Target Formulaic Sequence Use During Discussions 

  Treatment Control 
Action Formulaic sequence Pre (n) Post (n) Pre (n) Post (n) 

Backchanneling Good point/ Thatôs a 
good point 

0 0 0 0 

 I see 4 (0.00%) 12 (0.01%) 7 (0.01%) 6 (0.01%) 
 Right 5 (0.00%) 13 (0.01%) 3 (0.00%) 2 (0.00%) 
 Thatôs interesting 0 1 (0.00%) 0 0 
 That sounds é 0 1 (0.00%) 0 0 

Other-initiated 
Self-repair 

did you say 0 0 0 0 

 I'm sorry 0 1 (0.00%) 0 0 
 is that right? 0 0 0 0 
 you're saying 0 0 0 0 
 you mean 1 (0.00%) 0 0 0 

Interactional Competence Ratings  

 A repeated-measures MANCOVA was run to investigate the effects of a 

treatment for interactional practices and target formulaic sequences on post-intervention 

interactional competence ratings using SPSS Version 29.0.2.0. Interactional competence 

ratings were in the form of measure outputs from Facets (Version 3.84.0; Linacre, 2022). 

To control for the effects of English-speaking proficiency, scores on the Versant English 

Test (Pearson, 2008) were entered into the model as a covariate. Measure means and 

standard deviations for the four interactional competence criteria are shown in Table 25, 

and measure means are visually represented in Figure 5. 
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Table 25. Hypothesis 4 Measure Descriptive Statistics 

  Pretest Posttest 

Group  M SD M SD 

Treatment Overall 0.52 0.45 0.73 0.49 

 CI 0.76 1.02 0.93 1.10 

 DMD 0.58 1.03 0.77 1.13 

 TTB 0.02 0.97 0.82 1.11 

 CE 1.39 1.03 1.18 1.05 

Control Overall 0.39 0.41 -0.08 0.43 

 CI 1.12 0.96 0.83 1.05 

 DMD 0.53 0.89 -0.04 1.03 

 TTB -0.34 0.89 -0.70 1.04 

 CE 0.50 0.97 -0.34 0.93 

Note. CI = Conversation Involvement, DMD = Developing and Maintaining Discussion, TTB = 
Turn-taking/Backchanneling, CE = Communicative Effectiveness. 

 Figure 5 visually displays the information in Table 25, the rating measure means 

separated by group and criterion. Confidence intervals are displayed with the black  
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brackets. 

All  the statistical assumptions were satisfied except for the assumption of a lack 

of univariate and multivariate outliers. Visual observation of boxplots revealed six 

univariate outliers. I opted to keep the outliers in the data because running the analyses 

with and without the outliers produced similar results. There were no multivariate 

outliers, as assessed by Mahalanobis distance (p < .001). A repeated-measures 

MANCOVA was run to investigate the effect of the treatment on four aspects of 

interactional competence: Conversation Involvement, Developing and Maintaining 

discussion, Turn-taking/Backchanneling, and Communicative Effectiveness. 

The repeated-measures MANCOVA showed that there was no statistically 

significant difference between the treatment groups after controlling for English speaking 

proficiency, F(4, 70) = 1.054, p = .386, Wilksô ȿ = .943, partial ɖ2 = .057. In other 

words, neither the treatment group nor the control group participants showed a 

statistically significant difference between the pretest and posttest. If the analysis had 

been significant, then a post hoc ANOVA would be the next step to investigate where 

exactly differences existed. However, the omnibus repeated-measures MANCOVA was 

insignificant and therefore subsequent analyses were not appropriate. This quantitative 

analysis did not reveal any differences between the pretest and posttest ratings of 

interactional competence, but the qualitative analysis revealed trends across the different 

groups. 
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Discussion Excerpts for Hypothesis 4 

 The following section contains excerpts from the discussion transcripts which 

illustrate different aspects of interactional competence related to Hypothesis 4. The 

excerpts were selected to show how interactions differed between participants with 

low/medium/high interactional proficiency. In addition, the excerpts show recurring 

patterns of interaction across different discussion groups. Excerpt 5 shows a discussion 

between speakers with different interactional competence levels in which higher 

proficiency speakers (Ayaka, Kanade) attempt to involve a lower proficiency speaker 

(Tomoya) in the discussion. Excerpt 6 shows a common interactional pattern, particularly 

among participants with low interactional competence, the use of ñhow about you?ò for 

turn-taking. Excerpts 7 and 8 show the difference in communicative effectiveness 

between medium and low overall interactional competence speakers. These excerpts are 

discussed in the Hypothesis 4 Discussion section. 

Excerpt 5: High/Low Interactional CompetenceðEncouraging Others to Participate 

The following excerpt shows two participants (Ayaka, Kanade) trying to involve a 

group member who is not participating (Tomoya). 

Excerpt 5  

9:Treat:Food:Pre  

01  Kan :      Sounds good. (1.5) U: m do you cook? ((gestures to 001))  

02  Tom :     Ah [ah] no I don't - I didn't  

03  Kan:        [no?] ((smiling and laughing softly))  

04             (4.0)  

05  Aya:     What do you think (0.6) of (.) uh your parents (0.8) uh =  

06           = nani  eh?= 

              [what]  

07           (003 and 004 laugh))  

08           = the food (0.6) that (.) your parents (.) cook  

09  Nay:     a::h.  

10  Kan :      Thei :: r  best one?  ((looks at Ayaka))  

11           (1. 0)  

12  Aya :     Ah anything okay the best one or (0.8) the (.) kind of =   
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13           = or (.) taste. Anything okay what do you think =     

14           =((looks at Tomoya))  

15           ( 2.3 ) (( Tomoya touches head  and smiles  sheepishly ))  

16  Kan:     How about your (1.1) (xxxxxx)  

17           (4.5)  

18  Aya :   Ą I s it good?  

19  Tom :     Nn::  

20           (1.9)  

21  Aya:   Ą Who cooks?  

22  Tom :      My mother.  

23  Aya:   Ą %mm::% You don't help?  

24  Tom :     Nn.  

25           (( Nayuko looks unamused, Kanade , Ayaka , and Nao laugh))  

Excerpt 6: Medium/Low Interactional CompetenceðñHow About You?ò Sequences 

The following excerpt shows the ñhow about you?ò sequence (lines 07, 23, 31, 

46) that many participants used to mechanically allocate turns during discussions. 

Excerpt 6 

7:Ctrl:PartTime:Pre  

01  Man:      E::: (.) e::: (0.7) We will discuss about (0.5) =  

02           =u niversity students shou:ld work ((laughing))  

03  Chi:      Part - [time job]  

04  Kaz:           [( Part job)]  

05  Man:      Part - time job  

06           ((all laughing))  

07  Man:   Ą Ee::: (2.0) e (.) How about - how about you = 

08           = ((gestures to Kazu))  

09  Kaz:      [ A:::h]  

10  Chi:      [ What ] do you think about  

11  Kaz:      A::h (1.0) first good point is ah earn money myself  

12  Man:      N::n  

13  Kaz:      And (0.8) decreas e parents  

14  Man:      Ah 

15  Kaz:      Maybe  

16           (1.2)  

17  Man:      A::h  

18  Kaz:      ( xxxxxxxx ) and (1.2) and bad point i s  e::h (2.0) school = 

19           = life i s  (.) e::: school lif e (1.5) Ee:to (1.5) Ah when = 

20           = (.) I (.) do - did part - time job e::h (1.3) I so tired  

21  Man :     Mmm  

22           (4.2)  

23  Man:   Ą Ok uh uh  how about you ((laughing; gestures to Saya))  

24  Say:      I think (0.8) e:h university students should (0.9)  do=  

25           = uh? work part - time job (0.5) because (0.6) eh (0.7) =  

26           =U niversity students (1.1) need a lot of money  

27  Chi:      [ U::n]  

28  Say:      [ So] (0.8) we (0.4) if you (.) work part - time job, =  

29           = ee::: (0.5) We can (0.7) save the money  

30  Man:      Nn. Nn. Nn.  

31  Say:   Ą How about you ((gestures to Chiaki ))  
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32  Chi:      ((laughing)) a::h I think (.) it's good to:::  (0.6) =  

33           = it's good for college students to:::  (1.2) work as a = 34           

=part - time (0.8) part - time worker (0.8)  because (0.4) =  

35           = so::: (1.2) Ah::: all of a:::h Many - most of college =  

36           = students don't have (0.8) enough money   

37  Man:      N:n  

38  Chi:      To::: (1.2) going aro - ah to go out a:nd (1.0) to::: = 

39           = live alone so: (0.6) This point is (.) a:h this point = 40           

=is ah this point  needs (1.0) needs part - time job  but = 41           

=(0.5) ah some some people work (1.9) too hard so::: =  

42           = (1.8) They (.) cou - can't (1.3) they can't (0.6) come = 

43           = to school (1.1) sometimes so::: (1.6) Students have to = 

44           = work so - so  

45  Man:      N:::n  

46  Chi:   Ą How about you? ((slight gesture to Mana))  

Excerpt 7: Medium/High Interactional CompetenceðOvercoming Vocabulary Issues 

The following excerpt shows a lack of Communicative Effectiveness when the 

current speaker has a breakdown in communication (line 24), due to an inability to find 

the correct word/phrase and a lack of fluency. 

Excerpt 7 

44:Control:StudyAbroad:Pre  

01  Wak:     I think the merit is (0.8) th -  (0.6) if -  (0.8) =  

02           =( (laughing)) Make a demerit  ((laughing)) yes. (0.7)=  

03           =Eh we:: (1.5) we - e::h (1.9) I f we =go to [(0.9)]=  

04  Hir:                                                [nn]  

05           =study abroad? [(0.6)] we:: (0.7) know the -  (0.7)=  

06  Sho:                     [nn]  

07           =new normal. [(0.7)] Because they are  different food = 

08  Sho:                   [nn nn]  

09           =different [(1.7)] school?, different  =[(1.4)] culture = 

10  Sho:                 [nn::.]  

11           = [(0.8)] and so on. (1.2) But in (0.5) still in Japan = 

12  Sho:       [nn nn]  

13           = we:: (1.0) we know only Japanese  [culture] so this is =  

14  Hir:                                         [mm:.]  

15  Sho:                                             [mm.]  

16           = (0.5) a very (2.2) good  [ (0.9) ] experience.  

17  Sho:                               [nn nn nn]  

18  Hir:                               [nn]  

19           (2.1)  

20  Sho:      A::: -  

21  Wak:      Bu:[t] (0.6) there's a (.) demerit [(.) ]cuz (1.3)=  

22  Sho:         [m]m                            [nn nn]  

23           = the:: (0.7) different culture different food and so=  

24        Ą =on is (2.5) which (1.4) is: % nan tte % (4.9) ((makes=  

25                                        [what is it]  

26           =searching gestures, laughs))  
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27  Sho:      HA? NAN DA? 

28           [WHAT? WHAT IS IT?]  

29           ((all laughing))  

30           (5.9)  

31  Wak:      %eh% 

32  Sho:      Different culture:  

33           (3.5)  

34  Sho:      is  

35           (6.5)  

36  Wak:      And may (0.3) we: makes [(0.9)] we: don't eat the=  

37  Sho:                              [nn]  

38           =different food [and (0.8) ] cannot suits  the different = 

39  Sho:                      [nn. a:h ah ah ah]  

40           = cultures [(0.3)] so:: (.) this is a  health  problem=  

41  Sho:                 [nn nn]  

42           =[(2.1)] this is so this is a [(1.7)] bad (0.6) things  

43  Sho:       [nn nn nn]                   [a::h]  

 

Excerpt 8: High/Low Interactional CompetenceðAsking an Expert 

 The following excerpts also shows a lack of Communicative Effectiveness in that 

a participant (Eunice) refrains from talking about a topic that they know well (lines 27ï

31). 

Excerpt 8 

30:Treat:Food:Post  

01  Nan:      What is yours (0.4)[ Wh]ich do you prefer ((looks at = 

02           =Eunice ))  

03  Eun:                         [mm:]  

04  Eun:      Mm now (0.5) I'm living alone s[o I ](0.9) a:h prefer = 05  

Mas:                                     [nn::]   

06           = to (0.5) go to outside  

07  Nan:      [nn:::]  

08  Mas:      [(xxx)]  

09  Eun:      but (0.4) I'm go back to Korea=  

10  Mas:      =nn= 

11  Nan:      =nn 

12  Eun:      Ah I like (0.4) ah (1.7) have a meal with my (0.5) = 

13           = family [in house]  

14  Nan:              [%nn nn n]n%  

15  Mas:      Nn:: (0.6) yeah  

16           (1.2)  

17  Nan:      But it depends on situation [like you ]said  

18  Mas:                                  [yeah yeah]  

19           (2.4)  

20  Yun:      Yes  

21  Nan:      O:[:h]  

22  Mas:   Ą   [ Es]pecially Korean food if you go to the Korean =  

23           = restaurant  probably it's (0.8) the food is good but = 
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24           = it's really commercialized food you know like it's not = 

25           = really (0.4) authentic Korean food [right so] (0.8) = 

26  Nan:                                          [mm mm mm] 

27           = it's not (0.4) really worth the move to [get ]outside =  

28  Nan:                                               [yeah]  

29           = if you want to [go t]o a Korean restaurant  

30  Nan:                      [yeah]  

31           ((Eunice starts fanning self again in silence))  

Chapter 5 Summary 

In this chapter, I provided the results of the analyses conducted for the four 

hypotheses of this study. For Hypothesis 1, I compared the lexical bundles from EAP 

textbooks with lexical bundles from a corpus of spoken academic English. The results 

showed that the two groups of lexical bundles performed substantially different functions. 

For Hypothesis 2, I manually searched for typographically emphasized formulaic 

sequences in a corpus of spoken academic English. The results showed that occurrences 

of most formulaic sequences did not exceed a frequency threshold and thus could not be 

considered authentic. For Hypothesis 3, I assessed whether interactional competence 

ratings could be predicted based on various interactional practices. The results indicated 

that the statistically significant interactional practices were speaking proficiency, number 

of speaking turns, total amount of speaking time, and English backchannels. For 

Hypothesis 4, I assessed whether the treatment had a statistically significant effect on 

four criteria of interactional competence. The results indicated that the treatment was not 

statistically significant. In the following chapter, I discuss the results, research 

implications, and pedagogical implications of these findings. 
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CHAPTER 6 

DISCUSSION 

 In this chapter, I reintroduce each hypothesis before summarizing and interpreting 

the results. Following that, I discuss the research and pedagogical implications. 

Hypothesis 1: EAP Textbook Lexical Bundles 

For Hypothesis 1, I posited that the lexical bundles in EAP textbooks would differ 

substantially from lexical bundles in a corpus of spoken academic English. This 

hypothesis was confirmed. To reiterate, lexical bundles were defined by Biber et al. 

(1999) as ñbundles of words that show a statistical tendency to co-occur é as recurrent 

expressions, regardless of their idiomaticity, and regardless of their structural statusò (pp. 

989ï990). In other words, lexical bundles are multi-word sequences that are determined 

solely by how frequently they appear in a text. I compiled the audio scripts and video 

scripts from EAP textbooks to form the TEAP corpus. Then, I compared the TEAP 

corpus to the reference corpus MICASE, which is a spoken English corpus of academic 

speech events. The 40 most frequent lexical bundles from both corpora were coded using 

the taxonomy from Biber, Conrad, and Cortes (2004). The results indicated that the 

lexical bundles from the TEAP and MICASE corpora differed greatly. For the TEAP 

corpus, discourse organizers (47.50%) and referential expressions (42.50%) occurred 

with roughly similar frequency, but stance expressions occurred rarely (5.00%). For the 

MICASE corpus, the most frequently occurring lexical bundles were referential 

expressions (45.00%), followed by stance expressions (30.00%), and discourse 

organizers (22.50%). Three of the registers in Biber, Conrad, and Cortes are also shown 
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in Table 18 and Figure 3. For the TEAP corpus, the distribution of functions did not 

closely resemble any of the registers, but similar to the textbook register, it had a low 

percentage of stance expressions. The MICASE corpus was most similar to the classroom 

teaching register in that both had a more balanced distribution of the function types. 

Having summarized the results, I examine each lexical bundle function more closely 

before discussing possible explanations and implications. 

Discourse Organizer Expressions 

 Discourse organizer expressions are lexical bundles that describe a relationship 

between prior and subsequent discourse (Biber, Conrad, & Cortes, 2004). Nearly half of 

the 40 most frequent lexical bundles in the TEAP corpus were discourse organizer 

bundles, but they were less than a quarter of the total in the MICASE corpus. Discourse 

organizer expressions differed between the two corpora not only in terms of frequency, 

but also in terms of the functions they served. In the Biber, Conrad, and Cortes 

taxonomy, discourse organizer functions are divided into two functions: topic 

introduction/focus and topic elaboration/clarification. The topic introduction/focus 

function contains expressions to direct the attention of the listener such as ñif you look 

atò and ñI would like to.ò The second function of topic elaboration/clarification contains 

more opaque expressions such as ñhas to do withò and ñas well as the.ò In the TEAP 

corpus (Table 16), there were a total of 19 discourse organizer expressions, 15 (79.00%) 

were the topic introduction/focus type, and four (21.00%) were the 

elaboration/clarification type. In the MICASE corpus (Table 17), there were only nine 

discourse organizer expressions, six (66.60%) of those expressions had a topic 
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elaboration/clarification function and three (33.30%) of those expressions had a topic 

introduction/focus function. 

Referential Expressions 

 Referential expressions were a large percentage of the 40 most frequent lexical 

bundles for both corpora (see Table 18 and Figure 3). For the TEAP corpus, they were 

the second largest category at 42.50%, and for the MICASE corpus they were the largest 

category at 45.00%. Biber, Conrad, and Cortes (2004) describes referential expressions as 

lexical bundles which identify an entity as worthy of attention. They are further divided 

into four subcategories: identification/focus, imprecision, specification of attributes, and 

time/place/text reference. The fact that referential expressions make up almost half of the 

40 most frequent lexical bundles in both corpora show their importance and 

multifunctionality. There are also notable similarities and differences between the two 

corpora and the registers in Biber, Conrad, and Cortes. For the TEAP corpus, referential 

expressions were a much lower proportion of total expressions than Biber, Conrad, and 

Cortesô textbook register. The similarity of functions between the MICASE corpus and 

Biber, Conrad, and Cortesôs classroom teaching register can be seen; referential 

expressions and stance expressions were used most often, and discourse organizers were 

used the least. 

Stance Expressions 

 Stance expressions showed a large contrast between the two corpora. Biber, 

Conrad, and Cortes (2004) describe stance bundles as expressions that give a frame for 

interpretation for subsequent information. The expressions can be epistemic stance 
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bundles or attitudinal/modality stance bundles. In addition, they can be either personal or 

impersonal. In the TEAP corpus, stance expressions accounted for only 5.00% of the 40 

most frequently used expressions, a figure closer to the textbook register in Biber, 

Conrad, and Cortes. 

Explanation of Hypothesis 1 Results 

 Discourse organizer and referential expressions accounted for nearly all the 

lexical bundles in EAP textbooks, and a possible reason is that those EAP textbooks 

primarily focus on academic speech events whose purpose is to transmit information to 

learners. The most prominent example of these interactions is the lecture, but other 

formats such as interviews with experts and video clips from news programs frequently 

appeared. Discourse organizer expressions such as ñToday weôre going toò and 

referential expressions such as ñall over the worldò both featured prominently in the 

content, and with increased exposure to these types of lexical bundles, learners are more 

likely to use those expressions during their own presentations. Thus, informational 

academic speech events and student presentations function as the beginning and end of a 

learning cycle. That is, EAP textbook units typically contain lectures and readings about 

a certain topic and have a presentation task at the end of the unit that can be assessed by 

the instructor. Learners demonstrate their understanding of the topic by using skills such 

as synthesizing information from different sources, interacting with peers, and producing 

a clearly-defined product (de Chazal, 2014). In summary, one reason academic speech 

events such as lectures are a common part of EAP textbooks is because they provide a 

convenient framework and model for subsequent presentations by learners. 
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 Stance expressions accounted for almost none of the lexical bundles in the EAP 

textbooks, and there are several possible reasons for this finding. As noted earlier, stance 

expressions were a mere 5.00% of the most frequent lexical bundles in the EAP textbook 

corpus, a much lower percentage than the 30.00% in the reference corpus (Table 18 and 

Figure 3). Biber, Conrad, and Cortes (2004) described stance bundles as very common 

and found that they accounted for high proportions in both the conversation (69.00%) and 

classroom teaching registers (33.00%). However, stance expressions accounted for only 

15.00% of lexical bundles in the textbook register, indicating that EAP textbooks are 

more similar to the textbook register than the classroom teaching or conversation register. 

That almost none of the most frequent lexical bundles were stance expressions can be 

explained by the predominance of informational academic speech events such as lectures 

over more interactive events such as study groups or office hour visits. In a lecture, 

epistemic stance expressions such as ñI donôt know ifò are somewhat unnatural because 

the focus is on the subject matter rather than the lecturer. A possible cause may be that 

teachers adopt a ñcontextual and directiveò orientation, which contrasts with learners who 

typically have a ñpersonalized framingò orientation (Csomay, 2004, 2007). Another 

reason might be that because epistemic stance expressions are used to convey the limits 

of oneôs knowledge or sound more tentative, textbook creators might omit them in order 

for learners to sound more certain. Yet another reason stance expressions do not appear 

more often may be that textbook creators do not deal with lexical bundles in any 

systematic manner, a conclusion that was reached in earlier studies such as Wood (2012) 

and Wood and Appel (2014). 
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Research Implications of Hypothesis 1 Results 

 A research implication for these results is that researchers should create lists of 

lexical bundles that textbook publishers can incorporate into EAP textbooks. For years, 

researchers (e.g., McCarten, 2022; Meunier & Reppen, 2015; Römer, 2011) have 

recommended that publishers use findings from corpus linguistics to strengthen the 

authenticity of their English language textbooks. That this study reaches the same 

conclusion is not groundbreaking, and a recent article (Murray & Brown, 2025) reviewed 

several formulaic lists that have appeared in major research journals. The researchers 

concluded that although a number of formulaic language lists exist, none of them 

combined a rigorous selection process with user-friendliness. To textbook publishersô 

credit, many titles focus on word lists such as the AWL (Coxhead, 2000) and the NAWL 

(Browne et al., 2013), and there is an ever-increasing number of titles that incorporate 

corpus linguistics. However, the nature of lexical bundles poses a challenge to both 

researchers who wish to create practical lists, and publishers that hope to incorporate 

more research findings. Lexical bundles which are determined by frequency alone often 

straddle grammatical borders. Bundles such as ñIôm going to talkò are easier to define 

and teach than expressions such as ñin terms of the.ò The difficulty of teaching formulaic 

language was one reason that Simpson-Vlach and Ellis (2010) considered pedagogical 

usefulness as a factor when creating their Academic Formula List. Other strengths of this 

study are that the researchers used other criteria beyond frequency alone, covered both 

written and spoken language, and used data from several corpora. However, despite the 

many strengths of this word list, it is based on corpora that are now more than two 
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decades old and therefore other researchers should replicate its rigorous approach. In 

summary, if researchers produce practical and user-friendly list of lexical bundles, this 

increases the likelihood that textbook publishers incorporate those research findings into 

their own offerings. 

Pedagogical Implications of Hypothesis 1 Results 

 A pedagogical implication based on these results is that textbook publishers 

should incorporate a greater variety of academic speech events into EAP textbook 

content. As noted earlier, EAP textbooks focus not only on lectures, but also readings, 

expert interviews, and multimodal lectures such as TED Talks. These events share 

several characteristics: they are transactional (e.g., lecturer to student), planned 

beforehand, and have an unequal status between lecturers and students (de Chazal, 2014). 

However, these are just a fraction of the situations that English language learners can 

expect to encounter in higher education. English language learners must also navigate 

study groups, student presentations, on-on-one meetings with advisors, and group 

projects just to name a few interactions. Those events can be described as highly 

interactive and with greater equality among participants. In other words, these two types 

of interactions differ greatly. If EAP textbooks focused on a greater variety of academic 

speech events, the lexical bundles in EAP textbooks might more closely resemble 

conversation or classroom teaching. Therefore, exposing L2 learners to more authentic 

academic language could better prepare them for the rigors of academia in English-

medium institutions. 
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 A pedagogical implication for teachers is that they should expose their students to 

more lexical bundles via authentic academic speech events. With the proliferation of the 

Internet, there is an ever-increasing number of online lectures, interviews, discussion 

panels, and other speech events which can become course content. One example is the 

well-known TED Talk, which started in 2006 and has over 7,000 videos available online 

as of April  2025 (Barayeva, 2025). Another example is the Massive Open Online Course 

(MOOC), a free online course offered by universities around the world. The easy 

accessibility and diversity of these topics are appealing, but it may be overly optimistic to 

assume that L2 learners will voluntarily seek out academic content outside of class, 

particularly if the language of the content is challenging. Instead, teachers could carefully 

introduce academic content likely to be of interest to their students. If the length or 

amount of the material is too difficult  for students, then teachers could provide 

scaffolding or use excerpts of the content. 

Another pedagogical implication is that lexical bundles are not likely to be salient 

for students so teachers could use AI to create tasks which have intentional learning 

conditions (Pellicer-Sánchez & Boers, 2019). Some examples of tasks with intentional 

learning conditions are activities where learners search a text for formulaic sequences, 

and stand-alone activities focused on formulaic sequences. However, in their review 

Pellicer-Sánchez and Boers noted that the effectiveness of intentional learning procedures 

varied widely. An additional concern is that creating additional instructional materials 

can be time-consuming for teachers. A practical alternative might be AI-based resources 

such as ChatGPT and Zengengo (https://www.zengengo.com), which allow users to 
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quickly and easily create instructional materials based on user-selected content. AI-based 

resources are useful for reducing the amount of time that teachers spend on mundane 

tasks such as creating vocabulary review activities and quizzes. It must be stated though 

that I do not advocate that teachers stop using authentic materials in favor of AI-created 

reading and listening materials. By definition, AI is not authentic, and therefore it should 

not be considered as a replacement for carefully introducing authentic materials into the 

classroom. Instead, I recommend that teachers use AI tools to create standalone materials 

such as matching exercises or vocabulary quizzes. By using these tools, teachers can 

increase their studentsô exposure to lexical bundles, thereby strengthening their 

knowledge of these expressions which are a ubiquitous yet overlooked component of 

language. 

 An alternative approach for teachers is to incorporate formulaic language word 

lists into language course content. Word lists have several advantages for language 

teachers. Word lists are typically created using corpus linguistics and reflect the language 

used in the source material. Teachers can also select words lists that suit their needs, and 

a variety of word lists have been published which contain different types of formulaic 

language (e.g., lexical bundles, collocations) and have different purposes (for a recent 

review, see Murray and Brown, 2025). Also, researchers thoroughly describe how they 

create word lists, further simplifying the teacherôs decision of which word list to use. In 

contrast, how publishers select formulaic language for their EAP textbooks is often not 

described clearly. Furthermore, as previous research has shown, many textbook 

publishers do not appear to treat lexical bundles in any systematic manner (Wood, 2012; 
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Wood & Appel, 2014), even though many EAP textbooks advertise the use of using 

corpus linguistics. In summary, a variety of word lists for formulaic language have been 

published, and teachers should carefully select one to incorporate into their language 

course content to expose their students to more lexical bundles. 

Summary of Hypothesis 1 Results 

Over two decades ago Biber, Conrad, and Cortes (2004) reported that lexical 

bundles in L1 university textbooks differed in several ways from classroom teaching and 

spoken conversation. At present, the results from this study indicate that EAP textbooks, 

which focus on preparing L2 learners for academia, contain lexical bundles that differ 

significantly from classroom teaching and conversation. Using Biber, Conrad, and 

Cortesô taxonomy, I found that EAP textbook lexical bundles performed mostly discourse 

organizing and referential functions, and rarely stance functions. I attributed this finding 

to the predominance of informational academic speech events such as lectures, and a lack 

of more interactive academic speech events. A research implication was that researchers 

should create more formulaic language word lists, and a pedagogical implication was that 

textbook publishers should incorporate those word lists into their EAP textbook content. 

For teachers, a pedagogical implication was that they should expose their students to 

extracurricular academic content and incorporate word lists into their language course 

content. It can be reasonably concluded that if L2 learners are more exposed to the actual 

language they will encounter in academia, then they will be better prepared to succeed in 

the future. 
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Hypothesis 2: Authentic Formulaic Sequences 

 In this section, I briefly summarize the Hypothesis 2 analysis before discussing 

possible reasons for the results. Following this, I discuss the research and pedagogical 

implications. 

 Hypothesis 2 stated that the majority of formulaic sequences that appear in EAP 

textbooks lack authenticity because they do not appear with sufficient frequency in a 

corpus of spoken academic English. This hypothesis was confirmed. To investigate 

whether formulaic sequences that appear in EAP textbooks can be considered authentic, I 

examined formulaic sequences in EAP textbooks which were typographically 

emphasized. This term refers to words or phrases that are made more salient to textbook 

users by being placed in separate text boxes, highlighted, underlined, or bolded. In 

addition, typically those expressions were shown in example sentences, appeared in a 

vocabulary index at the back of the book, or were used more frequently in audio or video 

recordings. Although both Hypothesis 1 and 2 concern formulaic sequences, Hypothesis 

1 focused on lexical bundles, which is a subset within the larger group of formulaic 

language. Another difference between the two groups is that lexical bundles in 

Hypothesis 1 seemed to not be treated in any systematic manner whereas the formulaic 

sequences in Hypothesis 2 were presented as expressions to be learned. 

 The results indicated that most of the formulaic sequences could not be 

considered authentic because they did not appear with sufficient frequency in the spoken 

academic English corpus. Only 298 (16.20%) of the 1,830 unique EAP textbook 

expressions passed the low threshold of 10 occurrences per million words. However, this 
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included two-word and three-word expressions, most of which are very common and 

syntactically incomplete such as ñtalk aboutò and ñthese are.ò Therefore, I also examined 

formulaic sequences of four words or more. The percentage of four or more-word 

expressions that were authentic was a mere 27 (2.40%) out of 1,118 unique EAP textbook 

expressions. I also examined formulaic sequences of exactly four words (4-grams) as 

they are more syntactically complete than 2- or 3-grams and 10 times more common than 

5-grams (Cortes, 2022). The 4-gram analysis indicated that 22 out of 384 (5.70%) 

expressions could be considered authentic. Finally, a striking finding was that most 

formulaic sequences in EAP textbooks, 1,056 out of 1,830 (57.70%), did not appear even 

once in the 152 texts that comprise the MICASE corpus. Therefore, the results of this 

study support the findings of Coxhead et al. (2017) that the majority of phrases listed as 

useful expressions in EAP textbooks did not appear in either a laboratory or a tutorial 

corpus. 

Explanation of Hypothesis 2 Results 

  As stated in Hypothesis 1 discussion section, one possible reason EAP textbooks 

do not accurately reflect spoken academic discourse is that EAP textbooks largely focus 

on lectures, student-led presentations, and other informational academic speech events 

(Basturkmen, 2016; Feak, 2013). By focusing on these similar types of interactions, EAP 

textbooks might not adequately cover language that is used during more interactive 

academic speech events. 

 Another possible reason formulaic sequences did not meet the authenticity 

threshold is due to inadequate textbook creation methods. Of the 32 EAP textbooks 
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examined in the study, 13 mentioned a corpus or word list, 11 mentioned an authentic 

content source such as Reuters news articles or TED Talks, and nine made no mention of 

corpus linguistics or authentic sources. Interestingly, those nine EAP textbooks were all 

published in the first half of the 2010s. For reference, 11 of the selected EAP textbooks 

were published between 2010ï2014, 17 were published between 2015ï2019, and four 

were published in 2020, the year the EAP textbooks were collected. Therefore, this 

finding supports the idea that publishers are improving their methods, albeit slowly 

(McCarten, 2022). However, it is difficult to draw conclusions regarding the use of 

corpus linguistics in EAP textbooks because textbook publishers do not describe their 

creation methods and there are many ways that corpus linguistics can be used. As Cheng 

and Lam (2022) stated: 

It remains unclear in the case of many language textbooks the extent to 

which and the ways in which they are corpus-informed, with only a 

minority of teaching materials thus far incorporating direct corpus 

evidence such as concordances into their design on a small scale. (p. 305) 

 Practical demands and the expectations of teachers and students could be another 

reason most formulaic language in EAP textbooks does not reflect real-life spoken 

academic situations. All the sampled EAP textbooks were individual titles within a series, 

with different titles intended for different proficiency levels. As a result, the EAP 

textbook authors had to create a large amount of content and focus on numerous skills. 

Agreeing, disagreeing, and sharing oneôs opinion were featured in all the EAP textbook 

series, but also less common actions such as interrupting and negotiating for meaning. 

However, not all actions occur with equal frequency during interaction. For example, He 

and Dai (2006) noted that actions such as challenging othersô opinions and persuading 
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occurred less frequently than other actions such as asking for opinions. The fact that EAP 

textbooks provide formulaic language for a wide variety of actions also likely reflect 

teachersô expectations for instructional materials to provide everything required to 

support courses (Tomlinson, 2011). Teachers might not go through the course textbook 

page by page but instead choose the most useful or interesting sections to teach. If EAP 

textbooks focus on a wide variety of actions, this can be more appealing to teachers who 

have more options for course content. 

Research Implications of Hypothesis 2 Results 

 One research implication is that researchers should use corpus linguistics to verify 

the authenticity of EAP textbook formulaic sequences, as I have done in this study. It is 

understandable that lexical bundles, which can be challenging to teach, are not focused 

on systematically in EAP textbooks. However, it is less understandable that many 

formulaic sequences which are presented as being worth learning do not appear with 

sufficient frequency in a target corpus. Indeed, over half of all formulaic sequences in 

EAP textbooks did not appear even once in the MICASE corpus. This surprising finding 

raises questions about how textbook publishers select formulaic sequences. If publishers 

do not use corpus linguistics, then perhaps they are selecting phrases based on intuition 

alone. If publishers do use corpus linguistics, then a detailed description of their 

methodology would be welcome, but as noted earlier, publishers typically do not 

disseminate information about their material creation processes. Faced with this dilemma, 

researchers could verify the authenticity of formulaic language in English language 

textbooks by following the procedures described in Bardovi-Harlig et al. (2015). 
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Alternatively, EAP textbook publishers could use corpus linguistics to create their own 

materials from scratch, starting with formulaic sequences and then creating EAP textbook 

content. This corpus-informed approach has been used by a major publisher, and one 

example is the popular textbook series Touchstone (McCarthy et al., 2014). 

 The second research implication is that the sampled EAP textbooks lacked 

authenticity. As described in the literature review, several definitions of authenticity exist 

(see Gilmore, 2007), but in this study I described authenticity in terms of pedagogy, 

representation, and similarity. First, for pedagogy, EAP textbooks are certainly useful for 

their stated purpose, preparing English language learners for study in English-medium 

institutions. EAP textbooks provide learners with level-appropriate content, and do not 

present overly long listening activities, or an abundance of low-frequency vocabulary. 

Therefore, these simplified materials are more effective than authentic materials for 

language learning (Nation & DeWeerdt, 2001). 

However, saying that simplified materials are good and authentic materials are 

bad is a gross simplification. Both simplified and authentic learning materials have 

disadvantages, and this was shown by two examples from McCarthy and McCarten 

(2023). The first example was a contrived dialog from 1966, in which speakers walk 

through a zoo and make comments about the animals in complete sentences and using a 

variety of seldom used vocabulary such as ñbirds of preyò and ñperch.ò The second 

example was an authentic dialogue from 2014 which was also a discussion about animals. 

However, this dialogue contained many interruptions, false starts, and backchannels, 

making it difficult to even determine the conversation topic. Stoller (2016) noted that 
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authentic materials are often too challenging, and that they can frustrate and demotivate 

students. Therefore, regarding pedagogy, the EAP materials lacked authenticity, but this 

is beneficial for English language learners. 

 The authenticity of the EAP textbooks can also be considered in terms of 

representation. That is, how well do EAP textbooks represent the interactions that English 

language learners encounter in an English-medium environment. English language 

learners who study abroad must be able to adequately comprehend lectures and actively 

discuss the lecture content during discussion sections. They might also have to attend 

professorôs office hours, meet with academic advisors, handle service encounters, and so 

forth. In other words, lectures are just one type of interaction that English language 

learners are expected to handle, and in that respect, EAP textbooks lack authenticity 

because they do not adequately cover a multitude of interactions. As noted in the 

Explanation of Hypothesis 1 results section, EAP textbooks primarily focus on 

transactional academic speech events such as lectures and student presentations. 

Subsequently, formulaic sequences that are used in lectures can be used by English 

language learners during presentations. Thus, EAP textbook formulaic sequences 

complete the cycle of learning; English language learners are exposed to said content, 

then demonstrate their understanding of the content and mastery of the language by 

delivering presentations which are assessed by the instructor. It must be noted that 

student presentations are one type of interaction that appear in the MICASE corpus; 

however, they may be over-represented in EAP textbooks. Personally, I never delivered 
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any presentations during my undergraduate studies, but this evidence is anecdotal and not 

recent. 

 Lastly, the authenticity of EAP textbook formulaic sequences can be considered 

in terms of how similar they are to language used during actual interactions. As the 

results indicated, over half of the typographically emphasized formulaic sequences did 

not appear even once in the reference corpus. Typographically emphasized formulaic 

sequences are presented as being worth learning, therefore, the finding that they did not 

resemble the language used during actual academic speech events suggests that this is an 

area of improvement for textbook publishers. 

Pedagogical Implications of Hypothesis 2 Results 

 A pedagogical implication based on the results for Hypothesis 2 is that teachers 

should verify the authenticity of formulaic language in EAP textbooks. Firstly, teachers 

should check EAP textbooks to see if they were created using corpus linguistics. 

Secondly, if possible, teachers can follow the procedures outlined in Bardovi-Harlig et al. 

(2015) to verify the authenticity of formulaic sequences. Programs such as AntConc 

(Anthony, 2025) can be used to perform concordance searches and are both free and user-

friendly. 

If teachers find using corpus linguistics to be too burdensome or time-consuming, 

an alternative approach is for teachers to use their intuition to carefully examine the 

formulaic sequences that appear in EAP textbooks. Teachers should question whether the 

expressions seem conventional and worthy of instruction. Also, teachers should check 

whether the formulaic sequences are for performing less common, and therefore less 
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useful, actions such as persuading others or concluding meetings early. Another point 

worth noting is the number of formulaic sequences that appear in each EAP textbook. 

Keeping in mind the fact that formulaic sequences have a greater learning burden than 

single word items (Nation, 2013), teachers should check that EAP textbooks do not 

contain too many expressions for instruction or consider reducing the number of 

expressions to be taught. The suggestion that teachers simply use their intuition might 

seem haphazard, but a recent study by Robles-García et al. (2023) found that teacher 

judgments can be more accurate than word-frequency for predicting which words 

students are likely to know. As an example, Robles-García et al. noted that teachers were 

aware that their students were likely to know low-frequency words such as ñblackboard,ò 

ñmarker,ò and ñpencil,ò but not know useful, high-frequency words such as ñtendency,ò 

ñbroadcast,ò and ñyouth.ò In my own teaching context as well, I have found that Japanese 

learners of English already know a substantial number of low-frequency words because 

they are loanwords used in Japanese. For example, Japanese students who encounter the 

written form of English words such as ñreasonable,ò ñconvenience,ò and ñbargainò are 

usually able to guess their meanings. 

After determining which formulaic sequences have pedagogical value, teachers 

could guide their students in the use of concordance software. Concordance searches for 

formulaic sequences can provide a variety of useful information such as an expressionôs 

register, frequent collocates, position within sentences, and example sentences 

(concordance lines). This can be a time-consuming process, therefore, concordance 

analyses on a set of formulaic sequences can be done as a whole class activity. For 
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example, each student selects one or two expressions from the word list, searches for 

them in the Corpus of Contemporary American English (https://www.english-

corpora.org/coca), then updates a shared file with details about the expressions. When 

done in this manner, the students spread the workload among themselves and support the 

learning of all class members. Second language vocabulary research has repeatedly 

shown that the number of exposures as well as depth of processing are key factors for 

how likely English language learners acquire vocabulary. Despite the ubiquity of 

formulaic sequences, the likelihood of incidentally encountering specific expressions is 

low, therefore English language learners can use concordance software to augment their 

learning. This approach can provide both exposures to formulaic sequences in context as 

well as valuable information on their usage, both of which are necessary for acquisition. 

Summary of Hypothesis 2 Results 

 The results of Hypothesis 2 confirmed that the majority of formulaic sequences 

that appear in EAP textbooks cannot be considered authentic. Some possible reasons for 

why few of the expressions appeared with sufficient frequency are because of the focus 

on informational academic speech events such as lectures, a lack of corpus-informed 

methods, and the expectations from teachers and students that EAP textbooks focus on a 

wide variety of language. A research implication is that researchers should verify the 

authenticity of formulaic sequences in EAP textbooks using the procedure outlined in 

Bardovi-Harlig et al. (2015). However, both completely contrived and completely 

authentic materials can be problematic. If teachers cannot use corpus linguistics to verify 

formulaic sequences in instructional materials, then they should use their intuition to 
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carefully check those expressions before selecting an EAP textbook for a course. Finally, 

teachers can guide learners on how to perform simple concordance searches for formulaic 

sequences, which can be done efficiently as a whole class activity. Having described the 

results of the two hypotheses about EAP textbooks and formulaic language, the 

discussion will proceed to the remaining two hypotheses concerning interactional 

competence and interactional practices. 

Hypothesis 3: Interactional Practices and Interactional Competence 

 In this section, I begin by discussing the recorded interactional practices and 

measures. Following this, I consider the results of the multiple linear regression analysis 

for Hypothesis 3: Key interactional practices that represent different aspects of 

interactional competence and which have a significant effect on ratings of overall 

interactional competence. I examine the pretest and posttest data together, then discuss 

possible explanations for the results. To illuminate common patterns of interaction at 

different proficiency levels I discuss selected transcripts that appear in the Discussion 

Excerpts for Hypothesis 3 subsection of the Results chapter. I also included the 

participants overall interactional competence, which was average of their four scores on 

the IC Rating Scale (Appendix H). Finally, I consider the research and pedagogical 

implications of the results. 

Interactional Practices and Measures Discussion 

The first finding after examination of the descriptive statistics (Table 14) is that 

some interactional practices had higher figures than other interactional practices. 

Speaking turns, total speaking time (measured in seconds), English backchannels, and 
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Japanese backchannels occurred much more often than restarts and questions. For 

example, during the 10-minute discussions, participants took an average of 15 speaking 

turns but only asked about two follow-up questions. Restarts were even less common. 

Participants performed an average of less than one restart during the 10-minute 

discussions. The most likely reason for this gap between counts of the interactional 

practices is that questions and restarts are contingent upon other actions. For example, an 

other-initiated self-repair move requires that either the speakerôs utterance be unclear, the 

listenerôs comprehension level not high enough, or the presence of an extraneous factor 

such as background noise. Also, it is possible that a listener chooses not to act upon the 

misunderstanding and remains silent. Restarts are a response to lapses, which could be 

due a breakdown in communication or other reasons. Therefore, restarts occurred much 

less often than speaking turns and backchannels. Lastly, a common strategy to restart a 

stalled conversation was to ask a question so there is some overlap between the counts of 

restarts and questions. A stricter classification of restarts and questions would further 

reduce the number of observed instances. 

 The second finding that can be drawn is that the general trend of the data from 

pretest to posttest is similar for the treatment and control groups (Table 14). For example, 

the average number of speaking turns and English backchannels increased for 

participants in both groups. Conversely, the average number of Japanese backchannels 

per participant decreased in both groups. Total speaking time was one measure in which 

there was a slight difference between the two groups as the treatment group average 

increased, and the control group average decreased. However, this figure may simply 
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indicate a regression to the mean rather than an actual effect of the treatment. That both 

the treatment and control group improved on similar measures suggests that there was a 

benefit to repeatedly practicing the small group discussions. Stated another way, the 

descriptive statistics indicated that the treatment was ineffective, but that the overall 

course was beneficial in developing certain aspects of interactional competence, and this 

is described in the Hypothesis 4 discussion. 

Explanation of Hypothesis 3 Results 

 The first possible explanation for why many of the interactional behaviors did not 

emerge during the small group discussions is that they were not necessary to complete the 

task. The format of the group discussion was loosely structured to closely resemble real-

life interactions. The requirements were that participants choose one side of an argument 

(study abroad or not, work a part-time job or not, eat outside or eat at home) and support 

that opinion with details and examples. The IC Rating Scale (Appendix H) has the 

descriptor for a score of 5 on Developing and Maintaining Discussion as ñSkillfully 

performs a variety of actions beyond giving opinions/agreeing/disagreeing such as 

analyzing and synthesizing.ò Yet many of those behaviors occurred rarely or not at all. 

Even disagreeing did not occur much in the discussions, and participants who did 

disagree typically framed their disagreement as having a different opinion from other 

participants. Whether this is because disagreement is considered a dispreferred response 

or because Japanese people have often been described as conflict averse is a matter of 

speculation. However, my personal experience tells me that Japanese students are more 

than willing to strongly disagree with each other, even vehemently, if it is required by a 
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classroom task such as a role-play or debate. To illustrate this point with a more extreme 

example, as a L1 English speaker, I am capable of doing the speech acts of complaining 

and persuading. If necessary, I can complain to the manager in a restaurant about the poor 

service in an attempt to get some free dessert as compensation. Such a situation almost 

never occurs, but nevertheless I possess those abilities. This example concerns speech 

acts and pragmatic competence, but similar conclusions can be drawn about interactional 

practices and interactional competence. In summary, the single 10-minute discussion with 

few requirements was a likely reason many interactional practices did not occur with 

greater frequency. 

 The second possible reason many interactional practices did not emerge is that 

many participants may have viewed the discussions as an individual rather than a group 

task. One impetus for this study was previous research (e.g., Damon & Phelps, 1989; 

Galaczi, 2008, 2014; Storch, 2002) which found that interactions between low-

proficiency speakers often displayed low mutuality, that is, that speakers showed little 

uptake and engagement with the ideas of other speakers. In contrast, interactions between 

high-proficiency speakers show speakers developing both topics they initiate and topics 

initiated by others, greater use of backchanneling, and fewer lapses between speaking 

turns. Excerpts 1 and 2 show discussions that contain low and high mutuality, 

respectively. 

The third possible reason many interactional practices did not emerge is that the 

discussion groups had a different orientation to the discussions than expected. Several 

groups oriented to the discussion task as a brainstorming activity, proposing ideas to be 
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approved by other speakers. Seedhouse (2004) described the interactional architecture of 

L2 classrooms and stated that there are four learning contexts: form-and-accuracy, 

meaning-and-fluency, task-oriented, and procedural. I had anticipated that the 

participants would adopt the meaning-and-fluency context, focusing less on linguistic 

accuracy, and focusing more on having meaningful communication. Instead, they 

displayed a task-oriented context, trying to complete the task by adopting a problem-

solving stance. Most group discussions typically began with each participant sharing their 

thoughts briefly, and participants taking turns in a clockwise order. Then, they began a 

less controlled discussion with no apparent turn-taking order, where they collectively 

tried to generate as many ideas as possible on a topic instead of letting the talk develop 

naturally over many turns. In particular, several participants fixated on the phrase ™

≤ ™  (yoi ten to warui ten; good points and bad points) despite the fact that the 

phrase did not appear on the group discussion instructions (Appendix G). Groups that 

brainstormed often proposed numerous good points and bad points about the topic, but 

did not adequately develop them. As a result, they ran out of things to say after 

approximately half the time had elapsed, and the subsequent exchanges often rehashed 

previous talking points, were less dynamic, and punctuated by long silences. Excerpts 3 

and 4 show discussions where participants oriented to the discussion as a brainstorming 

task. 

However, one possibility is that some groups may have oriented to the discussion 

tasks as brainstorming sessions because they were unable to change the discussion topic. 

One of the few task requirements was that the participants could only talk about a single 
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topic during the small group discussions. The single topic limitation was a deliberate 

decision that I made to standardize the discussion topic across participant groups. As 

Kley (2019) noted, if some groups discuss difficult topics and others discuss easy ones, 

the discourse will hardly be comparable. An additional reason the discussions were 

limited to a single topic was that I wished to see how participants would handle inevitable 

lapses in conversation. L1 speakers would have little difficulty talking about a single 

topic for 10 minutes, but requiring L2 speakers to do the same is a greater challenge, and 

one that they could not avoid simply by changing the topic when faced with difficulties. 

Yet, because of the single-topic limitation, the discussion groups were hindered in their 

ability to move from topic to topic gradually, a general characteristic of spoken 

interaction (Schegloff & Sacks, 1973). Stymied in this ability, several groups may have 

instead focused on generating as many different ideas as possible. 

In the following sections, I discuss four excerpts (located in the Discussion 

Excerpts for Hypothesis 3 subsection of the Results chapter) which illustrate notable 

patterns of interaction. Participants were assessed by three raters on a scale from 1ï5 for 

four criteria: Conversation Involvement, Developing and Maintaining Discussion, Turn-

taking/Backchanneling, and Communicative Effectiveness. The score that is shown is 

each participantôs overall interactional competence score, which was the average of all 

the raw scores awarded by the three raters. 
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Discussion of Excerpt 1: Low Interactional CompetenceðLow Mutuality and Long 

Pauses 

An example of a discussion where speakers interact as individuals and the 

discussion shows low mutuality is Excerpt 1. The speakers all received medium-low to 

low ratings for interactional competence: Aya (M = 2.75), Kana (M = 2.50), and Ema (M 

= 1.83). The excerpt begins with the first speaker (Kana) producing a very long speaking 

turn (lines 01ï07). Kanaôs low speaking proficiency is shown by frequent pausing 

throughout her turn. After she finishes her turn, Aya merely acknowledges that Kana has 

finished speaking with a Japanese non-verbal backchannel of ñnn nn nnò (line 09). After 

a seven-second lapse, Aya recognizes that Kana has yielded the floor and begins her own 

turn without discussing Kanaôs ideas. She repeats Kanaôs ideas in reverse order, despite 

not having uttered even a minimal agreement such as ñI agreeò or ñI think so, too.ò This 

is not desirable, and as McCarthy and McCarten (2023) noted ñSpeakers seem routinely 

to prefer to say more than just ómessage receivedô and indicate personal engagement, 

reciprocity of stance, enthusiasm for the topic, etc.ò (p. 109). The speaking turns in this 

excerpt unfold as a series of short monologues, with little uptake of other speakersô ideas, 

and long lapses between speaking turns. Notably, there is also a 27-second lapse (line 15) 

in which none of the three participants attempted to take a speaking turn, which can be 

considered extremely long, even in an L2 classroom. The interaction differs greatly from 

the next excerpt which shows a closely interwoven dialogue which the speakers jointly 

develop. 
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Discussion of Excerpt 2: High Interactional CompetenceðHigh Mutuality, Fast Turns 

 In contrast with that low mutuality interaction, a discussion where the speakers 

act as a group and display high mutuality is shown in Excerpt 2. The raters assessed three 

speakers as having high interactional competence (Rio, M = 4.50; Sakura, M = 3.83; Emi, 

M = 4.33) and one as having medium-low interactional competence (Mari, M = 2.67). In 

the excerpt, Sakura tells the other participants that her part-time job is at Starbucks, 

which elicits strong reactions from all the other participants, a follow-up question in line 

09, and a promise to visit her workplace in line 15. What is noticeable about this brief 

exchange is that all participants are engaged in the discussion, as shown by the frequent 

backchanneling and follow-up questions. There are also no lapses, and several speaker 

turns overlap or are latched/no-gap turns following previous ones. There was high 

mutuality throughout the rest of the discussion and the participants actively worked 

together to explore the discussion topic. 

Discussion of Excerpt 3: High-Medium Interactional CompetenceðBrainstorming 

Session 

The follow excerpt shows a brainstorming session between a high interactional 

competence participant, Hanako (M = 3.83), and a medium interactional competence 

participant, Takako (M = 2.83). The group has mentioned most of the good points of 

studying abroad already, and Hanako proposes that they proceed to discussing the bad 

points of studying abroad (line 01). Takako agrees in line 02 by repeating ñbad points.ò 

Following this, Hanako says that studying abroad may affect studentsô ability to take zemi 

(seminar courses) which are closely related to studentsô majors and more important than 
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lecture-based courses. However, in line 06 Takako does not take up this topic and 

proposes that another bad point is part-time jobs. Hanako ignores this new idea and 

emphasizes the important of seminar courses in line 08. Takako finishes Hanakoôs idea in 

line 11 to state that the problem with studying abroad is that students might lack enough 

credits. This excerpt shows participants discussing various good points and bad points in 

a cursory manner, and later they struggled to avoid repeated lapses in the discussion. 

Discussion of Excerpt 4: Medium-Low Interactional CompetenceðAn Undeveloped 

Topic 

The previous excerpt was from an intermediate interactional competence group, 

but the next example shows medium-low interactional competence speakers who also 

inadequately develop a discussion topic. The participantsô names and overall ratings of 

interactional competence were the following: Masaki (M = 2.91), Hazuki (M = 2.67), 

Kana (M = 2.83), and Mai (M = 3.08). In Excerpt 8, the participants are discussing the 

bad points about studying abroad. After a lengthy exchange about the high cost of his 

brotherôs graduate school tuition in the United States, Masaki introduces the topic of 

crime in line 03. Then, he greatly surprises the other participants by saying that his 

brotherôs friend died (line 11). The other participants express shock, and in line 21 

Hazuki asks whether that person was Japanese, but the group members do not develop 

this topic further. After a three-second lapse, Kana again returns to the more familiar 

topic of high costs in line 28. This excerpt shows another example of students not fully 

developing a subtopic, and simply asking Masaki to explain what happened would have 

easily extended the discussion topic for several turns. 
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Research Implications of Hypothesis 3 Results 

The first research implication is that assessment of interactional competence 

based on interactional practices is difficult due to its multifaceted nature. This complexity 

can be seen in Hall and Pekarek Doehlerôs (2011) description of interactional competence 

which stated: 

It includes knowledge of social-context-specific communicative events or 

activity types, their typical goals and trajectories by which participant 

roles and role relationships are accomplished. Also by which turns are 

taken, actions are organized and practices are ordered. And it includes the 

prosodic, linguistic, sequential and nonverbal resources conventionally 

used for producing and interpreting turns and actions, to construct them so 

that they are recognizable for others, and to repair problems in 

maintaining shared understanding of the interactional work we and our 

interlocutors are accomplishing together. (pp. 1ï2) 

In other words, interactional competence includes knowledge and competences 

from numerous areas. Further support for this implication is provided by Galaczi and 

Taylorôs (2018) visual metaphor of interactional competence as a tree (see Chapter 1). 

Galaczi and Taylorôs diagram shows 18 microfeatures (e.g., backchanneling, 

comprehension check), grouped into five interactional skills (e.g., interactive listening), 

which are modulated by several external factors. The diagram shows the enormous 

complexity of interactional competence as well as the relationships between the many 

resources it encompasses. This study assessed changes in participantsô interactional 

competence by comparing ratings on the IC Rating Scale (Appendix H), which in 

addition to speaking proficiency (Communicative Effectiveness) contains three criteria: 

Conversation Involvement, Developing and Maintaining Discussion, and Turn-

taking/Backchanneling. To improve those areas, the treatment focused on the skills of 

turn-taking, backchanneling, topic extension, topic development, and checking 
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confirmation (repair). This is only a few of the skills that are shown in Galaczi and 

Taylorôs figure, and which reiterates the fact that there remains much research to be done. 

The second research implication is that the relationship between proficiency and 

interactional competence requires further investigation. In this study, the Pearson 

correlation between speaking proficiency and overall interactional competence was 

medium to large for both the pretest (r = .53, p < .001) and posttest (r = .51, p < .001). 

This corresponds to speaking proficiency accounting for 28.00% of interactional 

competence variance on the pretest, and 26.00% on the posttest. A 2023 study by Roever 

and Ikeda (see also Roever & Ikeda, 2022) found that scores on the TOEFL iBT exam 

accounted for 58.00% of the variance on an interactional competence test, more than 

double the amount in this study. However, these figures are not directly comparable 

because the format of the Versant English Test and TOEFL iBT test differ, Roever and 

Ikeda used multiple role-plays whereas this study used a single group discussion, and the 

rating scales involved differed. Considering the large differences in these results and the 

lack of studies on the relationship between general language proficiency and interactional 

competence, further research is warranted. 

The third research implication is that the connection between non-verbal behavior 

and interactional competence requires further investigation. Non-verbal behavior has 

been recognized as an integral part of interactional competence by many researchers 

(e.g., Ducasse & Brown, 2009; Nakatsuhara et al., 2018; Roever & Kasper, 2018; Vo, 

2024), yet it remains under researched. In this study, the IC Rating Scale (Appendix H; 

Syquia & Leeming, 2024) largely ignores non-verbal behavior. The main reason for not 
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including non-verbal behavior as a separate criterion in the IC rating scale was that the 

instrument was designed to be practical, and evaluation of non-verbal behavior would 

substantially increase the burden for raters (Plough et al., 2018). Raters would have to 

attend to what speakers say and how they say it, and behavior such as facial expressions, 

gestures, gaze, body positions, and movements. Assessing non-verbal behaviors could 

also be challenging as the researcher would have to clearly delineate the differences 

between, for example, a score of 4 or 5 for non-verbal behavior. Yet another challenge is 

that much of which non-verbal behaviors can be considered appropriate is bound to 

context and culture. Finally, in this study the speakers sat at a table in a semi-circle facing 

each other. Therefore, the only aspects of non-verbal behavior that could be rated reliably 

are eye contact and gestures, as the speakers did not move around the classroom or do 

other large movements. The aforementioned studies have shown the need to incorporate 

non-verbal behavior into interactional competence assessment, but how to practically 

operationalize it remains a challenge. 

The fourth research implication is that there is a need for more classroom-based 

studies such as this one. One of the strengths of this study is that it was conducted in a 

classroom, during class time, and captured real interaction patterns. This study shows 

what students actually do when they are not being watched or assessed by the teacher. 

Therefore, this study satisfies calls for researchers to better address the needs of teachers 

and other stakeholders. Bygate (2020) noted that the issue of a lack of classroom-based 

research had persisted for decades, and that often research studies focused on specially 

designed activities rather than ñregular materials in regular programmesò (p. 279). A 
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likely reason for the lack of classroom-based research is that conducting research in a 

classroom setting is more difficult than in a laboratory setting due to factors such as 

greater variability (Mackey, 2017). The use of video recordings provided an accurate 

view of the peer interactions, without any potential disruptions by the instructors, and this 

means that the data can be considered to be representative of regular classroom 

interactions in this context. Even though many of the expected interactional practices did 

not emerge from the data, this study contributes to the small but burgeoning number of 

studies on interactional competence pedagogy and assessment, and further research in 

this field is necessary. 

The fourth research implication is that the results of this study can inform 

Japanese education policymakers such as the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, 

Science and Technology (MEXT). This organization is responsible for designing and 

creating national curriculum as well as learning objectives for elementary, junior high, 

and senior high school. The Japanese government produces guidelines for lessons and 

classroom activities called Gakushu Shido Yoryo (Azuma, 2002), which in English is 

referred to as the Course of Study. In the section of this document pertaining to foreign 

languages (MEXT, 2008), reference is made to teaching formulaic language for functions 

such as expressing gratitude, asking for repetition, and giving opinions. Using the 

procedures described in Bardovi-Harlig et al. (2015) and used in this study, MEXT 

officials could verify the authenticity of formulaic sequences which appear in junior high 

and high school textbooks. Another implication is that MEXT officials could use the 

findings of this study to prioritize interactional competence development in the Course of 
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Study. In the foreign language section of the Course of Study (MEXT, 2008), several 

references are made to using English during actual communication or ñactive learning.ò 

For example, objectives listed in the document include having a dialogue, and activities 

in which students actually share their thoughts and feelings. However, the document does 

not include the commonly used word ñinteraction,ò and instead uses the vague expression 

ñlanguage activitiesò which provides little guidance for English language teachers. 

MEXT officials could begin by adopting commonly used terminology in SLA research 

such as interactional competence, communicative competence, and task. In addition, 

MEXT officials could use the findings from this study to create pre-service and in-service 

professional development training to help English language teachers develop more 

understanding of interactional competence. By doing so, English language teachers could 

incorporate discourse-level interactional skills in their lessons. Lastly, MEXT officials 

could use these findings to create assessment framework or national benchmarks to 

ascertain whether students are able to achieve these interactional goals. For further 

discussion of Japanese national curriculum for elementary education see Ferguson 

(2022). 

Pedagogical Implications of Hypothesis 3 Results 

This first pedagogical implication that can be made is that productive knowledge 

of formulaic sequences does not necessarily result in productive use. To reiterate, both 

the treatment and control group participants could produce nearly all the items on a test 

of productive knowledge (Appendix F). The treatment group was explicitly taught the 

expressions during the treatment, and they practiced uttering them during several practice 
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activities. In addition, they also had the opportunity to use the target formulaic sequences 

during the eight-minute discussion practices. However, on the posttest discussion task, 

the treatment group used very few of those expressions. This low usage was similar to the 

control group, which had not received instruction on the target formulaic sequences. It 

was apparent that the participants already knew many formulaic sequences for 

backchanneling when they performed an activity to brainstorm as many backchanneling 

expressions as possible within 90 seconds (Appendix K, Activity 1). Most groups had no 

problem thinking of at least a dozen or more suitable formulaic sequences. It is likely that 

because those expressions were acceptable during conversation, the participants did not 

feel that it was necessary to use the target formulaic sequences unless it was necessary to 

complete a task. That is, their discussions were ñgood enoughò without the target 

formulaic sequences, which did not fulfill  an immediate need during the interactions. 

Regarding the target formulaic sequences for repair, one reason they were not used more 

often is because they are contingent upon problems in communication, as discussed 

earlier. For these target formulaic sequences as well, the participants had an acceptable 

alternative by using the weak repair initiator (Schegloff et al., 1977) of repeating the 

source of the trouble with rising intonation (e.g., ñtonight?ò). Therefore, these results 

support the findings of Foster and Ohta (2005), who found that other than self-repair 

moves, there were few occurrences of negotiation for meaning (clarification requests, 

comprehension checks, confirmation checks). 

The second pedagogical implication that can be made is that teachers should 

carefully establish conditions to learn formulaic sequences. This conclusion is based on 
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the fact that few of the participants in this study used the target formulaic sequences, the 

greater difficulty of learning formulaic sequences over single words (Jones & Haywood, 

2004; Nation, 2013), and the large number of formulaic sequences that appear in EAP 

textbooks. For the sampled EAP textbooks in this study, an average of 101 formulaic 

sequences appeared in each title, in addition to single-word vocabulary items. If the 

course objective is for students to productively use the expressions, this is a large number 

of expressions for a single semester, but more reasonable over two semesters. To create a 

manageable learning burden, teachers may wish to teach a portion, rather than all, of the 

formulaic sequences that appear in an EAP textbook. By doing so, teachers can focus on 

teaching fewer expressions in greater detail, likely resulting in greater acquisition. To 

ascertain which formulaic sequences learners know, an easy to implement technique is to 

have students fill out a questionnaire about which expressions they know, somewhat 

know, or do not know. Based on the results, the teacher can teach formulaic sequences 

that most students do not know. 

After having carefully selected formulaic sequences that are authentic, teachers 

should then follow best practices for vocabulary instruction. For example, providing 

learners with activities that target receptive and productive knowledge, and providing 

ample examples of the expressions used in context. Similar to single-word vocabulary 

items, teachers should guide students on how to study formulaic sequences directly such 

as with bilingual word cards or smartphone applications that used spaced repetition (e.g., 

Anki). In addition, teachers should use tasks that require students to use target language 

in small group discussions. If students are left to their own devices, they will generally 
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not choose to use new language. For addition information about vocabulary instruction 

see Nation (2013) and Schmitt and Schmitt (2020). 

Similar to the formulaic sequence usage which did not emerge, many interactional 

practices did not occur during the group discussions. It follows that teachers who want to 

improve learnersô interactional competence should provide them with a variety of 

activities to develop their ability to perform different interactional practices. For example, 

learners could practice skills such as backchanneling, opening/closing conversations, and 

changing topics. Instruction for interactional practices will be discussed in greater detail 

in the Hypothesis 4 Pedagogical Implications section. 

Summary of Hypothesis 3 Results 

 In summary, I analyzed 10 different interactional practices. Only four of those 

interactional practices occurred with sufficient frequency to be included in a hierarchical 

regression analysis: number of speaking turns, total speaking time, English backchannels, 

and Japanese backchannels. However, I did include data of ñhow about you?ò sequences 

because it was conceptually related to the other Turn-taking/Backchanneling measures of 

English backchannels and Japanese backchannels. Number of speaking turns, total 

speaking time, English backchannels, and the covariate speaking proficiency were all 

statistically significant; Japanese backchannels and ñhow about you?ò utterances were not 

significant. I had postulated that certain interactional practices, although infrequent, 

might be perceived as more important to raters. However, those behaviors did not occur 

with enough frequency to be used as factors for the regression analyses. The possible 

reason many interactional practices did not occur is that they were unnecessary to 
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complete the 10-minute discussion task. Another possible reason is that participants may 

have viewed the discussion task as an individual activity rather than a group one. Yet 

another reason many interactional practices did not emerge is that some groups oriented 

to the tasks as a brainstorming activity rather than a discussion. The research implications 

based on these results are that interactional competence assessments present several 

challenges to researchers, and that further research is necessary, particularly regarding 

proficiency and non-verbal behavior. A pedagogical implication is that it is not a 

foregone conclusion that L2 learners will use formulaic sequences because they are part 

of the course content. Lastly, teachers should carefully establish conditions for learning 

formulaic sequences and temper their expectations about how many formulaic sequences 

learners will actually use considering their higher learning burden than single words. 

Having shown the difficulties of assessing interactional competence, this paper now 

discusses Hypothesis 4, which examined the effects of instruction on interactional 

practices. 

Hypothesis 4: Interactional Competence Ratings 

 In this section, I first discuss the results of the productive formulaic sequence test, 

then discuss the results of the repeated-measures MANCOVA analysis. Next, I discuss 

possible reasons the treatment was not statistically significant. To illustrate common 

patterns of interaction in the participant groups, I discuss four excerpts which show 

notable patterns of interaction across different proficiency levels. Finally, I consider the 

research and pedagogical implications of these results. 
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 Hypothesis 4 stated that instruction of formulaic language and interactional 

practices would have a positive effect on overall interactional competence. For formulaic 

sequences, the treatment group participants were taught and practiced using five target 

formulaic sequences for backchanneling and five target formulaic sequences for other-

initiated self-repair (Table 4). Both the treatment and control group took a fill -in-the-

blank style test (Appendix F) to assess their productive knowledge of the expressions. 

The results showed that both groups could produce most of the expressions in writing, 

therefore, it was assumed that the participants could also speak them during discussions. 

However, neither group used enough of the expressions to allow for the use of parametric 

statistics, and several of the expressions were not used at all by either group. For 

example, on the treatment group posttest, the target formulaic sequence ñI seeò accounted 

for a mere 12 (0.01%) instances out of 1,328 backchannels. This contrasts with the most 

often used backchannel, ñyes/yeahò which accounted for 273 (21.00%) out of 1,328 

backchannels. Similarly, the five target formulaic sequences for other-initiated self-repair 

were hardly used by either group. For example, ñIôm sorry?ò was used just once (0.02%) 

out of 62 total occurrences on the treatment group posttest. In contrast, the most frequent 

other-initiated self-repair was to simply repeat the problematic word/phrase with a rising 

intonation, and this accounted for over half (33 out of 62 or 53.00%) of the other-initiated 

self-repairs by the treatment group on the posttest. 

 For interactional practices, the treatment group participants received a limited 

treatment consisting of five treatment lessons and three review lessons focusing on the 

skills of turn-taking, backchanneling, topic development, topic expansion, and checking 
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confirmation (see Table 5 and Appendices JïN). Results of a repeated-measures 

MANCOVA indicated that the treatment did not have a statistically significant effect on 

ratings of interactional competence (Table 25 and Figure 5). For the treatment group, 

ratings for Conversation Involvement and Developing and Maintaining Discussion 

increased slightly, Turn-taking/Backchanneling increased substantially, and 

Communicative Effectiveness decreased slightly. For the control group, ratings on all 

four measures decreased from pretest to posttest, with the biggest decrease occurring for 

Communicative Effectiveness. The following sections discusses possible reasons the 

treatment was not statistically significant. 

Explanations of Hypothesis 4 Results 

 The first possible reason there were no statistically significant effects was simply 

that the treatment was too short. There was a total of eight treatment sessions that were 

25 minutes in length, for a total of three hours and 20 minutes. According to Bardovi-

Harlig (2015), this length is between ñvery shortò and ñshort.ò However, the treatments 

focused on several interactional practices: turn-taking, backchanneling, confirmation 

checks (other-initiated self-repair), topic expansion, and topic development. It is possible 

that too many interactional practices were covered during a short time, and that more 

positive results could have been achieved by focusing on fewer interactional practices or 

omitting the formulaic language portion of the treatment entirely as those expressions 

were largely ignored by the participants. To make a meaningful difference to IC and use 

of these phrases, it is possible that a treatment lasting an entire academic year or longer 

would be necessary. 
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 Another possible reason there were no statistically significant effects for the 

treatment is the lack of negative consequences for displaying low interactional 

competence. The small group discussions consisted of three to four people, which 

allowed participants more opportunities to avoid participating if they wished or if they 

lacked proficiency. For example, several participants did not utter a single backchannel 

during the 10-minute discussions. They only responded when spoken to, and their 

responses were often minimal. Another example is other-initiated self-repair. I had 

originally hypothesized that participants would reply with a phrase such as ñyou meanéò 

if they did not understand another participantôs utterance. However, speakers often chose 

to remain silent and let their other group members pick up the slack. That is, because 

there were three or four people in each group, individual participants had greater freedom 

to avoid interacting if they so desired. 

 Yet another possible reason the treatment did not have statistically significant 

effects is the group discussion, as explained in the Hypothesis 3 Discussion section. The 

10-minute discussion task only required that participants share their thoughts and feelings 

on the topic and support those ideas with evidence. The task could have been more 

complex if all the participants had to agree, persuade others that their opinion was 

correct, or pretend to be a different person as in a role-play. If participants had to reach a 

consensus in a limited amount of time, that could encourage them to engage more deeply 

with the ideas of others and check their understanding with greater frequency. However, 

as previous studies (e.g., He & Dai, 2006; Neiriz, 2023) found, even carefully designed 

tasks may fail to elicit the actions in which researchers are interested. 
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Regarding the Turn-taking/Backchanneling criterion, a possible reason the 

treatment was not statistically significant is that some treatment group participants 

continued to use the phrase ñhow about you?ò to allocate turns, despite explicit 

instructions not to do so. By concluding speaking turns with ñhow about you?ò the 

participants signaled that they had finished their turn and directly nominated the next 

speaker. To make things even clearer, those participants performed an open palm hand 

gesture in the direction of the next speaker. Even during the freer, second half of the 

discussion, this interactional pattern persisted. Campbell-Larsen (2019) discussed this 

interactional practice extensively. First, he noted that Japanese EFL students tended to 

overuse the expression compared to native English speakers. Second, use of this 

expression inhibits progression in a conversation as subsequent speakers are compelled to 

answer the original question and not build on the contents of the previous speakersô turns. 

Third, he noted that all the participants he interviewed had been specifically taught the 

expression during formal English classes. Campbell-Larsen suggests that learnersô 

overuse of the expression ñmay have a deleterious long-term effect on the development 

of interactional competenceò (p. 25). This is a valid concern, and this behavior certainly 

differs from native speaker norms. However, for Japanese EFL learners, tacking on the 

expression to the end of speaking turns was adequate for filling one of their immediate 

needs. That is, ñhow about you?ò with a gesture helped participants to allocate turns and 

avoided potentially long and awkward periods of silence. It is likely that the participants 

in that study, as well as the participants in this one, were not aware that there was an issue 

with their use of that expression. Therefore, raising the participant awareness about the 
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overuse of ñhow about you?ò was one of the goals of the treatment. Excerpt 6 shows a 

discussion among control group participants, but even treatment group participants who 

were instructed not to use the expression persisted in using it, which suggests the 

difficulty of changing ingrained patterns of interaction. 

A possible reason for the control group ratings that decreased from pretest to 

posttest is that the control group participants were not informed about the purpose of the 

group discussions. To reiterate, the interactional competence measure means (Table 25 

and Figure 5) shows that the control group decreased on all four criteria. In contrast, the 

treatment group ratings decreased for only one measure, Communicative Effectiveness. 

Although the rating mean differences were not statistically significant, this raises the 

question why ratings would decrease. This is particularly interesting considering the fact 

that the participants were practicing interactional skills within a formal instructional 

context. It is possible that because the control group participants did not know the 

objectives of the group discussions, some groups might have approached the task with 

limited seriousness. That is, because the control group participants did not know the 

purpose of the interactions, they might have focused primarily on their own enjoyment. 

In contrast, for the treatment group participants, prior to the group discussions they were 

reminded of which interactional practices they should do and not do during the 

discussions. The decrease in control group ratings on all measures over the course of the 

study suggests that their ratings might differ if the characteristics of the group discussions 

were altered, and possible ways to adjust the group discussion task conditions are 

discussed in the research implications section for this hypothesis. 
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The phenomenon known as social loafing (Karau & Williams, 1993; Latané et al., 

1979), in which individuals put forth less effort in a group than when working 

individually, could explain the treatment results. In a meta-analysis on the phenomenon, 

Karau and Williams (1993) noted: 

When working collectively, individuals work in the real or imagined 

presence of others with whom they combine their inputs to form a single 

group product. When working coactively, individuals work in the real or 

imagined presence of others, but their inputs are not combined with the 

inputs of others. (p. 681) 

The researchers found a multitude of variables that affect the magnitude of social loafing 

such as task meaningfulness or importance, uniqueness of individual contributions, group 

cohesion, potential for evaluation, and gender. Fortunately, social loafing can be reduced 

by altering task characteristics to increase interdependence, and this topic is discussed in 

greater detail in the Hypothesis 4 Research Implications section. For a comprehensive 

review of social loafing, see Karau (2019). 

 In summary, the treatment was not statistically significant, but descriptive 

statistics showed that the treatment group means increased for three of the four criteria 

that constitute interactional competence. The control group decreased on all four criteria 

of interactional competence from pretest to posttest, possibly because the control group 

participants were not informed of the objectives of the group discussions. Possible 

reasons for the insignificant results for the treatment are that it was too short, a lack of 

negative repercussions for displaying low interactional competence, the task 

requirements, and the persistent use of the expression ñhow about you?ò to manage turns. 

To illustrate how peers interacted with each other during the discussions, in the following 

sections I discuss four excerpts, which are in the Discussion Excerpts for Hypothesis 4 
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subsection of the Results chapter. I selected these excerpts based on ratings the 

participants received as well as the notable patterns of interaction that the transcripts 

show. Each participant was assessed by three raters on a scale from 1-5 for four criteria: 

Conversation Involvement, Developing and Maintaining Discussion, Turn-

taking/Backchanneling, and Communicative Effectiveness. The score that is shown is 

each participantôs overall interactional competence score, which was the average of all 

the raw scores awarded by the three raters. 

Discussion of Excerpt 5: High/Low Interactional CompetenceðEncouraging Others 

to Participate 

Excerpt 5 shows two speakers working together to encourage participation from a 

silent group member. The two speakers were rated as having high interactional 

competence (Ayaka, M = 4.58; Kanade, M = 4.00) and the non-participating speaker has 

low interactional competence (Tomoya, M = 1.17). The exchange begins with a direct 

question from Kanade to Tomoya in line 01. Nearly six minutes after the task began, 

Tomoya has not taken any speaking turns nor backchanneled at all, so Kanade attempts to 

involve him in the discussion in line 01. Tomoya replies with a minimal response in line 

02 and the conversation lapses into silence in line 04. Then, Ayaka attempts to involve 

Tomoya by asking a question in lines 05 and 08 but stumbles. Kanade clarifies whether 

Ayaka is asking about the best dish that Tomoyaôs parents make, and Ayaka responds 

that any response from Tomoya would be acceptable. Tomoya again does not respond 

and touches his head while smiling, a gesture that in Japan typically indicates 

embarrassment. After two more lapses and another clarification attempt by Kanade, 
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Ayaka asks three pointed questions in lines 14, 16, and 18. The exchange ends with the 

negatively worded question ñyou donôt help?ò to which Tomoya responds with ñNn,ò a 

Japanese non-lexical affirmative sound. By negatively phrasing her question instead of a 

more common ñDo you help your mother?ò Ayaka indicates that she does not expect 

Tomoya to help with the household chores, much like he does not help to further the 

discussion. This excerpt shows the high level of Conversation Involvement by Ayaka, as 

well as attentive support from Kanade. It highlights the lack of participation from 

Tomoya, and may be an example of social loafing, in that the other participants are 

shouldering the burden of keeping the discussion going. 

Discussion of Excerpt 6: Medium/Low Interactional CompetenceðñHow About You?ò 

Sequences 

Excerpt 6 shows how participants often used ñhow about you?ò sequences to yield 

the floor and nominate the next speaker. The participants in the group were rated as 

having medium to low interactional competence: Chiaki (M = 3.33), Mana (M = 3.17), 

Kazu (M = 2.08), and Saya (M = 2.17). The interaction shows the beginning of a 

discussion about whether university students should work part-time jobs. From line 01, 

Mana facilitates the interaction by stating the topic written on the discussion prompts and 

then asking for Kazuôs opinion in line 07. He briefly states his opinion to which Mana 

replies with a non-verbal backchannel in line 21, and then a four-second lapse occurs. 

Mana then uses the same ñhow about you?ò with gesture to ask for Sayaôs opinion in line 

23. Saya takes a brief turn and then copies Manaôs ñhow about you?ò plus gesture action 

to ask Chiaki. Thus, Saya performs several actions at onceðsignaling the end of her turn, 



 

 216 

avoiding inter-turn silence despite the short turn length, and explicitly nominating the 

next speaker. Chiaki takes a much longer speaking turn, to which Mana responds with a 

non-verbal backchannel in line 45, and Chiaki completes the cycle by asking for Manaôs 

opinion using the same ñhow about you?ò with gesture pattern. Also noteworthy is that 

from left to right the participants were: Chiaki, Mana, Kazu, and Saya. Mana begins the 

interaction, followed by Kazu, Saya, and then Chiaki. Therefore, the participants took 

turns in a rigid clockwise order, which combined with the repeated ñhow about you?ò 

with gesture adds to the constrictive nature of turn-taking in this discussion. 

Discussion of Excerpt 7: Medium/High Interactional CompetenceðOvercoming 

Vocabulary Issues 

Excerpt 7 takes place between one speaker with high interactional competence 

(Wakaba, M = 4.00) and one speaker with medium interactional competence (Shogo, M = 

3.50). The excerpt begins with Wakaba, a control group participant, struggling to 

communicate her thoughts about studying abroad. Over several speaking turns, Wakaba 

manages to communicate her idea that students who study abroad experience various 

aspects of a different culture. Despite Wakabaôs high interactional competence, her 

disfluency is shown by the numerous pauses she takes while speaking. However, Shogoôs 

attentive backchannelling during those pauses encourages her to continue speaking. In 

line 21, Wakaba begins to discuss the demerits of studying abroad, but communication 

breaks down in line 24. Several long lapses unfold, and Shogo attempts to get Wakaba to 

restart speaking by prompting her with a possible answer in line 32. Wakaba is able to 

start speaking again, but she inaccurately describes the food in a host country not suiting 
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the palate of students studying abroad as a ñhealth problem.ò This excerpt shows that 

Wakaba lacks fluency and communicative effectiveness, but she persists nevertheless and 

is able to eventually share her ideas. It should be noted that she did not resort to switching 

to the L1 or prematurely terminate her speaking turn. However, other participants took 

different approaches when unable to communicate effectively, as illustrated in the 

following excerpt. 

Discussion of Excerpt 8: High/Low Interactional CompetenceðAsking an Expert 

An exchange that shows a lack of Conversation Involvement and Communicative 

Effectiveness is shown in Excerpt 8. Eunice (M = 2.42), a Korean student studying 

abroad in Japan, had a lower interactional competence level than the other three high 

interactional competence speakers (Nana, M = 4.25; Yuna, M = 4.19; Masahiro, M = 

4.50). The exchange begins in line 01 with Nana directly asking Eunice which is better, 

eating out or eating at home. Similar to Tomoya in Excerpt 5, in the five minutes prior to 

this exchange, Eunice had only provided minimal answers compared to the other group 

members who were much more talkative. In lines 04ï13, Eunice states that she lives 

alone so she likes to go out, but she wishes to have a meal at home with her family (in 

Korea). She does not develop her ideas further, and lapses occur in lines 16 and 19. The 

brevity of Euniceôs utterances contrast with Masahiroôs extended turn in lines 22ï27 

where he describes Korean food in Japan as inauthentic. Masahiro uses two low-

frequency words (commercialized, authentic) and is able to express his ideas quickly and 

without lengthy pauses. His contribution invites Eunice to share her opinion about the 

authenticity of Korean food in Japan as she would be the most knowledgeable person 



 

 218 

about that topic. However, she declines to build upon the ideas of Masahiro, and the 

discussion eventually moves on to another topic. It is not clear why she declined to take a 

turnðpossibly she did not understand what Masahiro said, or that she feels unable to 

express her thoughts completely about the authenticity of Korean food in Japan. 

Nevertheless, this exchange clearly shows the difference between speakers with high and 

low communicative effectiveness, and that speakers always have the option to refrain 

from communicating. Eunice as well as Tomoya from Excerpt 5 are also possible 

examples of social loafing, as these two participants force other group members to pick 

up the slack and keep the discussion going. Having shown some interactional patterns 

that occurred during the discussions, I now discuss the research implications of the 

Hypothesis 4 results. 

Research Implications of Hypothesis 4 Results 

The first research implication is that for more interactional practices to emerge, 

data triangulation, or collecting data from multiple sources, can be useful. The data 

collection instrument in this study was the group discussion in groups of three to four 

participants. The task requirements of the 10-minute group discussions were minimalðto 

talk about the discussion topic for 10 minutes and provide relevant evidence to support 

oneôs opinions. I selected the group discussion for data collection for the following 

reasons: turn-taking is more complicated than in paired discussions, the minimal 

requirements more closely resembled real-life interactions than strictly controlled 

formats, and practicality. This data collection method differs from other methods that 

have been used such as multiple role-plays (Al -Gahtani & Roever, 2018; Ikeda, 2017; 
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Youn, 2015; Youn & Chen, 2021), paired discussions (Barraja-Rohan, 2011; Kunitz & 

Yeh, 2019; Neiriz, 2023), written formats (Huth & Betz, 2019), and interviews with a 

trained interlocutor (Vo, 2024). 

There are downsides to adding additional data collection formats, however. 

Having multiple data collection points decreases practicality and may be burdensome for 

both researchers and raters. Having trained interlocutors conduct interviews necessitates 

that those individuals spend time conducting interviews as well as undergoing training. In 

addition, there are several weaknesses of oral proficiency interviews such as interlocutors 

who do not treat test-takers consistently (Ross, 2017). Yet another downside is that even 

with carefully designed data collection instruments, some interactional practices could 

still fail to emerge, as was the case with other studies (e.g., He and Dai, 2006; Neiriz, 

2023). Nevertheless, the potential benefits of data triangulation outweigh the drawback of 

increased time and resources. By expanding and diversifying data collection methods, 

this can reveal more of the participantsô strengths and weaknesses, thereby increasing the 

validity of any inferences that are made based on the data. 

The second research implication is that quantitative assessment of individual 

interactional practices may be more effective than quantitative assessment of general 

interactional competence. This study adopted a holistic approach, but rather than a single 

10-minute discussion, tasks could have been used that require participants to perform 

specific interactional practices. Previous studies have demonstrated the feasibility of 

using a data-driven approach to create rating scales for individual interactional practices 

such as turn-taking (Barth-Weingarten & Freitag-Hild, 2021), topic development (Kley, 
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2019), and repair (Kley et al., 2021). Focusing on a single interactional practice can 

minimize the occurrence of extraneous or unanticipated actions. As a result, the 

variability inherent in interactional data can be reduced and the inferences based on that 

data can be strengthened. As described earlier, several rating scales for interactional 

competence which contain multiple criteria have been developed (e.g., Dai, 2021; Ikeda, 

2017; Neiriz, 2023; Youn, 2015). However, their practicality may be constrained by 

requirements such as the presence of trained interlocutors, that raters have knowledge of 

specialized terminology, or that participants perform role-plays multiple times. In 

contrast, the IC Rating Scale (Appendix H; Syquia & Leeming, 2024) contains multiple 

criteria but was used to assess speakers on only one task, the group discussion. Possible 

causes for the statistically insignificant results have already been described, but another 

possibility is that the IC Rating Scale was not sensitive enough to detect improvements 

based on only a single task administered on two occasions. Tailoring the data collection 

instrument to elicit a narrower set of interactional practices could provide more useful 

data, and further research is needed to develop rating scales for interactional competence 

with adequate construct validity and which balance reliability  and practicality. 

However, some interactional practices might be more difficult to assess using 

quantitative methods. For example, interactional practices which are contingent upon 

other actions (e.g., repair after a communication breakdown) could be difficult to 

consistently replicate during interactions. Another example is listener response, or 

backchanneling, which is recognized as a fundamental component in interactional 

competence. Ross (2018) noted several issues with assessing listener response, such as 
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the fact that backchannels might not indicate understanding or support of the speaker but 

instead be used to feign understanding and not interrupt the flow of conversation. He 

concluded that ñit is perhaps premature to conclude that listener response constitutes a 

stable and sufficiently salient independent facet of interactional competence warranting 

its own category in a proficiency rating schemeò (p. 373). In this study, however, English 

backchannels were one of the few interactional practices that significantly correlated with 

overall interactional competence. Another example is topic development, which is 

complex and difficult to code (Atkinson & Heritage, 1984). However, Galaczi (2014) 

showed how issues with assessing this interactional practice could be circumvented by 

providing listeners with a limited number of topics shown on a handout that was 

distributed to the test-takers. 

The third research implication is that the task characteristics of each interaction 

could have been carefully manipulated to stimulate greater interaction between 

participants and more occurrences of interactional practices. Most of the discussions 

displayed adequate mutuality between participants, yet there were some interactions in 

which participants showed little uptake of other participantsô ideas (e.g., Excerpt 1), or 

which certain participants displayed signs of social loafing (e.g., Excerpts 7 and 8). 

However, if the task characteristics were altered to create interdependence between 

participants this might have fostered more interaction. Interdependence was described by 

Forsyth (2018) as ñMutual dependence, as when oneôs outcomes, actions, thoughts, 

feelings, and experiences are influenced, to some degree, by other peopleò (p. 8). 
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There are several ways that the discussion tasks could have been designed to 

create greater interdependence within the groups. First, groups could have been required 

to come to a consensus, in what is called a convergent task (Duff, 1986). For example, 

instead of simply discussing whether eating out or eating at home is better, groups select 

the three best restaurants in their region and provide reasons for their selections. Second, 

each group member could have been assigned a role such as group leader, language 

monitor, or reporter. Third, individual group members could only receive part of the 

information they need to complete a task, such as in the well-known information gap 

activity. Fourth, group members could be assigned a role and be required to defend their 

position, in what is loosely referred to as a ñdebate.ò Fifth, group discussions could be 

assessed by the teacher to strongly encourage group members to interact with each other. 

For more information about taxonomies of task characteristics see Skehan (1998) or 

Robinson (2001). 

There are disadvantages to manipulating task variables, however. Designing tasks 

to elicit particular interactional practices and rigorously controlling task characteristics 

comes with a tradeoff in external validity. With each successive limit  or requirement on 

what actions speakers can perform during a task, the task moves further away from real-

life interaction. Another disadvantage is that the careful manipulation of task variables 

may fail to produce the intended behaviors, as illustrated by He and Dai (2006). In that 

study, test-takers were required to interact with each other during a group discussion and 

perform various behaviors such as disagreeing, challenging, and persuading. Yet despite 

the inclusion of that criteria, the test-takers interacted little with each other. I have 
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observed unexpected results in my own teaching context as well. During piloting for this 

study, I required participants to reach a consensus decision for their 10-minute 

discussions. Surprisingly, several groups came to a unanimous decision after about two 

minutes and sat in silence waiting for the other groups to finish their discussions. An 

alternative approach would be to stipulate that the groups discussed the topic for at least 

seven minutes before voting, but this illustrates my prior concern about tasks which 

increasingly diverge from real-world encounters. One of the objectives of this study was 

to observe participant behavior during a discussion task that resembled a real-life 

discussion as much as possible, albeit within the constraints of an L2 English classroom. 

Even though the behaviors of interest did not appear frequently, I did observe how 

learners interacted with each other in a loosely structured discussion, thereby providing 

insights for researchers who wish to use the group discussion for data collection. One 

strength of this study is that it shows how English language learners actually interact 

during group discussions, when not being observed or assessed by the teacher. This study 

underscores the importance of careful pedagogical design in group activities, cautioning 

against the assumption that the mere use of English during group discussions necessarily 

leads to optimal language learning outcomes. 

The fourth research implication is that in addition to altering the characteristics of 

the task itself, greater interaction could have been stimulated by having participants do 

pre-task activities. Examples of pre-task activities include doing freewrites and mind 

maps about a topic in order to give participants time to formulate their thoughts and recall 

useful vocabulary. Other activities can provide participants with information about the 
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topic such as by having them read an article, listen to a summary, or watch a video. 

Providing a list of useful vocabulary prior to the discussion task is another often used 

technique in the English language classroom. Participants with little experience doing 

group discussions could also benefit by watching a video of speakers discussing a topic. 

In other words, participants could see the task modeled via a video recording. Yet another 

activity is to have learners first discuss the topic in pairs before discussing the topic in 

small groups. However, Lam (2019) noted that providing extensive planning time to 

speakers can make it more difficult to accurately assess interactional competence, as 

speakers often pre-plan their behaviors or even write a script if given sufficient time. In 

addition, planning time also allows speakers time to solve problems before the actual 

task, thereby negating the need for the interactional practice of repair. Given these 

concerns, I had opted not to provide planning time to the participants prior to the 

discussion tasks. Nevertheless, pre-task planning is common in assessment contexts, and 

these are just a few of the many pre-task activities that English language teachers can 

utilize prior to group discussions to foster greater interaction. 

In summary, there are four research implications based on the Hypothesis 4 

results. First, data triangulation is a valuable approach, and obtaining additional forms of 

data might have strengthened the validity of inferences that I drew from the data. Second, 

a possible reason there was no statistically significant results for the treatment is that the 

group discussion and IC Rating Scale (Appendix H) did not target a limited number of 

interactional practices. Previous researchers have demonstrated the feasibility of 

quantitative methods for individual interactional practices and this is an area that merits 
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further research. Third, the task characteristics could be carefully manipulated to increase 

interdependence among participants, leading to greater interaction and more interactional 

practices. Fourth, pre-task activities could have been employed to foster greater 

interaction during the group discussions. Having discussed the research implications, I 

now turn to what the Hypothesis 4 results mean for teachers and other practitioners. 

Pedagogical Implications of Hypothesis 4 Results 

 As described in the introductory chapter, one impetus for this study was my 

observation about how students interacted during small group discussions. The most 

interesting discovery for me was that some students managed turn-taking by attaching 

ñhow about you?ò to the end of each speaking turn and extending their palms to nominate 

the next speaker. Of course, L1 English speakers do this as well, particularly at the 

beginning of a conversation when exchanging pleasantries, or after one has spoken at 

length and decides to yield the floor to the listener. However, my intuition told me that 

students were using the expression to deal with the tricky matter of deciding who speaks 

and when. Furthermore, the overuse of ñhow about you?ò was not particularly 

problematic, but rather, indicated that the students lacked knowledge of different ways to 

manage turns. Knowing that lower proficiency learners have limited tools for recipient 

design and that interactional resources diversify as linguistic proficiency increases 

(Pekarek Doehler & Pochon-Berger, 2015), I viewed this as an opportunity to teach 

students alternative methods for interaction. Although this studyôs treatment was not 

statistically significant, there are important pedagogical implications from the results. 
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 The first pedagogical implication is that teachers should instruct learners how to 

perform specific interactional practices. In this study, I taught the treatment group 

participants the following: formulaic sequences for backchanneling, formulaic sequences 

for repair, how to extend speaking turns, and how to move from an initial topic to related 

topics. In addition, I also taught the participants about the turn-taking system, and how 

speakers use all the aforementioned skills to avoid long lapses during interaction, which 

can be indicative of a problem. Given the short length of the treatment, focusing on fewer 

interactional practices would have likely been more effective. This raises the questions 

for teachers ðwhat interactional practices should they teach and when (i.e., at what 

proficiency level)? 

 Suggestions about what interactional practices to teach at different proficiency 

levels comes from CEFR (Council of Europe, 2020). The framework is organized around 

ñcan doò statements for a variety of activities and strategies, which range from simple, 

easy actions at the A1 level to complex, difficult actions at the C2 level. For spoken 

interaction, there are nine different activities such as understanding an interlocutor, 

conversation, formal discussion, and information exchange. In addition to benchmarks 

for activities, there are also ñcan doò statements for three interaction strategies: taking the 

floor (turn taking), cooperating, and asking for clarification. Some strengths of the CEFR 

are that it includes a variety of activities and that the framework acknowledges the co-

constructed nature of interaction. However, one limitation of CEFR is that there are only 

three interactional strategies (interactional practices) which have their own scalesð

Taking the floor (Turntaking), Cooperating, and Asking for clarification. This number is 



 

 227 

much lower than the number of interactional practices included in other 

conceptualizations of interactional competence such as Galaczi and Taylor (2018) and 

Nakatsuhara et al. (2018). Another limitation of using CEFR for interactional practice 

instruction is that the descriptors include a variety of skills and resources. For example, 

the Informal discussion (with friends) descriptors include speaking proficiency, listening 

proficiency, topic management, and pragmatic competence. In other words, the CEFR is 

a framework that is useful for describing the abilities of language users, not prescribing 

specific courses of action. The CEFR Companion Volume states that one of its objectives 

is to help users to plan curricula rather than ñtell practitioners what to do, or how to do itò 

(Council of Europe, 2020, p. 26). Nevertheless, the CEFR is useful for helping teachers 

determine the approximate level of their students and suggesting what they should be 

able to achieve with further instruction. 

 More suggestions for a curriculum focused on interactional practices come from 

Roever (2022). His developmentally sensitive pragmatics curriculum contains different 

instructional targets and recommendations based on studentsô CEFR levels. The 

curriculum focuses on pragmatics in four core areas: speech acts, implicature, routines, 

and interaction, with the last item being most relevant for this discussion. For each area, 

at each proficiency level, Roever describes what most L2 learners can and cannot do. For 

example, users at the A1 (basic level) find casual conversation very difficult, and Roever 

recommends that they learn routines (formulaic sequences) to communicate intended 

social actions (e.g., ñwater, pleaseò). For learners with higher proficiency (e.g., B1ïB2 

level) routines become less important, and they can focus on developing proficiency with 
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speech acts. For example, they can learn various strategies for performing requests, a 

dispreferred action, thereby increasing the chances that their request will be approved. In 

general, Roeverôs developmentally sensitive pragmatics curriculum focuses on showing 

learners how to use a wider variety of pragmatic resources as their general language 

proficiency increases. However, Roever noted that the curriculum had not been widely 

tested in real-world educational settings, and that implementations would require that 

teachers adapt the curriculum to suit both the needs of the students as well as limitations 

of the educational context. This study has adhered to that recommendation, albeit with a 

greater focus on interactional practices than on pragmatics. In the following section, I 

discuss how teachers can use information from CEFR and Roeverôs curriculum to suit the 

wants and needs of their students. 

One way for teachers to adjust interactional practices instruction to the ability of 

their students is to perform a needs analysis. This procedure enables teachers to make 

better-informed decisions after collecting data with methods such as observations, 

interviews, and questionnaires (Brown, 2009). For example, students could perform short 

role-plays focused on specific interactional practices while the teacher observes how well 

they performed those tasks. Interactions which are regularly composed of sequences (e.g., 

telephone openings and closings, service encounters) would be well-suited to this 

approach. Alternatively, a more informal approach would be to administer a 

questionnaire about interactional practices to the students. For example, questionnaire 

items could be interactional practices, and students indicate how confident they feel about 

performing each action ranging on a Likert-like scale from 1 (Very unconfident) to 5 
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(Very confident). Such a questionnaire could be easily converted to a wants analysis, with 

participants indicating how much they desire to learn various interactional practices. 

These approaches would be appropriate with learners of intermediate proficiency or with 

some experience performing the interactional practices in the L2. However, in an EFL 

context, learners might have little experience using the L2 outside of the classroom. 

Similarly, low-proficiency students might have little confidence to perform any of the 

interactional practices listed on a questionnaire. In such a situation, teachers could use 

their intuition to select interactional practices that seem useful such as expressions to 

open and close conversations, or strategies to manage turn-taking. 

The recommendation that teachers focus on interactional practices in an L2 

language course does not imply that linguistic competence should be excluded, however. 

In general, the higher an individualôs language proficiency, the higher their interactional 

competence will be. The relationship between interactional competence, general language 

proficiency, and pragmatic competence remains the focus of much research, but recent 

research indicates that proficiency accounts for a large amount of variance of 

interactional competence (Roever & Ikeda, 2022, 2023). It is also widely accepted that 

linguistic abilities develop through interaction (Long, 1996; Swain, 1985), and therefore 

teachers should develop these competencies in tandem. 

A final pedagogical implication from the Hypothesis 4 results is that L2 learners 

should regularly receive feedback from their teachers or engage in self-reflection 

activities. One reason is because students may not regularly receive feedback on their 

interactional competence. As noted earlier, most participants in this study did not use 
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English outside of the classroom. Some participants had part-time jobs in which they 

occasionally spoke English with customers, and about a quarter of the participants had 

studied abroad before. However, these students were the exception. Another reason 

students should receive feedback from teachers or do self-reflections on their 

interactional competence is because they might not attend to it during interaction. During 

a conversation, speakers must perform numerous actions simultaneously such as 

producing their own utterances, understanding the utterances of other speakers, 

formulating questions, backchanneling, and monitoring their own and othersô non-verbal 

behavior. The many demands of online communication can easily overwhelm English 

language learners, and particularly lower-proficiency ones. 

Teacher feedback and self-reflections can be provided in numerous ways. Teacher 

feedback can be either oral or written, provided to the individual or group, done 

immediately after an interaction, delayed after showing a video of the interaction, and so 

forth. Self-reflections can also be done in various ways. For example, learners can listen 

or watch recordings of their interactions and rate themselves. When listening or viewing 

recordings, they can transcribe their own speech and add more utterances in sections 

where they are lacking. If learners had any difficulties expressing their thoughts, they can 

search for suitable expressions using a dictionary, translation software, or AI tools. An 

even simpler self-reflection task is a questionnaire with guided questions that students 

complete after every lesson. For example, students are asked questions such as ñCould 

you say everything that you wanted to say?ò and rate their interaction on a scale from 1 to 

3. 
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Summary of Hypothesis 4 Results 

 In summary, the results of the Hypothesis 4 analysis indicated that the treatment 

was not statistically significant for improving the interactional competence of the 

participants. Treatment group participants received instruction on five skills: turn-taking, 

backchanneling, topic development, topic extension, and checking confirmation (repair). 

Raters used a rating scale to assess the participants on four criteria: Conversation 

Involvement, Developing and Maintaining Discussion, Turn-taking/Backchanneling, and 

Communicative Effectiveness. There are several possible reasons for why the treatment 

was not statistically significant including the short length of time, a lack of negative 

consequences for displaying low interactional competence, and the group discussion task 

itself. To show noteworthy occurrences and practices in the data, I described excerpts 

showing those behaviors. 

There were several research and pedagogical implications based on the results. 

The first research implication is that a longer treatment length may be more effective for 

improving interactional competence. The second research implication is that data 

triangulation could provide more useful data, thereby strengthening the conclusions made 

based on the data. The third research implication is that it is probably more beneficial to 

examine how well participants performed a single interactional practice rather than 

looking at their performances holistically. The third research implication is that 

researchers should carefully manipulate the task characteristic to create interdependence 

and lead to greater interaction. Regarding pedagogy, the first implication is that teachers 

should teach single interactional practices rather than try to improve several areas all at 
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once, as I have attempted in this study. To help teachers select interactional practices for 

instruction, they can consult the useful resources CEFR (Council of Europe, 2020) and 

Roever (2022). Teachers may also wish to conduct a needs and wants analysis to tailor 

their interactional practice instruction for their own learning contexts. 

Chapter 6 Summary 

 In this chapter, I discussed the results of the four hypotheses. Hypothesis 1 was 

that lexical bundles in EAP textbooks performed different functions from lexical bundles 

in a corpus of spoken academic English. This hypothesis was confirmed. The results 

indicated that discourse organizer and referential expressions were common in both 

textbooks and the spoken corpus, but that stance expressions were rare in EAP textbooks. 

I attributed this difference to the fact that EAP textbooks primarily focus on 

informational (e.g., lectures) academic speech events and student presentations. A 

research implication is that researchers should create ready-to-use lists of formulaic 

language so that current research can be easily integrated into instructional materials. A 

pedagogical implication is that textbook publishers should focus on a greater variety of 

academic speech events to more accurately represent the language that L2 learners will  

encounter in academia. Another pedagogical implication was that teachers should expose 

their students to more lexical bundles through exposure to authentic academic events or 

by incorporating word lists into course content. 

 Hypothesis 2 was that the majority of formulaic sequences that appear in EAP 

textbooks lack authenticity and this hypothesis was confirmed. Most formulaic sequences 

that were typographically emphasized did not appear even once in the corpus of spoken 
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academic English. One possible explanation for the results is that textbook publishers did 

not use corpus linguistics, or used corpus linguistics but did not focus on formulaic 

language. Another possible explanation for the results is consumer (i.e., teacher and 

student) expectations, in that publishers need to create large amount of content and must 

present a wide variety of language and instructional targets. A research implication is that 

researchers should use corpus linguistics to verify the authenticity of formulaic language 

that appears in EAP textbooks. A pedagogical implication is that teachers should also do 

the same, and if this is not possible, carefully examine EAP textbook formulaic language 

using their intuition. Another pedagogical implication is that teachers should guide 

students in the use of concordance software so that students can independently confirm 

the authenticity of expressions. 

 Hypothesis 3 was that key interactional practices have a significant effect on 

ratings of overall interactional competence and this was partially confirmed. The analysis 

revealed that number of speaking turns, amount of speaking time, English backchannels, 

and speaking proficiency were all significant factors. The other factors entered into the 

regression model, Japanese backchannels and ñhow about you?ò utterances, were not 

significant factors. In addition, other interactional practices did not occur with enough 

frequency to be entered into the analysis. A possible explanation for the results is that 

many of the interactional practices were not necessary to successfully interact in the 

group discussion. Another possible reason the results were insignificant is that some 

participants may have viewed the activity as an independent task rather than a group task. 

Yet another possible reason is that the groups may have oriented to the task as a 
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brainstorming activity, possibly due to the single-topic limitation of the discussions. 

There are several research implications from these results. The first research implication 

is that it is difficult to assess interactional competence because of its multifaceted nature. 

The next research implication is that there is a need for more research on the influence of 

proficiency and non-verbal behavior on interactional competence. The last research 

implication is that there is a need for more classroom-based research studies such as this 

one. Regarding pedagogy, the implications are that teachers should not assume that target 

formulaic language will emerge during discussions, and therefore learners should be 

provided with activities focused on those expressions. In addition, teachers should follow 

best practices for vocabulary instruction while keeping in mind the greater learning 

burden for multi-word items over single-word items. 

 Hypothesis 4 was that explicit instruction of interactional practices in conjunction 

with formulaic language will have a positive effect on participant interactional 

competence scores assigned by raters during group discussions. This hypothesis was not 

confirmed. Possible explanations for the results are the short treatment length, that there 

are few negative consequences if participants have low interactional competence, and the 

nature of the group discussion task used in this research. The first research implication is 

that data triangulation may yield more useful data than a single form of data approach. 

The next research implication is that assessment of single interactional practices may be 

more effective than holistic assessment of interactional competence. The last research 

implication is that researchers should carefully manipulate the task characteristics to elicit 

more interaction between participants. The first pedagogical implication is that teachers 
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should teach single interactional practices. Teachers can consult published resources as 

well as conduct a needs and wants analysis with their students. However, teachers should 

not focus exclusively on interactional practices, they should also strive to improve their 

studentsô linguistic proficiency as well. Lastly, teachers should provide feedback on their 

studentsô interactional competence or have students complete self-reflection tasks. 
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CHAPTER 7 

CONCLUSION 

 In this chapter, I begin with a summary of the findings before discussing several 

limitations of this study. Following this, I provide suggestions for future research before 

providing concluding comments. 

Summary of the Findings 

 In this study, the first two analyses relate to formulaic language in EAP textbooks. 

I identified a total of 32 EAP textbooks available which satisfied the criteria for inclusion 

and used audio scripts and video scripts from those titles to create TEAP, the target 

corpus. The TEAP corpus was compared to the reference corpus MICASE, a collection 

of spoken academic North American English. For the first analysis, I compiled a list of 

the 40 most frequent lexical bundles in TEAP and classified their functions using the 

taxonomy from Biber, Conrad, and Cortes (2004). Then, I followed the same procedure 

with the MICASE corpus and compared the two lists. The second analysis I performed 

was to investigate if formulaic sequences in EAP textbooks were authentic, meaning that 

they exceeded a frequency threshold in the reference corpus, MICASE. To answer this 

question, I manually searched the EAP textbooks for formulaic sequences that were 

presented as expressions to be learned, typically with highlighting or bolding. The third 

and fourth analyses involved interactional competence assessment and instruction. Data 

for these analyses were collected during two 10-minute discussions in groups of three to 

four participants. The discussions occurred at the beginning and the end of the study, and 

constituted the pretest and posttest, respectively. Video recordings of those discussions 
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were assessed by raters using a rating scale. The third analysis was to investigate whether 

those human ratings correlated with counts of interactional practices. To obtains those 

counts, I transcribed the discussions and coded them for behaviors of interest. The fourth 

analysis was to investigate whether instruction on formulaic sequences and interactional 

practices significantly increased ratings of interactional competence. 

Participants (N = 60) were recruited from a single university in western Japan. 

The participants were divided into a treatment and control group. The treatment group 

participants received instruction on 10 of the authentic formulaic sequences, five for 

backchanneling and five for repair. The other instructional targets of the treatment were 

five interactional practices which I referred to as turn-taking, backchanneling, topic 

development, topic expansion, and confirmation checking (other-initiated self-repair). 

Improvements in interactional competence from pretest to posttest were assessed 

quantitatively, but qualitative data in the form of transcription excerpts were provided to 

explain the results. 

 The study had four primary purposes: (a) to investigate whether EAP textbook 

lexical bundles and the functions they perform accurately reflects language used in 

academic speaking situations, (b) to investigate whether EAP textbook formulaic 

sequences can be considered authentic, (c) to investigate possible relationships between 

observed interactional practices and ratings of interactional competence, and (d) to 

investigate whether the instructional treatment on selected formulaic sequences and 

interactional practices was effective. These purposes motivated four hypotheses, which 

are presented below with their respective findings. 
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 For Hypothesis 1, I posited that lexical bundles in EAP textbooks would differ 

substantially from lexical bundles in a corpus of spoken academic English. Hypothesis 1 

was confirmed as evidenced by substantial differences in the most frequent expressions 

for each corpus as well as the functions they perform. In the TEAP corpus, nearly all the 

most frequent lexical bundles performed discourse and referential functions, and few 

lexical bundles performed stance functions. In contrast, in the MICASE corpus, lexical 

bundles for referential functions were the largest group, and lexical bundles for stance 

and discourse functions appeared at roughly the same proportion. One possible reason for 

this discrepancy is that the most commonly featured academic speaking tasks in EAP 

textbooks are lectures and presentations. However, academic speaking situations 

encompass a wide variety of interactions such as study sessions and meetings with 

academic advisors. Another possible reason for this discrepancy is that not all the EAP 

textbooks were created using corpus linguistics. The results provide further evidence in 

support of previous researchersô call for textbook publishers to incorporate more findings 

from second language research, and particularly from the field of corpus linguistics. 

 For Hypothesis 2, I posited that the majority of highlighted formulaic sequences 

that appear in EAP textbooks were not authentic and would not appear with sufficient 

frequency in a corpus of spoken academic English. This hypothesis was confirmed as 

only 16.20% of highlighted expressions exceeded the low threshold of 10 occurrences per 

million words. A surprising finding was that over half of the highlighted expressions did 

not appear even once in the reference corpus, casting significant doubt on the authenticity 

of formulaic language in EAP textbooks. The results from Hypothesis 2, similar to the 
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results from Hypothesis 1, support the recommendation that textbook publishers 

incorporate findings from corpus linguistics research. The results also suggest that 

although many EAP textbooks incorporate single-word vocabulary lists such as the 

NAWL, formulaic language might be overlooked by textbook publishers. 

 For Hypothesis 3, I posited that key interactional practices that represent different 

aspects of interactional competence would have a significant effect on ratings of overall 

interactional competence. Hypothesis 3 was partially confirmed. The key interactional 

practices that I hypothesized would positively correlate with interactional competence 

ratings were total speaking time, total number of speaking turns, and English 

backchannels. I hypothesized that Japanese backchannels, and coded instances of ñhow 

are you?ò and variants would negatively correlate with interactional competence ratings. 

The statistically significant predictors were total speaking time, total number of speaking 

turns, and English backchannels. Japanese backchannels and coded instances of ñhow are 

you?ò and variants were not statistically significant predictors. In addition, I also counted 

and measured additional interactional practices such as restarts after lapses, follow-up 

questions, questions to check understanding (repair), questions to get participation from 

others, and other-directed word searches (i.e., asking other speakers to provide a suitable 

word/phrase). These other interactional practices occurred much less frequently than the 

aforementioned ones, therefore precluding their use in the quantitative analysis. Stated 

another way, it appears that the raters primarily oriented to frequency-based indicators of 

interactional competence, and that several of the observed interactional practices lacked 

the stability and frequency necessary to be predictors of interactional competence ratings. 
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 For Hypothesis 4, I posited that instruction on formulaic sequences and 

interactional practices would have a statistically significant effect on ratings of 

participantsô interactional competence. This hypothesis was rejected because there was 

no statistically significant difference in treatment group pretest and posttest ratings. For 

the treatment group, there were positive trends for three out of four rating scale criteria: 

Conversation Involvement, Developing and Maintaining Discussion, and Turn-

taking/Backchanneling. The fourth criterion, Communicative Effectiveness, decreased 

slightly from pretest to posttest. In contrast, for the control group ratings on all four 

criteria dropped from pretest to posttest. Despite the insignificant results for the 

treatment, the trends are positive and a replication of this study with a longer instruction 

period could yield significant results. Regarding use of the 10 target formulaic sequences, 

a productive written test indicated that both the treatment and control group could 

produce most of the expressions in written form. However, participants used the 

expressions only a handful of time during the discussions, and their low rate of usage 

precluded the use of parametric statistics. A likely factor why the participants did not use 

the expressions more often is that they already knew several other expressions to 

accomplish the same actions. 

 Even though the treatment was not statistically significant, this study has several 

positive characteristics. First, it filled a need for more research about interactional 

competence instruction and assessment. Second, it heeded the call for more classroom-

based research, and particularly for research on actual lessons not specially designed 

activities (Bygate, 2020). Third, the use of video recordings showed how participants 
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actually conducted themselves in small groups, when they were not being observed by 

the teacher. Those video recordings suggest that teachers should not assume that group 

activities always yield ideal learning conditions, and that teachers should carefully design 

their activities for maximum interaction. Fourth, the use of mixed methods allowed for 

comparisons to be made across large groups of participants. The picture that emerged was 

that improvements in interactional competence were not shared equally across the groups, 

and that designing effective pedagogical treatments and practical assessment tasks is a 

complex undertaking. 

Limitations of the Study 

 The first limitation of this study is that the data were collected from a single 

educational context, a private university in western Japan. The participants were 

primarily L1 Japanese learners of English, who were 18ï20 years old. In addition, 

randomization of students was not a possibility for this study and therefore intact classes 

were used. Due to these factors, the results of this study cannot be generalized to other L1 

groups. 

The second limitation of the study is that data were collected in a small group 

discussions, which is a single, naturalistic interaction. This is only one of many types of 

academic speech events that speakers can have; examples of other interactions include 

lectures, presentations, study groups, and professor office hour visits. If interactions are 

not limited to academic speech events, there is an even wider array of situations which 

speakers may encounterðservice exchanges, telephone conversations, and so forth. By 

focusing on only small group discussions with minimal task requirements, I sought to 
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examine interactions that were as authentic as possible, albeit within the confines of a 

second language classroom. This focus on authenticity necessitated a tradeoff in 

replicability, and these two concerns exist as polar opposites for research. Several 

researchers (e.g., Dai, 2021; Ikeda, 2017; Youn, 2015) have shown that it is possible to 

assess interactional competence in a reliable manner with a sufficiently narrow research 

topic, triangulation of methods, or repeated data collection. It goes without saying that 

such methods require greater resources, which comes at the expense of practicality, two 

other polar opposites for researchers. This study was an attempt to analyze authentic 

interactions in a practical manner using mixed methods, an approach that yielded mixed 

results, but one which may aid future research. 

 The third limitation of the study is that the measures might not have been 

sensitive enough to detect changes in the discussions. The raters assessed the participants 

using the IC Rating Scale (Appendix H) which was designed for assessing interactional 

competence during group discussions. As both the group discussion and the IC Rating 

Scale prioritize practicality, using more detailed ratings scales could be beneficial. 

Examples of assessment instruments that evaluate more interactional practices than the 

IC Rating Scale are the checklists from Nakatsuhara et al. (2018). Other examples are the 

rating scales from Youn (2015) and Youn and Chen (2021), which were tailored to match 

different task requirements. 

 The fourth limitation is related to the length and structure of the treatment. A 

longer treatment with fewer instructional targets could yield statistically significant 

results. Providing learner feedback in a more structured manner could also be helpful. 



 

 243 

Finally, the need to triangulate research methods has been discussed, but also varying the 

types of teaching techniques would also likely provide positive benefits for the learners. 

 The fifth limitation is the incongruity between EAP textbook content and the 

small group discussions. The formulaic sequences for backchanneling and other-initiated 

self-repair appeared in EAP textbooks and were chosen for the treatment after verifying 

that they appeared with sufficient frequency in the reference corpus. However, it is 

difficult to describe the small group discussions about familiar topics as ñacademic.ò Two 

justifications are in order. First, making the discussion tasks more academic by adding 

additional components such as a reading passage or critical thinking questions would 

introduce confounding variables into the data. For example, if a participant exhibited 

little interactional competence during a discussion about a lecture, it would be difficult to 

attribute this performance to low interactional competence rather than the inability to 

understand the lecture. Second, making the conversation more academic would likely 

make it more difficult, and several groups struggled to maintain a discussion about a 

single topic for the entire duration. 

Suggestions for Future Research 

 A more practical means of assessing interactional competence could be computer- 

or AI-based systems. Ockey et al. (2023) and Ockey and Chukharev-Hudilainen (2021) 

explored the viability of using computer-based avatars and compared human versus 

machine ratings. In addition to practicality, they found several advantages for spoken 

dialog systems (SDSs). They noted that SDSs were able to reliably elicit a variety of 

interactional practices, such as repair after communication breakdowns. For example, the 
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SDS prompted test-takers with a nonsensical question (e.g., ñWhat do you think about the 

behema of sooken?ò), thereby forcing the test-taker to ask for clarification. They noted 

that in conversation, when speakers do not understand they often feign comprehension, 

possibly leading human raters to assume that their competence is higher (Ockey, 2001). 

Another advantage of computer-based models is that they may be more reliable than 

human raters, as human raters sometimes accommodate their speech to match test-taker 

ability, a finding that has been noted in earlier studies (Nakatsuhara, 2018; Ross & 

Berwick, 1992). In Ockey and Chukharev-Hudilainen (2021), the researchers noted that 

computers and humans were able to rate fluency, pronunciation, grammar, and 

vocabulary similarly. In this study as well, I employed machine-based assessment in the 

form of the Versant English Test (Pearson, 2008), which was a quick and practical way to 

measure participantsô speaking and listening proficiency. However, assessing 

interactional competence is a much more complex affair, as demonstrated by the results 

of this study. It is likely that in the near future computer-based methods for assessing 

interactional competence will continue to improve in accuracy and reliability. 

 Another suggestion for future research is to investigate the effect of individual 

differences on interactional competence. Although there are many personality factors that 

can discriminate between individuals, Dörnyei (2005) noted that researchers were 

primarily interested in less than a dozen factors that are stable among individuals and 

serve to discriminate between individuals (Snow et al., 1996). Some examples of 

personality factors that likely affect interactional competence include extraversion, self-

efficacy, engagement, and willingness to communicate. In their conceptualization of 
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interactional competence, Galaczi and Taylor (2018) cited several studies of individual 

differences and concluded that ñthe role of personal characteristics is dependent on a host 

of personality and contextual factorsò (p. 224). For this research area, a possible method 

of inquiry is to investigate what participants do in their L1 during discussions, which 

could help explain their behavior in the L2 during discussions. For example, a person 

who engages in social loafing in an L1 discussion might also do the same during an L2 

discussion. This research method could prove more beneficial than measuring individual 

differences via questionnaires, a frequently used research method within the field of 

individual differences. In summary, the effect of individual differences on interactional 

competence is a topic that merits further research. 

Concluding Comments 

 This study began with a question about the authenticity of the phrase ñletôs put a 

pin in that discussion until next time,ò which led me to examine the authenticity of 

formulaic language in EAP textbooks. The results revealed that the majority of phrases 

could not be considered authentic because they did not appear with sufficient frequency 

in a corpus of academic spoken English. However, complete authenticity is not desirable 

from a pedagogical standpoint. Lexical bundles such as ñthe rest of theò are very 

common in oral communication, but it is difficult to claim that they should be taught 

before more useful and salient vocabulary, and particularly single-word items. This raises 

the question about how L2 learners can acquire formulaic language if it is not taught in 

the classroom and is harder to learn than single-word vocabulary items. Merely exposing 

L2 learners to unadapted materials such as TED Talks or online lectures intended for L1 
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students can be ineffective or even demotivating. If anything, the results of this study 

reaffirm the importance of the teacher in the learning process. Nowadays, with the 

widespread availability of language learning materials, translation software, and AI-based 

resources, it is tempting to declare that L2 language teachers are no longer needed. This 

study shows that teachers still have a vital role to play in helping learners to navigate 

sheer number of available resources, increasing awareness of common patterns in 

language, and providing helpful feedback. 

 Recent research in interactional competence instruction and assessment has 

shown that there are no shortcuts regarding teaching and measuring the phenomenon. 

Studies have shown that interactional competence is neither easy to teach nor assess 

because it constitutes a complex variety of skills, knowledge, and competencies (Ikeda, 

2017; Neiriz, 2023; Vo, 2024). For assessment, speaking proficiency has traditionally 

been measured with monologic tasks, but interactional competence requires dialogic 

tasks as it includes the ability to interact with others. Roever and Kasper (2018) 

succinctly describe these fundamentally different activities as ñspeakingò and ñtalking.ò I 

would claim that most non-experts are more interested in the peopleôs ability of 

individuals to ñtalkò rather than ñspeak.ò For example, in common parlance, a person 

might be described as ñeasy to talk to,ò or one might say that they ñhad a good talkò with 

someone. The ability to ñtalkò would certainly include descriptors of fluencyðproducing 

speech smoothly and rapidly, and without much hesitation or effort (Skehan, 1996). 

However, the non-expert definition likely goes beyond these aspects to encompass other 

abilities such as flexibly interacting with others, resolving communication problems, and 
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so forth. Until now, people have typically intuited the interactional competence of co-

speakers while interactions unfold. However, now researchers are beginning to seek more 

reliable, accurate, and practical ways to teach and assess this fundamental human ability. 

I anticipate that in the near future researchers will create such systematic methodologies 

and thereby improve the communicative abilities of L2 learners. 
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APPENDIX B 

INTENSIVE ENGLISH COURSE SYLLABUS  

Intensive English Syllabus 

Fall 2022 

Class time Monday 1 (8:50-10:30)  

 Thursday 3 (13:20-15:00) 

 Friday 5 (17:00-18:40)  

Office hours: Monday 3 (13:20-15:00)  

Textbook: Prism 2 ISBN: 9781316620977 

 Xreading ISBN: 9784865390698 

   

Course Purpose 

The purpose of this course is for students to develop English listening, reading, speaking, 

and writing skills, in addition to learning new vocabulary, all while working in an all-

English communicative atmosphere. 

 

Learning Goals 

Students will be able to: 

- develop all four skills (listening, speaking, reading, writing) through a variety of 

activities 

- learn and productively use high-frequency vocabulary  

- develop aspects of their communicative competence 

 

Health 

To prevent the spread of COVID-19, please take the following precautions during class: 

wearing a mask at all times (over your nose as well), maintaining social distancing, and 

washing your hands frequently or using hand sanitizer. In addition, your instructor will 

ventilate the classroom. If you do not feel well, please consult with the health center or a 

doctor before coming to class. 

 

Class Policies 

- Speak and write in ALL ENGLISH. Challenge yourself to use English 100% of the 

time. Speaking Japanese in class = -1% off your total class score for every occurrence.  

- Homework and projects are due at the beginning of class.  

- If you miss a class, it is your responsibility to find out what you missed by contacting 

your teacher or a classmate.  

 

Course Format 

This class will be in face-to-face format with some course materials posted to Google 

Classroom.  

 

Grading 
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Assignments ï 30% 

Presentations - 20% 

Xreading ï 20% 

Quizzes ï 10% 

Final Test ï 10% 

Participation ï 10% 

 

Attendance Rules 

- This class has a strict attendance policy 

- Arrive after bell rings but before 30 minutes have passed = late 

- Arrive 30 minutes after bell rings = absent 

- Two lates = one absence 

- If you are absent six or more times you will automatically fail the course 

- Late train notes or notes from the office are the only way that absences and late 

arrivals can be excused. If you have a medical condition or other obligation that 

you think should be excused, consult with the office.  

 

Tentative Schedule 

 

Week Date Topic/Assignments Major Assignments 

1 Sep. 22, 26, 29 Course introduction  

2 Sep. 30, Oct. 

3, 6 

Unit 1: Animals Vocab Quiz #1 

3 Oct. 7, 10, 13 Unit 1: Animals 

Unit 2: The Environment 

Vocab Quiz #2 

Xreading #1 

4 Oct. 14, 17, 20 Unit 2: The Environment Vocab Quiz #3 

5 Oct. 21, 24, 27 Unit 4: Customs and 

Traditions 

Vocab Quiz #4 

6 Oct. 28, 31, 

Nov. 3 

Unit 4: Customs and 

Traditions 

Unit 5: Health and Fitness 

Vocab Quiz #5 

Xreading #2 

7 Nov. 6, 7, 10 Unit 5: Health and Fitness Presentation #1 

Vocab Quiz #6 

8 Nov. 11, 14, 

17 

Unit 6: Discovery and 

Invention 

Vocab Quiz #7 

9 Nov. 18, 21, 

24 

Unit 6: Discovery and 

Invention 

Unit 7: Fashion 

Xreading #3 

Vocab Quiz #8 

10 Nov. 25, 28, 

Dec. 1 

Unit 7: Fashion Vocab Quiz #9 

11 Dec. 2, 5, 8 Unit 8: Economics Vocab Quiz #10 
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12 Dec. 9, 12, 15 Unit 8: Economics Xreading #4 

Vocab Quiz #11 

13 Dec. 16, 19, 

22 

Preparation for Presentation 

#2 

Vocab Quiz #12 

14 Dec. 23, Jan. 

6, 16 

Presentation #2 Presentation #2 

Final Test + All Vocab 

Test 

 

*This schedule will change, and this document will not be updated from this date. For the 

most up-to-date class information, please see the course Google Classroom page. I will 

try to inform you about any changes as soon as possible. Please donôt hesitate to contact 

me with any questions or problems that you have. Letôs have a great semester!  
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APPENDIX C 

BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE  (JAPANESE VERSION) 

№⌂√─ ⌐≈™≡─ ╩ ⅎ≡ↄ∞↕™⁹╙⇔♥☻♩─☻◖▪╛ ⅜

╦⅛╠⌂⅛∫√╠⁸ ╙ ⅛⌂ↄ≡╙ ≢∆⁹ 

Please answer this background questionnaire about your English study experience. If 
you do not know the answer, please leave it blank. 
 
Part 1 

1. ( )  

2.ⱷכꜟ▪♪꜠☻  

3. ─ ה  

4.  

5.   

-   

-   

- ⱡfiⱣ▬♫ꜞכ  

- ⇔√ↄ⌂™  

- ∕─√  

ה .6  

-   

- ∕─   

 
Part 2 

─ ╩ ╪≢⁸ ─ ╙ ≡│╕╢╙─╩ ╪≢ↄ∞↕™⁹ 

1 = ↄ ⅜⌂™ 

2 = ⅜⌂™ 

3 =≥∟╠⅛≤ ⅎ┌ ⅜⌂™ 

4 =≥∟╠⅛≤ ⅎ┌ ⅜№╢ 

5 =╕№╕№ ⅜№╢ 

6 =⅛⌂╡ ⅜№╢  

 

7. ─ ─ꜞ☻♬fi◓ │≥╣ↄ╠™№╢≤ ™╕∆⅛   

8. ─ ─☻Ⱨכ◐fi◓ │≥╣ↄ╠™№╢≤ ™╕∆⅛  

9. ─ ◓fi▫♦כꜞ─ │≥╣ↄ╠™№╢≤ ™╕∆⅛   

10. ─ ─ꜝ▬♥▫fi◓ │≥╣ↄ╠™№╢≤ ™╕∆⅛  

11. ─ ─ │≥╣ↄ╠™№╢≤ ™╕∆⅛  

 
Part 3 

─♥☻♩╩ ↑√↓≤⅜№╢ │ ⇔≡ↄ∞↕™⁹⌂™ │ ⌐⇔≡ↄ∞

↕™⁹ 

12. ╙∫≤╙ ─ TOEIC ☻◖▪  

13. TOEIC╩ ⇔√   
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14. ╙∫≤╙ ─ TOEFL ☻◖▪  

15. TOEFL╩ ⇔√   

16. ╙∫≤╙ ─ IELTS ☻◖▪  

17. IELTS╩ ⇔√   

18. ꜠ⱬꜟ  

19. ╩ ⇔√  

20. ╩⇔√↓≤⅜№╡╕∆⅛  

- │™  

- ™™ⅎ 

21. ╩⇔√↓≤⅜№╢ │ ╩ ™≡ↄ∞↕™  

22. ╩⇔√↓≤⅜№╢ │∕─ ╩ ™≡ↄ∞↕™ ( - )  

23. ⌐ ⌐ ╪∞↓≤⅜№╡╕∆⅛  

- │™  

- ™™ⅎ 

24. ⌐ ╪∞↓≤⅜№╢ │∕─ ╕√│ ╩ ™≡ↄ∞↕™  

25. ⌐ ╪∞↓≤⅜№╢ │∕─ ╩ ™≡ↄ∞↕™ ( - )  
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APPENDIX D 

BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE ( ENGLISH TRANSLATION ) 

Please answer this background questionnaire about your English study experience. If you 

do not know the answer, please leave it blank. 

 

Part 1 

1. Full Name: 

2. Email address: 

3. Your university or college: 

4. Your major: 

5. Gender:  

- female 

- male 

- non-binary 

- I prefer not to answer 

- Other _________ 

6. First language:  

- Japanese 

- Other _________ 

 

Part 2 

Read the statements below and choose the number that best describes you.  

1 = Not at all proficient 

2 = A little proficient 

3 = Moderately proficient 

4 = Reasonably proficient 

5 = Highly proficient 

 

7. How would you rate your English listening proficiency? 

8. How would you rate your English speaking proficiency? 

9. How would you rate your English reading proficiency? 

10. How would you rate your English writing proficiency? 

11. How would you rate your overall English proficiency? 

 

Part 3 

If you have taken any of the tests below, fill in the information. If you have not taken a 

test, leave the section blank. 

12. What is your most recent TOEIC score? 

13. TOEIC test date. Year and Month: 

14. What is your most recent TOEFL score? 

15. TOEFL test date. Year and Month: 

16. What is your most recent IELTS score? 



 

 280 

17. IELTS test date. Year and Month: 

18. What is your Eiken level? 

19. Eiken pass date. Year and Month: 

20. Have you ever studied abroad? 

- yes 

- no 

21. If you have studied abroad, please write where: 

22. If you have studied abroad, please write the time period (Year, Month - Year, Month). 

23. Besides study abroad, have you ever lived abroad? 

- yes 

- no 

24. If you have lived abroad, please write the country and/or city name: 

25. If you have lived abroad, please write the time period (Year, Month - Year, Month). 
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APPENDIX E 

CONSENT FORM  

DETAILED RESEARCH CONSENT  [ ⌂ ─ ]  

Title:  The Effects of Formulaic Language Instruction on Interactional Competence in 

Academic Discussions 

Student-Investigator: John Syquia 

Principle Investigator: David J. Beglar 

Osaka Ekimae Bldg. 3, 21st Floor, 1-1-3-21000, Kita-ku,  

Osaka-shi, Osaka-fu, 530-0001 

Japan 

Daytime Phone Number: 06-6343-0005 

You are being invited to take part in a research study. A person who takes part in a 

research study is called a research subject, or research participant. 

 

 

  

What should I know about this research? [↓─ ⌐≈™≡ ∫≡⅔ↄ═⅝↓≤│⌂

╪≢⇔╞℮⅛ ]  

· The researcher will explain this research to you. 

 

· Taking part in this research is voluntary. Whether you take part is up to you. 

 

Ŀ If you donôt take part, it wonôt be held against you. 

 

Ŀ You can take part now and later drop out, and it wonôt be held against you. 

 

Ŀ If you donôt understand, ask questions. 

 

· Ask all the questions you want before you decide. 

 

  

Why is this research being done? [⌂−↓─ ╩ ℮─≢⇔╞℮⅛ ] 

The purpose of this research is to examine the effective of formulaic language instruction. 

Later, we will test the effects of vocabulary instruction on communication ability. 

Understanding these changes is important to improve English teaching and testing 

techniques. This research will help English teachers to improve their speaking instruction 

and help testers to score speaking tests more accurately. 
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About 70 participants will take part in this research. 

70  

 

How long will I be in this research? [ │≥─ↄ╠™≢⇔╞℮⅛ ]  

We expect that your taking part in this research will last for 11 weeks. 

↓─ │ 11 ≢ ╦╢≤ ⇔≡™╕∆⁹ 

 

What should I do if I agree to take part in this research? [↓─ ⌐ ∆╢↓≤⌐

⇔√№≤ ╩∆╣┌™™─≢⇔╞℮⅛ ]  

This research is optional and is not a graded part of your class. It will be done outside of 

normal class time. 

 

  

Schedule ╣ 

· You will complete a background questionnaire at the start of the research. 

 

· You will complete one 10-minute discussion at the beginning and end of the semester. 

10  

· You may be asked to complete a follow-up questionnaire later in the semester. 

⁹ 

  

About the questionnaire ▪fi◔כ♩⌐≈™≡ 

The questionnaire will take about 10 minutes to complete. You will be asked for some 

personal information such as your name, email, university name, department name, 

major, age, gender, and first language. You will also be asked some questions about your 

English ability. For example, about your English proficiency, vocabulary ability, and 

your recent scores on the TOEIC, TOEFL, etc. If you havenôt taken a test or donôt know 

the answer, you can leave the question blank. 

10

TOEIC TOEFL

 

  

About the speaking tasks ♦▫☻◌♇◦ꜛfi♃☻◒⌐≈™≡ 

The discussion task will take 10 minutes to complete. Your speaking will be both video 

and audio recorded. You will be given a topic and asked to explain and support your 

opinion on that topic. 

10

⁹ 
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This is an example topic : 
  

Do you agree or disagree with the following statement: 

  

Study abroad should be required for all university students. 

  

Give your opinion and discuss this topic with your group members for 10 minutes. 

  

It is important to do your best and speak using your own English ability. You wonôt be 

able to use dictionaries, translation apps, or other references during the speaking tasks. 

 

At the end of the study, we will email you a report about the general findings. 

 

What are my responsibilities if I take part in this research? [↓─ ⌐ ∆╢⌐

│ ╩∆╣┌™™≢∆⅛ ]  

If you take part in this research, you will be responsible for completing a background 

questionnaire at the beginning of the research and two X 10-minute discussion tasks. 

10

 

  

Could being in this research hurt me? [↓─ ⌐ ⇔≡™╢≤⁸ │ ≈ↄ

⅜№╢─≢⇔╞℮⅛ ]  

There is a possible risk of discomfort due to completing the speaking tasks if you do not 

enjoy English speaking activities. There is a possible privacy risk of your discussion 

being identified by other researchers who will read the transcript. However, this risk is 

minimal because all identifying information will be removed from your discussion before 

it is shown to other researchers. The video of the discussion will only be seen by 

researchers for transcription and assessment. 

↓─

⌐ ∆╢ ≢№╡ ╢ꜞ☻◒│⁸№⌂√⅜ ─☻Ⱨכ◐fi◓⅜ ⅝≢⌂⅛∫√

⁸ ⌐ ∂╢ ⅜№╡╕∆⁹⇔⅛⇔⁸↓─ │⁸ ─ ─ ╛

≤№╕╡ ╦╡╕∑╪⁹╕√⁸№⌂√─♦▫☻◌♇◦ꜛfi⅜ ⌐╟∫≡ ↕╣╢

⅜№╡╕∆⁹⇔⅛⇔⁸ ─ ⌐ ↕╣╢ ⌐∆═≡─ ⅜ ⅛╠

↕╣╢─≢↓─ꜞ☻◒│ ╘≡ ↕™≤ ⅎ╠╣╕∆⁹ 
  
Will it cost me money to take part in this research? [↓─ ⌐ ∆╢⌐│

│ ≢∆⅛ ]  

Taking part in this research will not lead to added costs to you. 

 

  

Will being in this research benefit me? [↓─ ⌐ ⇔≡™╢↓≤│⁸ ⌐≤∫≡

⌂↓≤⌂─≢⇔╞℮⅛ ]  
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We cannot promise any benefits to you or others from your taking part in this research. 

However, possible benefits to you include improving your English speaking ability. 

Possible benefits to others include helping researchers to better understand how English 

speaking develops for students learning English as a foreign language. A better 

understanding might benefit researchers, teachers, English program organizers, and test 

makers. 

 
 

What happens to the information collected for this research? [↓─ ─√╘⌐

⇔√ │≥─╟℮⌐ ╡ ╦╣╢─≢⇔╞℮⅛ ]  

Your private information may be shared with individuals and organizations (if 

applicable) that conduct or watch over this research, including: 

: 

· The researchers 

 

· People who work with the researchers 

 

· The Institutional Review Board (IRB) that reviewed this research 

IRB  

· Temple University 

 

We may publish the results of this research. However, we will keep your name and other 

identifying information confidential. 

 

We protect your information from disclosure to others to the extent required by law. We 

cannot promise complete secrecy. 

 

  

Who can answer my questions about this research? [↓─ ⌐ ∆╢ │ ⌐

∆╣┌™™─≢⇔╞℮⅛⁹] 

If you have questions, concerns, or complaints, or think this research has hurt you or 

made you sick, talk to the principal investigator at the phone number listed above on the 

first page. 

1  
  
Can I be removed from this research without my approval? [ ─ ╩ ╢↓≤⌂

ↄ ⅜↓─ ⅛╠ ↕╣╢↓≤⅜№╢─≢⇔╞℮⅛ ]  
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The person in charge of this research can remove you from this research without your 

approval. Possible reasons for removal include: 

 

· You do not complete the background questionnaire. 

Ᵽ♇◒◓ꜝ►fi♪▪fi◔כ♩⌐ ⇔⌂™ ⁹ 

· It appears that you did not complete the speaking tasks in earnest. For example, 

giving off-topic responses. 

⌐☻Ⱨכ◐fi◓♃☻◒╩ ⇔⌂™ ⁹ ⅎ┌⁸ ⌐♩Ⱨ♇◒ ─

⌂≥≢∆⁹ 
  

We will tell you about any new information that may affect your health, welfare, or 

choice to stay in this research. 

 

  

What happens if I agree to be in this research, but I change my mind later? 

[↓─ ⌐ ∆╢↓≤⌐ ⇔≡╙⁸ ≢ ⅜ ╦∫√ │≥℮⌂╡╕∆⅛ ]  

If you decide to leave this research, contact the research team so that the investigator can 

remove all or part of your data from the research upon your request. After leaving this 

research, you will still be allowed to complete the speaking tasks as a part of normal 

classroom activities if you want to. There will not be any penalty for leaving the research. 

 

 

(I agree to participate in the study described above. I 

understand that my participation is voluntary and that I can withdraw at any time.)  

 

___  (I agree) 

 

___  (I disagree) 

 

Name __________________________________________ 

 

Signature _______________________________________________ 

 

Date ______________________________________ 
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APPENDIX F 

C-TEST 

English Phrase Test 

Section A: (№™≠∟) ─ ⌐┤↕╦⇔™ ─ ╩ ™≡ↄ∞↕™⁹ ─

▪ꜟⱨ□ⱬ♇♩⌐ ↄ╟℮ ⇔≡ↄ∞↕™⁹ 

1.  A: Itôs a nice day today. 

B: R_____________. (∕℮≢∆⌡) 

 A: Letôs go for a walk. 
2.  A: I need to study tonight. 

 B: I s_____________(⌂╢╒≥). 

 A: If I have time after that Iôll watch YouTube. 
3.  A: Thereôs a new drink at Starbucks. 

 B: T_____________ is i_____________. (∕╣│ ™≢∆⌡⁹) 

 A: I heard that itôs delicious. 
4. A: I went to Kyoto with my friends last week. 

 B: T_____________ s_____________ fun. ( ⇔∕℮≢∆⌡) 

 A: We walked along the Kamo river and ate ice cream. 
5.  A: If you work part-time in a restaurant, you can get free food. 

 B: T_____________ is a g_____________ p_____________. (∕╣│™™ ≢∆

⌡) 

 A: Also, you can make friends with other workers.  

Section B: ╩ ∆╢  

⁸ ─ ⅜ ⅝ ╣⌂™ │⁸ ─ ╩ ⌐ ∆╢√╘⌐™

╤╪⌂ ╩∆╢↓≤⅜≢⅝╕∆⁹ ─ ⌐ ≡│╕╢ ─ ⌐ ↄ ╩

≢ ™≡ ↕™⁹ 

6.  A: Letôs visit ~~~~~ this weekend. 

 B: I a_____________ s_____________, (∆╖╕∑╪⁸ ⅝ ╣⌂⅛∫√≢∆) 

where do you want to go?  
 A: Letôs go to the beach this weekend. 
7.  A: Do you want to see that new action movie? 

 B: Y_____________ m_____________ (≤™℮─│) the new Tom Cruise 

movie? 
 A: Yeah, that one. 
8.  A: I think my score on the English test was 0 points. 

 B: Y_____________ a_____________ s_____________ (№⌂√⅜ ∫≡™╢↓

≤∫≡) it was really difficult? 

 A: Yeah, I donôt think I did well.  
9.  A: I forgot my bag in the ~~~~. 

 B: D_____________ y_____________ s_____________ (~~≤ ™╕⇔√⅛) in 

the classroom? 
 A: No, in the cafeteria. 
 
10.  A: Iôm really tired. 
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 B: You didnôt sleep at all last night, i_____________ t_____________ 

r_____________? ( ∫≡╕∆⅛ ) 

 A: No, well, I slept only two hours. 
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APPENDIX G 

GROUP DISCUSSION INSTRUCTIONS 

Pretest - Part-time Jobs (Japanese original version) 

│▪ꜟⱣ▬♩⇔√╒℮⅜ ™⅛  

↓─♩Ⱨ♇◒⌐≈™≡⁸ ≢♦▫☻◌♇◦ꜛfi╩⇔≡ↄ∞↕™⁹№⌂√╛ ╡ ™─

╛ ⁸ ⌐ ≠™≡ ─ ⁸▪▬♦▪⁸ ⅎ⌂≥╩⁸ⱷ⸗╛ ╩∑∏⌐ 10

⇔ ™╩⇔≡ↄ∞↕™⁹ ⁸10 ╛ │ ╘⌂™↓≤⁹ 

 

Pretest - Part-time Jobs (English translation) 

Have a discussion in English about the following topic ñshould university students have 

part-time jobs?ò Using examples from yourself and people you know, give your opinions 

and ideas. Without taking a memo or doing any other preparation, have a discussion for 

10 minutes. Do not stop recording during the middle of the discussion.  

 

Pretest ï Study Abroad (Japanese original version) 

│ ⇔√╒℮⅜ ™⅛  

↓─♩Ⱨ♇◒⌐≈™≡⁸ ≢♦▫☻◌♇◦ꜛfi╩⇔≡ↄ∞↕™⁹№⌂√╛ ╡ ™─

╛ ⁸ ⌐ ≠™≡ ─ ⁸▪▬♦▪⁸ ⅎ⌂≥╩⁸ⱷ⸗╛ ╩∑∏⌐ 10

⇔ ™╩⇔≡ↄ∞↕™⁹ 

 

Pretest Study Abroad (English translation) 

Have a discussion in English about the following topic ñshould all university students 

study abroad? Using examples from yourself and people you know, give your opinions 

and ideas. Without taking a memo or doing any other preparation, have a discussion for 

10 minutes. Do not stop recording during the middle of the discussion. 

 

Posttest Food (Japanese original version) 

≥∫∟⅜™™  

< ╩∆╢ vs. ∆╢> 

↓─♩Ⱨ♇◒⌐≈™≡⁸ ≢♦▫☻◌♇◦ꜛfi╩⇔≡ↄ∞↕™⁹№⌂√╛ ╡ ™─

╛ ⁸ ⌐ ≠™≡ ─ ⁸▪▬♦▪⁸ ⅎ⌂≥╩⁸ⱷ⸗╛ ╩∑∏⌐ 10

⇔ ™╩⇔≡ↄ∞↕™⁹ 

 

Posttest Food (English translation) 

Have a discussion in English about the following topic ñwhich is better, cooking or eating 

out? Using examples from yourself and people you know, give your opinions and ideas. 

Without taking a memo or doing any other preparation, have a discussion for 10 minutes. 

Do not stop recording during the middle of the discussion.  
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APPENDIX H 

IC RATING SCALE  
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APPENDIX I  

TREATMENT LESSONS OVERVIEW  

Note: Pp = participants, P = participant, T = teacher 

 
Treatment  

 
Activity  

Time 
(min)  

 
Procedure  

1 Comic strip  2 - Show comic strip on screen. 
- Ask Pp to identify problem and elicit how to avoid. 

 Explicit 
instruction 

5 - PP read explanation in L1. 
- Explain differences between learner and natural 
conversations. 

- Emphasize that Pp have already mastered L1 
turn-taking system and L1/L2 similarities. 

 Practice 10 - Carroll (2011a) activities ñSpeaking in Circlesò 
and ñFighting for a Turn.ò 

- Encourage Pp to take initiative and act quickly.  

 Discussion / 
Debate 

8 - Groups of 3-4 Pp. 
- Remind Pp of skills to practice, then hide 
directions. 

- Pp discuss topic: Which is better, traveling with 
friends or family? 

2 Review 3 - Pp recall previous lessonôs target and T reviews. 

 Comic strip 2 - Show comic strip on screen. 
- Ask Pp to identify problem and elicit how to avoid. 
- Introduce question Ą short answer + extra 
information. 

 Practice 1:  
Q Ą SA + EI 

5 - Pp form pairs. 
- Distribute topic development cards. 
- One P asks question on card. 
- Other P gives a short answer + extra information. 

 Practice 2:  
Q Ą SA + 2EI + 
Q  

5 - Same procedure as above but Pp must give 2 
pieces of extra information. 
- Note: Pp cannot say ñhow about you?ò as a 
follow-up question. 
(Pairs that finish early can practice giving 5 extra 
pieces of information.) 

 Discussion 
practice 

8 - Pp form groups of 3-4. 
- Remind Pp of skills to practice, then hide 
directions. 
- PP discuss topic: Which is better, shopping online 
or in stores? 

3 Review  3 - Pp recall previous lessonôs target and T reviews. 

 Comic strip / 
Explicit 
Instruction 

4 - Show comic strip on screen. 
- Ask Pp to identify problem and elicit to avoid. 
- T shows that English doesnôt repeat the same 
word like (un un un). 

 Practice 1: 
Backchannel 
brainstorming  

5 - All Pp stand up. 
- When a P gives a backchannel phrase, they can 
sit. 

- T writes phrases on board. 



 

 291 

- T points out that they already know many 
backchannel phrases. 

 Practice 2: 
Poker Chips  

5 Pp form groups of 3-4. 
- Discuss topic ñWhat are some restaurants you 
like? Why?ò 
- After P backchannels, they discard a poker chip. 
- The winner is the person with the fewest poker 
chips in their hand at the end of the activity. 
- T cautions that students can backchannel while 
(not only after) another person is speaking. 

 Discussion / 
Debate 

8 - Pp form groups of 3-4. 
- Remind Pp of skills to practice then hide 
directions. 
- Read topic: ñWhich is better, going to a café or 
karaoke? 
- Pp do rock, paper, scissors to determine sides. 
- Pp debate topic. 

4 Review 4 - Pp recall previous lessonôs target and T reviews. 

 Comic strip 5 - Show comic strip on screen. 
- Ask Pp to identify problem and elicit how to avoid. 

 Practice 1: 
Brainstorming 

5 (using worksheet) 
Brainstorm different aspects of questions. 

 Practice 2: 
Discussion 

3 (using worksheet) 
- Talk about topics on worksheet. 

 Discussion / 
Debate 

8 - Pp form groups of 3-4. 
- Remind Pp of skills to practice then hide 
directions. 
- PP do rock, paper, scissors to determine sides 
- PP debate topic: ñWhich is better, TV/movies or 
video games? 

5 Review 3 - Pp recall previous lessonôs target and T reviews. 

 Comic strip 2 - Show comic strip on screen. 
- Ask Pp to identify problem and elicit how to avoid. 

 Explicit 
instruction 

2 - Present target formulaic sequences and chorale 
practice. 

 Practice 1 3 (using worksheet) 
- Fill-in-the-blank practice and reading aloud 

 Practice 2 7 (using worksheet) 
- Pair speaking practice using target formulaic 
sequences 

 Information gap 8 (using worksheet) 
- Picture differences information gap activity using 
target formulaic sequences 

6 (Review 
1) 

Comic strip 3 - Show treatment #1: Turn taking strip. 
- Ask Pp to identify problem and elicit how to avoid. 

 Real 
Conversation 
Example 

4 - Show real, unscripted conversation from 
YouTube from YouTube Channel: Film Courage 
- Point out turn taking behavior, little or no silence 
between speaking turns. 

 Practice 1: Talk 
as Much as 
You Can 

5 (using poker chips) 
- Pp form groups of 3-4. 
- Discuss topic: ñWhat are your hobbies? What 
hobby would you like to try?ò 
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- After P takes a speaking turn, they discard a 
poker chip. 
- The winner is the person with the fewest poker 
chips in their hand at the end of the activity. 
- T cautions that Pp should not discard poker chips 
when they backchannel. 

 Discussion / 
Debate 

8 - Pp form groups of 3-4. 
- Remind Pp of skills to practice then hide 
directions. 
- PP do rock, paper, scissors to determine sides. 
- PP debate topic: ñIf you only had time for one 
activity, which would you choose: being in a circle 
or working a part-time job?ò 

7 (Review 
2) 

Comic strip 3 - Show treatment #1: Backchanneling comic strip 
- Ask Pp to identify problem and elicit how to avoid 

 Real 
Conversation 
Example 

4 - Show real, unscripted conversation from 
YouTube from YouTube Channel: Fearless 
Fluency Club 
- Elicit the backchanneling expressions that 
speakers used 

 Practice 1: 
Backchannel as 
Much as You 
Can 

5 (using poker chips) 
- Pp form groups of 3-4 
- Discuss topic: ñWhat are some shops (e.g., 
clothing, miscellaneous goods, etc.) that you like? 
Why?  
- After P backchannels, they discard a poker chip 
- The winner is the person with the fewest poker 
chips in their hand at the end of the activity 
- T cautions that students can backchannel while 
(not only after) another person is speaking 

 Discussion / 
Debate 

8 - Pp form groups of 3-4 
- Remind Pp of skills to practice, then hide 
directions 
- PP discuss topic: Which is better, living at home 
(with family) or living alone? 

8 (Review 
3) 

Comic Strip 1 - Show treatment #5: Confirmation checks comic 
strip. 
- Ask Pp to identify problem and elicit how to avoid. 

 Explicit 
instruction 

2 - Present target formulaic sequences and chorale 
practice. 

 Wasei-eigo 
matching  

2 (using worksheet) 
- Waseieigo (Japanese-made English) expressions 
matching exercise 

 Practice 1: 
Confirmation 
Checks 1 

4 (using worksheet) 
- Pair discussion practice using target formulaic 
sequences 

 Practice 2: 
Confirmation 
Checks 2 

4 (using worksheet) 
- Pair discussion practice using target formulaic 
sequences 

 Practice 3: 
Backchanneling  

4 (using worksheet) 
- Pp form groups of 3-4. 
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- Pp discuss topic ñWhat are some restaurants you 
like (izakaya, fast food, family restaurant, etc.)? 
Why? 
- When P backchannels, they make a note. 
- Winner is the person who backchannels most. 

 Conversation 
Example 

3 - Show YouTube clip ñGetting Out-Frenched at a 
French Restaurantò from TV comedy Key & Peele 
to show risks of not using confirmation checks. 
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APPENDIX J 

TREATMENT  LESSON 1: TURN-TAKING MATERIALS  

Presentation Slides 
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 297 

  

  

Note. ñWhatôs the problem?ò illustration by Yuki Tsugawa. All other illustrations from 

https://www.ac-illust.com. 
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APPENDIX K 

TREATMENT LESSON 2: BACKCHANNELING  

Presentation Slides 
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Note. ñWhatôs the problem?ò illustration by Yuki Tsugawa. All other illustrations from 

https://www.ac-illust.com. 
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APPENDIX L 

TREATMENT  LESSON 3: TOPIC DEVELOPMENT  

Presentation Slides 
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Note. ñWhatôs the problem?ò illustration by Yuki Tsugawa. All other illustrations from 

https://www.ac-illust.com. 
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Topic Development Cards (Front) 

5ƻ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴȅ ƘƻōōƛŜǎΚ 
 

 
What is the next place in 
Japan you would like to 

visit? 

   

²ƘŀǘΩǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǘŀǳǊŀƴǘ ȅƻǳ 
like? 

 Do you play any sports? 

   

Do you have any pets?  
What YouTubers do you 

like? 

   

Do you have a part-time 
job? 

 
Where do you usually eat 

lunch? 

   

²ƘŀǘΩǎ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ Ŏƭŀǎǎ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ 
taken at university? 

 Do you like shopping? 

   

²ƘŀǘΩǎ ȅƻǳǊ ŦŀǾƻǊƛǘŜ 
anime/manga? 

 
Where do you usually 

study? 
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Topic Development Cards (Back) 

/ŀƴ ȅƻǳ ƳŀƪŜ ǘŀƳŀƎƻȅŀƪƛΚ  

How long does it take you to 

come to campus? ( ⅛╠◐ꜗ

fiⱤ☻╕≢ │≥─

←╠™⅛⅛╡╕∆⅛ ) 

   

²ƘŜƴΩǎ ȅƻǳǊ ōƛǊǘƘŘŀȅΚ  
Have you seen any Akira 

Kurosawa movies? 

   

²ƘŀǘΩǎ ȅƻǳǊ ŦŀǾƻǊƛǘŜ ŎƻƭƻǊΚ  
What time did you wake up 

today? 

   

Can you use chopsticks? 

(⅔ ⅎ╕∆⅛ ) 
 

Have you ever been to 
Matsuyama? 

   

²ƘŀǘΩǎ ŀ ŦƻƻŘ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǘŜΚ  Can you play the shamisen? 

   

Do you believe in Santa 
Claus? 

 
Are you interested in 

ikebana? 
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APPENDIX M 

TREATMENT LESSON 4: TOPIC EXPANSION 

Presentation Slides 
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Note. ñWhatôs the problem?ò illustration by Yuki Tsugawa. All other illustrations from 

https://www.ac-illust.com. 
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Topic Expansion Worksheet 

 

Conversation Skills Week 4: Topic Expansion 

Directions: With your partner, look at the following questions and write down possible 

topics that you could discuss.  

 

 Did you go to hanami? 

Possible topics: hanami, meeting friends, weather, going out, what you did 

 

1. How was your weekend? 

Possible topics: 

2. Are you in a circle/club? 

Possible topics: 

3. Where do you live? 

Possible topics: 

4. Do you have a part-time job? 

Possible topics: 

5. Have you ever visited Cambodia? 

Possible topics: 

6. Can you play any instruments? 

Possible topics: 

7. Do you like miso nikomi udon? 

Possible topics: 

8. Do you ever go camping? 

Possible topics: 
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APPENDIX N 

TREATMENT LESSON 5: CONFIRMATION CHECKS  

Presentation Slides 
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Note. ñWhatôs the problem?ò illustration by Yuki Tsugawa. All other illustrations from 

https://www.ac-illust.com. 
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Confirmation Checks Worksheet Week 5 Version A 

 

Treatment Week 5 Confirmation Checks 

Use these phrases to check your understanding of what somebody said. 

 

Iôm sorry, é 

A: This is a measurement of the animal, right?  

B: I'm sorry what is? 

 

You meané  

 (Students are preparing a presentation) 

 A: Do we want to introduce how parents talk to their kids? 

 B: You mean like success, of the father? 

 

Youôre sayingé 

 1. He is a bad person, is that what youôre saying? 

 

 2. A: Youôre saying that youôd prefer to write an essay than take a test? 

     B: No no no, I... 

 

Did you sayé 

 Did you say thereôs a long time for questions or a short time? 

 

éis that right?  

 We have final tests next week, so you havenôt done the readings, is that right? 

 

Activity 1  

Iôm sorry You mean Youôre saying 

Did you say Is that right?  

 

Directions: Write one of the expressions above in each blank. Many questions have more 

than one possible answer. 

1.  Professor: There is no decided order for your presentations next week. 

 Student: So _____________________ if we want, we could choose to present 

first? 

2.  A: Did you know that none of the Beatles had formal training? 

 B: None of the Beatles ever took music lessons, _____________________? 

3.  Student: _____________________, could I ask one last question? 

 Professor: Sure, go ahead. 

4.  Student: I didnôt get much sleep last night. 

Student: _____________________ the homework was difficult for you? 
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5.  A: That concert sounds wonderful, what _____________________ her last name 

was? 

 B: Swift, you know, Taylor Swift.  

 

Activity 2  

Iôm sorry You mean Youôre saying 

Did you say Is that right?  

 

Directions:  

A: Read your incorrect sentence to your partner.  

B: Confirm what your partner said using one of the five phrases above.  

A: Restate your sentence, correctly.  

 

Example 

A: Last night, Iôm going to watch a movie. 

B: You mean last night you watched a movie? 

A: Oh right, I watched a movie. An action movie. 

 

Student A 

1. Iôm going to eat lunch at Big Grandma. 

3. When I grow up, I want to be an office. 

5. My shirt cost one hundred yen. 

7. I have many boyfriends / girlfriends. 

 

Student B 

2. I live in a building. 

4. My father is a bus.  

6. Your hair is very nobita. 

8. Tomorrow I will play boring. 

 

Activity 3  

Directions: You and your partner have different pictures. Take turns asking each other 

questions and find as many differences as possible. Do not show your paper to each 

other. Use some of the confirmation check phrases that we have learned.  
 

 

 

Information Gap Image of a Classroom, Part A 
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Confirmation Checks Worksheet Week 5 Version B 

 

Treatment Week 5 Confirmation Checks 

Use these phrases to check your understanding of what somebody said. 

 

Iôm sorry, é 

A: This is a measurement of the animal, right?  

B: I'm sorry what is? 

 

You meané  

 (Students are preparing a presentation) 

 A: Do we want to introduce how parents talk to their kids? 

 B: You mean like success, of the father? 

 

Youôre sayingé 

 1. He is a bad person, is that what youôre saying? 

 

 2. A: Youôre saying that youôd prefer to write an essay than take a test? 

     B: No no no, I... 

 

Did you sayé 

 Did you say thereôs a long time for questions or a short time? 

 

éis that right?  

 We have final tests next week, so you havenôt done the readings, is that right? 

 

Activity 1  

Iôm sorry You mean Youôre saying 

Did you say Is that right?  

 

Directions: Write one of the expressions above in each blank. Many questions have more 

than one possible answer. 

 

1.  Professor: There is no decided order for your presentations next week. 

 Student: So _____________________ if we want, we could choose to present 

first? 

2.  A: Did you know that none of the Beatles had formal training? 

 B: None of the Beatles ever took music lessons, _____________________? 

3.  Student: _____________________, could I ask one last question? 

 Professor: Sure, go ahead. 

4.  Student: I didnôt get much sleep last night. 

Student: _____________________ the homework was difficult for you? 
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5.  A: That concert sounds wonderful, what _____________________ her last name 

was? 

 B: Swift, you know, Taylor Swift.  
 

Activity 2  

Iôm sorry You mean Youôre saying 

Did you say Is that right?  

 

Directions:  

A: Read your incorrect sentence to your partner.  

B: Confirm what your partner said using one of the five phrases above.  

A: Restate your sentence, correctly.  

 

Example 

A: Last night, Iôm going to watch a movie. 

B: You mean last night you watched a movie? 

A: Oh right, I watched a movie. An action movie. 

 

Student A 

1. Iôm going to eat lunch at Big Grandma. 

3. When I grow up, I want to be an office. 

5. My shirt cost one hundred yen. 

7. I have many boyfriends / girlfriends. 

 

Student B 

2. I live in a building. 

4. My father is a bus.  

6. Your hair is very nobita. 

8. Tomorrow I will play boring. 

 

Activity 3  

Directions: You and your partner have different pictures. Take turns asking each other 

questions and find as many differences as possible. Do not show your paper to each 

other. Use some of the confirmation check phrases that we have learned.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Information Gap Image of a Classroom, Part B 
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Confirmation Checks / Backchanneling Worksheet Week 8 Version A 

Treatment Week 8 Review #3 Confirmation Checks Version A 

 

Iôm sorry, é 

A: This is a measurement of the animal, right?  

B: I'm sorry what is? 

 

You meané  

 (Students are preparing a presentation) 

 A: Do we want to introduce how parents talk to their kids? 

 B: You mean like success, of the father? 

 

Youôre sayingé 

 1. He is a bad person, is that what youôre saying? 

 

 2. A: Youôre saying that youôd prefer to write an essay than take a test? 

     B: No no no, I... 

 

Did you sayé 

 Did you say thereôs a long time for questions or a short time? 

 

éis that right?  

 We have final tests next week, so you havenôt done the readings, is that right? 

 

Activity 1:  / English Matching 

Directions: Match the Japanese waseieigo word with its English name. 
 

ⱬⱦה  ה כ◌כ free of charge; free 

 outlet (US); socket (UK) ה  ה ☻ⱦכ◘

꞉fiⱧה  ה ☻כ creamer; milk 

ꜝ▬Ⱪ ה  ה food truck 

ⱨ꜠♇◦ꜙ ה  ה dress shirt 

Ᵽ▬◐fi◓ ה  ה concert 

◐♇♅fi◌

 כ

 dress ה  ה

◖fi☿fi♩ ה  ה stroller 

ⱱ♅◐☻ ה  ה stapler 

 air conditioner; AC ה  ה כꜝכ◒

꞉▬◦ꜗ♠ ה  ה buffet; all-you-can-eat buffet 
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Activity 2: Confirmation Checks Practice  

Directions: Read part A to your partner. They will confirm their understanding using one 

of the below phrases. 

Iôm sorry You mean Youôre saying 

Did you say Is that right?  

Example 

A: Letôs use the ⱬⱦכ◌כ instead of the bicycle. 

B: Iôm sorry, you want to use the stroller instead of the bicycle? 

A: Ah yeah, thatôs right. 

 

1. A: This green tea is ◘כⱦ☻. 

2. B:  

3. A: Have you ever been to a ꜝ ▬Ⱪ? 

4. B:  

5. A: Iôm hungry so I want to go to a Ᵽ▬◐fi◓. 

6. B:  

7. A: Do you know where a ◖fi☿fi♩ is? I need to charge my phone. 

8. B: 

9. A: Itôs hot, can you turn on the ◒כꜝכ? 

10. B:  

Activity 3: Confirmation Checks Practice 2 

Directions: Read part A to your partner. They will confirm their understanding using one 

of the confirmation phrases. 

1. A: Letôs meet in Umeda station at the Big Woman TV. (correct: Big Man) 

2. B:  

3. A: You are very sportsman. (correct: good at sports OR athletic) 

4. B:  

5. A: I want to buy some new clothezzzzzz. (pronunciation is like ñcloseò the door) 

6. B:  

7. A: I love USJ. It is very funny. (correct: fun) 

8. B:  

9. A: My mother is very healthful. (correct: healthy) 

10. B:  

Activity 4: Aizuchi Practice 

Directions: Talk about the below topic with your partner. Every time you use one of the 

expressions below (or other!) make a note. The winner is the group member who uses the 

most aizuchi. 

 

What are some restaurants you like? (izakaya, fast food, family restaurant, etc.) 

Why?  

 

I see. That sounds (adj.). Thatôs interesting. 

Thatôs a good point. Right. Other (e.g., sure) 
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Confirmation Checks / Backchanneling Worksheet Week 8 Version B 

Treatment Week 5 Confirmation Checks Version B 

Use these phrases to check your understanding of what somebody said. 

 

Iôm sorry, é 

A: This is a measurement of the animal, right?  

B: I'm sorry what is? 

 

You meané  

 (Students are preparing a presentation) 

 A: Do we want to introduce how parents talk to their kids? 

 B: You mean like success, of the father? 

 

Youôre sayingé 

 1. He is a bad person, is that what youôre saying? 

 

 2. A: Youôre saying that youôd prefer to write an essay than take a test? 

     B: No no no, I... 

 

Did you sayé 

 Did you say thereôs a long time for questions or a short time? 

 

éis that right?  

 We have final tests next week, so you havenôt done the readings, is that right? 

 

Activity 1:  / English Matching 

Directions: Match the Japanese waseieigo word with its English name. 
 

ⱬⱦה  ה כ◌כ free of charge; free 

 outlet (US); socket (UK) ה  ה ☻ⱦכ◘

꞉fiⱧה  ה ☻כ creamer; milk 

ꜝ▬Ⱪ ה  ה food truck 

ⱨ꜠♇◦ꜙ ה  ה dress shirt 

Ᵽ▬◐fi◓ ה  ה concert 

◐♇♅fi◌

 כ

 dress ה  ה

◖fi☿fi♩ ה  ה stroller 

ⱱ♅◐☻ ה  ה stapler 

 air conditioner; AC ה  ה כꜝכ◒

꞉▬◦ꜗ♠ ה  ה buffet; all-you-can-eat buffet 
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Activity 2: Confirmation Checks Practice 1 

Directions: Read part A to your partner. They will confirm their understanding using one 

of the below phrases. 

Iôm sorry You mean Youôre saying 

Did you say Is that right?  

Example 

A: Letôs use the ⱬⱦכ◌כ instead of the bicycle. 

B: Iôm sorry, you want to use the stroller instead of the bicycle? 

A: Ah yeah, thatôs right. 

1. B:  

2. A: Where did you buy your ꞉ fiⱧכ☻? 

3. B:  

4. A: Would you like ⱨ꜠♇◦ꜙ for your coffee? 

5. B:  

6. A: Have you bought lunch from that ◐♇♅fi◌כ? 

7. B:  

8. A: Where is my ⱱ♅◐☻? 

9. B:  

10. A: I really like your ꞉▬◦ꜗ♠. 

Activity 3: Confirmation Checks Practice 2 

Directions: Read part A to your partner. They will confirm their understanding using one 

of the confirmation phrases. 

1. B:  

2. A: I want to eat  for lunch. (correct: ) 

3. B:  

4. A: In class, I am always very boring. (correct: bored) 

5. B:  

6. A: My father is a sushi. (possible answers: sushi chef, sushi fan, etc.) 

7. B:  

8. A: I live in Kobe. Where is your horse? (correct: house) 

9. B:  

10. A: I like Doraemon. He is very gorgeous. (correct: cute) 

Activity 4: Aizuchi Practice 

Directions: Talk about the below topic with your partner. Every time you use one of the 

expressions below (or other!) make a note. The winner is the group member who uses the 

most aizuchi. 

 

What are some restaurants you like? (izakaya, fast food, family restaurant, etc.) 

Why?  

 

I see. That sounds (adj.). Thatôs interesting. 

Thatôs a good point. Right. Other (e.g., sure) 
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APPENDIX O 

RATER TRAINING MATERIALS  

Interaction Competence (IC) Rubric Rating Instructions 

Thank you very much for your help with this project. The purpose of this study is to 

evaluate the effectiveness of a rubric for evaluating interactional competence (IC). IC can 

be defined as ñthe ability to accomplish meaningful social actions, to respond to co-

participantsô previous actions and to make recognizable for others what our actions are 

and how they relate to their own actionsò (Hall & Pekarek Doehler, 2011, p. 1). This 

concept differs from theories of communicative competence in that IC explicitly accounts 

for the role of the other speaker(s) during conversation. Conceptualizations of IC vary but 

it can be generally thought to consist of the follow areas: interactive listening, topic 

development (questions, adding information, managing topic shift), dealing with 

communication breakdowns, inviting contributions, and responding appropriately (May, 

et al., 2020). IC has its roots in conversation analysis (CA), a powerful form of analysis 

yet one that is very time-consuming and requires considerable training for researchers. To 

date, there have been published books about IC and checklists for assessing rubric, 

however, these are still not practical for the average teacher or researcher. This research 

project is an attempt to evaluate the validity and reliability of a rubric for IC assessment. 

 

Description of Rating Categories 

Please see the rubric in the separate file. For ease of use, you might wish to print it out. 

Please look carefully about the rubric. It is divided into four areas, each of which Iôll 

explain briefly. 

 

Conversation Involvement 

This criterion refers to how active or passive speakers are during conversation. This 

activity level is rather unclear, but can be shown with actions such as clarification 

questions, jumping into to fill awkward pauses, trying to involve less talkative members, 

and even body language. A participant with a high score for this criterion might be 

somewhat like a host at a cocktail party who is trying to make sure that everybody is 

having a good time. 

 

Developing/Maintaining Discussion (content/ideas) 

This criterion refers to the extent that speakers can talk about their own and othersô ideas 

at length. In addition, they can do various actions with ideas such as agree/disagree, 

expand upon the topic, or summarize, or connect to other ideas. It has been noted by 

researchers such as Galaczi (2014) that lower-level speaker conversations often proceed 

as a disjointed set of ideas, with speakers saying their own simple thoughts and rarely 

engaging with othersô ideas.  

 

Turn -taking 
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One of the findings from CA research, turn-taking refers to the unwritten rules of how 

speakers determine who speaks when during conversation. In conversations between 

proficient speakers, talk typically proceeds with few pauses between speaker turns. 

If/when gaps or silence occur in the conversation, it is seen as significant, perhaps 

showing the speakers disagrees with what was just uttered, or they need extra time to 

think. Although L2 learners are experts in their own language, many demonstrate little to 

no awareness of how to use the turn-taking system in a second language. Conversation 

might revert to a circular style where speakers share their thoughts in a clockwise order 

with long pauses between different speakersô turns. Or speakers might select other 

speakers in a rudimentary manner by saying ñhow about you?ò or gesturing with their 

hand.  

 

Backchanneling, which means to say a word/phrase but not take a turn, is also included in 

this category. The criteria for backchanneling includes whether the utterances more 

closely resemble English or Japanese, whether they are done at a usual time for an 

English conversation, as well as amount. For example, Speaker A says, ñI went to the 

storeéò and Speaker B says ñokayò and Speaker C says ñun un un,ò Speaker B would be 

considered to be backchanneling in a more conventional manner.  

 

Overall Communicative Effectiveness 

More proficient speakers will naturally have more IC, however, there are speakers who 

can maintain a conversation despite low proficiency. Think of Schmidtôs Wes (Schmidt, 

1983, 1984), for example. This category asks you to rate how effectively speakers can get 

their message across and how simple or complex those messages are. 

 

Rating Practice 

Now that you know a bit more about the rubric, letôs watch two example conversations 

and try to assess the speakers. After you watch the video, assess the speakers and check 

with how closely your answers aligned with Johnôs answers. If your answer is off by one, 

then itôs not a problem. However, if your score differs by two or more than itôs a good 

idea to re-read the rubric descriptions or ask John for clarification. The purpose of this 

study is to find weaknesses in the rubric, so your criticisms are very welcome. 

 

Suggestions for Rating 

- Watch the entire video. At the beginning of each conversation speakers often go 

around and share their initial opinion. After this first round of sharing, watch how 

the talk develops and which speakers are helping to maintain/propel the 

conversation. 

- Pay attention to backchannelling. Are the speakers doing them in Japanese or 

English? Do they know more backchannels than ñI agree withéò and ñI seeò? 

- Pay attention to breakdowns in communication. Which speakers come to the 

groupôs rescue? 

- Do any speakers attempt to involve quieter members of the group?  
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Now please watch the first conversation and write your scores here. 

 

 

 

 

 

Participant 

(L>R) 

 

 

Conversation 

Involvement 

Developing/ 

Maintaining 

Discussion 

(content/ideas) 

 

 

 

Turn -taking 

 

Overall 

Communicative 

Effectiveness 

1     
2     
3     
4     

 

Answers are on the next page 

 

 

 

 

Participant 

(L>R) 

 

 

Conversation 

Involvement 

Developing/ 

Maintaining 

Discussion 

(content/ideas) 

 

 

 

Turn -taking 

 

Overall 

Communicative 

Effectiveness 

1 2 2  2  3  

2 4  5 5  5  

3 1 1 1  2  

4  5 4 4  3 

 

Speaker 1 is passive for most of the discussion yet signals her involvement in the 

conversation though backchanneling and nodding. At 5:10, she is able to give a 

moderately successful answer though it takes a while because she pauses at unnatural 

times. 

 

Around 4:20 and 6:45, speaker 2 introduces a new idea to fill in the gap. Overall 

Communicative Effectiveness is great, she is able to introduce her ideas quickly, yet she 

is aware that she has higher abilities that the other members and does not speak too much. 

For conversation management, I gave her a 4 because she did not call on quieter 

members, unlike Speaker 4.  

 

At the beginning of the conversation, Speaker 3 is able to share her ideas, but at 6:15 she 

is unable to express her opinion and basically gives up. She shows little engagement with 

the conversation and does not do any backchanneling, only some nodding. Clearly, sheôs 

only there for the 500-yen gift card not to advance SLA research.  

 

Speaker 4 is very involved in the conversation and often expresses her own ideas and 

agrees with othersô ideas. In contrast with Speaker 2 though, she appears less able to do 

different actions while speaking (e.g., Speaker 2 talking about jobs in different contexts at 

8:45). For turn-taking, she responds relatively quickly after others finish speaking, 
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although not as quickly as Speaker 2. She is also a bit lacking in Communicative 

Effectiveness and struggles to give a coherent message at 2:50. I did not penalize her for 

her annoying habit of pounding on the table. 

 

 

Now, please watch another conversation and try assessing the students again. 

 

 

 

Participant 

(L>R) 

 

 

Conversation 

Management 

Developing/ 

Maintaining 

Discussion 

(content/ideas) 

 

 

 

Turn -taking 

 

Overall 

Communicative 

Effectiveness 

1     

2     

3     

4     

 

Answers are on the next page  

 

 

 

Participant 

(L>R) 

 

 

Conversation 

Management 

Developing/ 

Maintaining 

Discussion 

(content/ideas) 

 

 

 

Turn -taking 

 

Overall 

Communicative 

Effectiveness 

1 2 1 2 3 

2 5 5 5 4 

3 5 5 5 5 

 

Speaker 1 is normally a quiet person, and this shows in the conversation. She does little 

to no backchanneling during the conversation although she is most clearly paying 

attention. There were several long pauses during the conversation, but she did not jump in 

to keep the conversation going. 

 

Speaker 2 is highly involved in the conversation, jumping in with questions to restart 

conversation, doing lots of backchanneling, and showing interest in her group memberôs 

answers. Still though there are a few things that are a bit unnatural such as the typical 

Japanese backchannel (un un un) and incorrect grammar here and there (e.g., simply 

saying ñteach?ò when she really meant to ask, ñDo you teach at the cram school?ò 

 

Speaker 3 is also very involved in the conversation, and though Speaker 2 does more of 

the management, Speaker 3 could certainly fulfill that role if needed. In contrast with 

Speaker 3, her backchannels sound much more natural, and are far less frequent, with a 

frequency closer to English than Japanese. She is also very comfortable expanding on 

topics and talking at length. 

 

(Probably) Frequently Asked Questions 
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What if a participant satisfies some of the descriptors but not others? 

Trust your instincts and give the participant which score you think is more accurate. 

Please do not give any half scores. 

 

What if there are no communication breakdowns, say if all the speakers have high 

proficiency? How do we evaluate this category? 

This is a valid concern, and speakers should be evaluated in different contexts and with 

different speaking partners to get a more accurate reflection of their abilities. Ideally, 

speakers would be asked to perform multiple tasks, but this would increase the task 

length. Also, students were allowed to select their partners to avoid making this more 

awkward than it already was. 

 

I donôt know whoôs saying what, theyôre all wearing masks.  

I know it is tough, but if you miss one or two phrases here or there, it probably wonôt 

affect your overall rating of a speaker much. Donôt feel compelled to listen to a single 

phrase repeatedly in case you canôt pick it up. If a speaker is not speaking clearly or too 

quietly, then adjust their Communicative Effectiveness score accordingly. 

 

Final Thoughts 

Thank you again very much for your help on this project, I really appreciate it. It will 

take some time to watch all the conversations, but I hope that it isnôt too confusing or 

frustrating. Again, if you have any questions or suggestions for improving the rubric, 

please let me know. 
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APPENDIX P 

TRANSCRIPTION SYMBOLS  

(0.6)  A number in brackets indicates a t ime gap greater 

than 0.2 seconds  

(.)  A period in brackets indicates a time gap of 0.2 

seconds, also referred to as  a micropause  

= An e qual sign indicates a latched utterance; used 

when there is no discernable silence between 

turns or when a speaker ôs turn continues over 

multiple lines in a transcript  

[ ]  Brackets indicate overlapping talk  across 

speaking turns  

.hh  A dot before an h indicates a speaker in - breath  

hh An ñhò indicates an out - breath  

(( ))  Double parentheses  indicate non - verbal activity  

[[ ]]  Double brackets indicate transcriber comments  

cla -  A hyphen at the end of the word indicates a cut -

off word  

cla:::  Colons at the end of the words indicate a 

stretched sound  

!  An exclamation mark indicates emphatic tone  

(xxxx)  xx in parentheses indicate unrecoverable speech  

(guess)  A word enclosed in parentheses indicates an 

uncertain hearing  

italics  Italics indicate a non - English (typically 

Japanese) word  

word.  A period at the end of the word indicates falling 

intonation  

word,  A comma at the end of the word indicates 

continuing intonation  

word?  A question mark at the end of the word indicates 

rising intonation  

under  Underlining indicates speaker emphasis  

LOUD Capital letters indicate louder speech  

< >  Outward chevrons indicate slowed down speech  

> <  Inward chevrons indicate speeded up speech  

Ą  An arrow in the left margin indicates a 

transcript line referred to in the text  

 

Transcription developed by Jefferson, taken from Hepburn 

and Bolden (201 7)  
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APPENDIX Q 

FACETS CONTROL FILE  

; Discussion Ratings Facets Control File 

title = Discussion Ratings Facets 

convergence = 0. ; size of largest remaining marginal score residual at 

convergence 

unexpected = 3.0 ; size of smallest standardized residual to report 

arrange = M ; arrange output tables in Measure ascending order 

facets = 7 ; there are 7 facets in this analysis (person, rater, group, time, 

treatctrl, topic, item = CI, DMD, TTB, CE) 

noncenter = 1 ; examinee facet floats 

positive = 1 ; for examinees, greater score greater measure 

Inter-rater = 2 ; facet 2 is the rater facet 

pt-biserial=measure ; point-measure correlation 

usort = 1,3,2,4 ; sort residuals by 1=Speaker, 2=Rater, 3=Group, 4=Time 

Model=?,?,?,?,?,?,#,R5 ; observations are ratings in range 1-5. 

*  

anchorfile   = IC_ratings_a.txt ; measure file for subsidiary analyses 

graphfile    = IC_ratings_g.txt ; values for plotting curves (better to use Graphs menu) 

residualfile = IC_ratings_r.txt ; observations and their residuals 

scorefiles   = IC_ratings_s.txt ; the score files for each facet 

 

Labels= 

1,Speaker 

1-85 ; otherwise anonymous examinees 

*  

2,Rater,A 

 1=AAA ,-.8225438 

 2=BBB,0.028507 

 3=CCC,-.5698032 

 4=DDD,0.075533 

 5=EEE,-.5637237 

 6=FFF,0.035725 

 7=GGG,0.087189 

 8=HHH,.4198588 

 9=III ,-.0926049 

 10=JJJ,1.401863 

*  

3,Group,D 

1-22 ; 22 different groups 

*  

4,Time,D 
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1=Pre 

2=Post 

*  

5,TreatCtrl,D 

1=Treat 

2=Ctrl 

*  

6,Topic 

 1=parttime 

 2=studyabroad 

 3=food 

*  

7,Criteria,A 

 1=Invl,-.1615485 

 2=Dvlp,0.084378 

 3=TT,.4126033 

 4=Efftv.,-.335433 

*  

Dvalues = 7,1-4 

data= 

1,1,22,1,1,2,3,4,3,4 

1,3,22,1,1,2,2,3,3,4 

1,8,22,1,1,2,2,3,3,4 

1,1,22,2,1,3,4,4,3,4 

1,2,22,2,1,3,3,3,3,3 

1,5,22,2,1,3,3,3,3,3 

 

Note. Rater identities have been anonymized.  
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APPENDIX R 

OTHER-INITIATED SELF -REPAIR CODEBOOK  

 AND RECORDED INSTANCES 

Note. Codes beginning with J indicate Japanese other-initiated self-repair.  

 Treatment Control  

Code 
Pre 
(n) 

Post 
(n) 

Sum (%) 
Pre 
(n) 

Post 
(n) 

Sum (%) 
Sum 

(Combined) 

ah? 0 1 1 (0.9) 1 1 2 (2.8) 3 

did you say 0 0 0 (0) 0 0 0 (0) 0 

hm? 0 2 2 (1.8) 0 0 0 (0) 2 

huh? 2 0 2 (1.8) 0 0 0 (0) 2 

I'm sorry 0 1 1 (0.9) 0 0 0 (0) 1 

is that right? 0 0 0 (0) 0 0 0 (0) 0 

J - eh? 6 14 20 (17.5) 14 6 20 (27.8) 40 

J - mm? 2 1 3 (2.6) 0 1 1 (1.4) 4 

J - nn? 4 8 12 (10.5) 3 5 8 (11.1) 20 

really? 0 2 2 (1.8) 1 0 1 (1.4) 3 

repeat problem word 36 33 69 (60.5) 13 27 40 (55.6) 109 

what? 1 0 1 (0.9) 0 0 0 (0) 1 

you're saying 0 0 0 (0.0) 0 0 0 (0) 0 

you mean 1 0 1 (0.9) 0 0 0 (0) 1 

SUM 52 62 114 32 40 72 186 
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APPENDIX S 

BACKCHANNELING CODEBOOK AND RECORDED INSTANCES  
 

 Treatment Control  

Code 
Pre 
(n) 

Post 
(n) 

Sum (%) 
Pre 
(n) 

Post 
(n) 

Sum (%) 
Sum 

(Combined) 

ah 155 189 344 (13.5) 111 112 223 (17.4) 567 

ah (multiple) 6 10 16 (0.6) 21 5 26 (2.0) 42 

ah okay 2 5 7 (0.3) 4 1 5 (0.4) 12 

ah yeah / yes 18 11 29 (1.1) 1 3 4 (0.3) 33 

alright 0 1 1 (0.0) 0 0 0 (0.0) 1 

definitely 2 0 2 (0.1) 0 0 0 (0.0) 2 

good 0 5 5 (0.2) 0 1 1 (0.1) 6 

good point 0 0 0 (0.0) 0 0 0 (0.0) 0 

great 1 1 2 (0.1) 0 0 0 (0.0) 2 

hmm 11 8 19 (0.7) 0 0 0 (0.0) 19 

I agree 3 1 4 (0.2) 0 0 0 (0.0) 4 

I guess so 1 0 1 (0.0) 0 0 0 (0.0) 1 

I know 0 2 2 (0.1) 0 2 2 (0.2) 4 

I know (multiple) 0 0 0 (0.0) 0 1 1 (0.1) 1 

I see 4 12 16 (0.6) 7 6 13 (1.0) 29 

I see (multiple) 4 1 5 (0.2) 1 2 3 (0.2) 8 

I think so/too 4 5 9 (0.4) 5 3 8 (0.6) 17 

I understand 1 0 1 (0.0) 1 1 2 (0.2) 3 

it's/that's (adj) 9 14 23 (0.9) 0 1 1 (0.1) 24 

It's good 2 2 4 (0.2) 0 2 2 (0.2) 6 

it's/that's a good/bad 
point 

1 0 1 (0.0) 0 0 0 (0.0) 1 

J - ah so ka (I see) 1 1 2 (0.1) 0 0 0 (0.0) 2 

J -e::h 33 26 59 (2.3) 9 15 24 (1.9) 83 

J - eh (multiple) 1 2 3 (0.1) 1 1 2 (0.2) 5 

J - he:: 4 1 5 (0.2) 2 1 3 (0.2) 8 

J - hai (yes) 1 0 1 (0.0) 2 1 3 (0.2) 4 

J - hn 4 3 7 (0.3) 1 0 1 (0.1) 8 

J - honto ni / honma 
(really) 

1 1 2 (0.1) 2 0 2 (0.2) 4 

J - jya (well) 0 0 0 (0.0) 2 0 2 (0.2) 2 

J - muzukashi (difficult) 0 0 0 (0.0) 2 0 2 (0.2) 2 

J - so (multiple) 1 2 3 (0.1) 1 0 1 (0.1) 4 

J - nn 196 169 365 (14.3) 206 174 380 (29.6) 745 

J - nn (multiple) 68 35 103 (4.0) 92 59 151 (11.8) 254 

J - so 2 1 3 (0.1) 1 2 3 (0.2) 6 

J - sugoi (great) 1 0 1 (0.0) 0 0 0 (0.0) 1 

J - tabun (maybe) 0 1 1 (0.0) 0 0 0 (0.0) 1 
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J - tashika ni (I suppose) 0 1 1 (0.0) 2 1 3 (0.2) 4 

J - wah 0 0 0 (0.0) 1 0 1 (0.1) 1 

maybe 2 3 5 (0.2) 1 0 1 (0.1) 6 

me too 7 0 7 (0.3) 1 2 3 (0.2) 10 

mmhm / mm 194 206 400 (15.7) 81 99 180 (14) 580 

mmhm (multiple) 6 6 12 (0.5) 1 2 3 (0.2) 15 

nice 2 5 7 (0.3) 0 1 1 (0.1) 8 

no 2 1 3 (0.1) 2 2 4 (0.3) 7 

oh / ooh 73 53 126 (4.9) 16 14 30 (2.3) 156 

oh (multiple) 0 3 3 (0.1) 0 0 0 (0.0) 3 

oh cool 1 0 1 (0.0) 0 0 0 (0.0) 1 

oh yeah 4 3 7 (0.3) 1 1 2 (0.2) 9 

okay 16 16 32 (1.3) 2 4 6 (0.5) 38 

okay (multiple) 6 2 8 (0.3) 0 3 3 (0.2) 11 

really? / oh really? 6 4 10 (0.4) 3 1 4 (0.3) 14 

repeat word 105 123 228 (8.9) 24 38 62 (4.8) 290 

repeat word (multiple) 4 7 11 (0.4) 1 1 2 (0.2) 13 

right 5 13 18 (0.7) 3 2 5 (0.4) 23 

right (multiple) 0 3 3 (0.1) 0 0 0 (0.0) 3 

single adjective 1 2 3 (0.1) 0 0 0 (0.0) 3 

so (adj) 0 4 4 (0.2) 0 0 0 (0.0) 4 

sure 0 0 0 (0.0) 0 1 1 (0.1) 1 

that's interesting 0 1 1 (0.0) 0 0 0 (0.0) 1 

that sounds / sounds 
(adj) 

0 1 1 (0.0) 0 0 0 (0.0) 1 

true / true (multiple) 10 11 21 (0.8) 1 0 1 (0.1) 22 

uh huh 5 6 11 (0.4) 1 0 1 (0.1) 12 

um / uh 11 6 17 (0.7) 3 2 5 (0.4) 22 

whoa 3 3 6 (0.2) 2 1 3 (0.2) 9 

wow 12 10 22 (0.9) 2 1 3 (0.2) 25 

yeah / yes (multiple) 44 49 93 (3.6) 16 10 26 (2.0) 119 

yeah I see 0 0 0 (0.0) 0 1 1 (0.1) 1 

yeah / yes 166 273 439 (17.2) 30 37 67 (5.2) 506 

yeah okay 1 0 1 (0.0) 0 1 1 (0.1) 2 

yeah right 0 4 4 (0.2) 0 0 0 (0.0) 4 

SUM 1,223 1,328  666 618  3,835 

Note. Codes beginning with J indicate Japanese backchannels. English translations are provided 
in parentheses. 
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APPENDIX T 

BIBER, CONRAD, AND CORTES (2004) LEXICAL BUNDL E 

CLASSIFICATION AND EXEMPLARS  

I. Stance expressions 

A. Epistemic stance 

Personal ï I donôt know if 

Impersonal ï are more likely to 

B. Attitudinal/modality stance 

B1. Desire 

Personal ï if you want to 

B2. Obligation/directive 

Personal ï you have to be 

Impersonal ï it is important to 

B3. Intention/prediction 

Personal ï Iôm not going to 

Impersonal ï itôs going to be 

B4. Ability 

Personal ï to be able to 

Impersonal ï can be used to 

II. Discourse Organizers 

A. Topic introduction/focus ï what do you think 

B. Topic elaboration/clarification ï has to do with 

III. Referential expressions 

A. Identification/focus ï thatôs one of the 

B. Imprecision ï or something like that 

C. Specification of attributes  

C1. Quantity specification ï thereôs a lot of 

C2. Tangible framing attributes ï the size of the 

C3. Intangible framing attributes ï the nature of the 

D. Time/place/text reference 

D1. Place reference ï the United States and 

D2. Time reference ï at the same time 

D3. Text deixis ï shown in figure N 

D4. Multi-functional reference ï the end of the 

IV. Special conversational functions 

A. Politeness ï thank you very much 

B. Simple inquiry ï what are you doing 

C. Reporting ï I said to him/her 

Note. See Biber et al. (2004) for the complete classification. 

 


