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ABSTRACT

A staple activity in language classeshe small group discussioim whichthree
or more students share their thougbtdye a problemor do any number of activities.
However, small group work is mmanaceaandsecond language research studies have
noted that small group interactiomsthe classroom often do not resemble conversations
outside of the classroorRor example, talk might proceed iriged clockwiseorder,
with long periods of silence between speakingtumns d | i t t 1l e uptake
ideas It is to be expected thatteractions between English language learngitsot be
perfect because they all lack proficiertoyarying degreesowever, havingtudents
talk simply for the sake of talking can inadvertemdinforcenon-conventionapatterns
of interaction Themain focus of this studig interactionakcompetenceor theability of
speakers to manage interactions using linguistic andinguistic resources

This mixedmethods studis aninvestigaton 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 competeniéermulaic languages composed afeadyto-
use chunks of languagehich are often used during speakihgeractional practices are
verbal and nonverbal practices that speakers deploy during inter#ctmtal of 76
participants from a privateniversityin western Japatook part in this studywhich was
conducted ovethe course 011 weeksThe aims of this study weréa) toexamine the
functionsthatformulaic language in EAP textbooks perfoi(m) to investigate whether
EAP textbook formulaic language can be considered auth@jtio investigate the
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relationship betweemdividual interactional practices and ratings of interactional
competence, an@d) tomeasurdghe effectiveness of instruction for interactional
competenceData in this study consisted tafxt from EAP textbooks, counts and
measures of interactional practices, human ratings of interactional competence, and
discussiortranscripts

To determine the functions that formulaic language in EAP textbooks performed,
| compiled their audio and video scripts into a corpuSAR textbook language. Then, |
compared that formulaic language to the formulaic language in a corpus of spoken
academic English. To investigate whetB&P textbook formulaic language was
authentic, | searched féwrmulaic sequences, or individual formulaic language
expressiongn the same corpus of spoken academic Engshsequently, the formulaic
sequencewhich exceeded drequency thresholdiereconsidered authentic. From those
authentidormulaic sequencdsselected 10 targébrmulaicsequences artdught them
as well as five interactional practices to the participtortthe treatmenflo investigate
the relationship between individual interactional practices and ratings of interactional
competence, | transcribed the discussions and counted instances of foseglence
use and interactional practices. Theperformed dierarchicaimultiple regression to
assess the relationship between formulaic language use, interactional practices, and
ratings of interactional competendastly, to measure the effectiveness of instructi@h,
ratersassessed the discussiong] anompared th participant ratingen the pretest and

posttest using a repeatattasures MANCOVA.



The first finding of the studwasthat EAP textbookormulaic languaggerforms
different functions from formulaic language in a corpus of academic spoken English. The
second findingvasthatmostformulaicsequencesm EAP textbooksamot be
consideredauthentic becausemajority of thdormulaic sequenceadid not appeawith
sufficient frequency in the same corpus. The third findvwagthat threanteractional
practices significantly correlated with ratings of interactional competence: total number
of speaking turns, total speaking time, and English backchafiedourth finding is
that thetreatment wasot statistically significantor improving the interactional
competence of the participants.

Based on the findings, research and pedagogical implications were posed.
EAP textbooksl.2 researchers have long recommended that textbook publishers
incorporate findings from research. Amerincreasingiumber of publishers are using
corpus linguistics, howeveresults from this study suggest thextbook publishers do
not treatformulaic language in EAP textbooks considtgot overlookthementirely. For
interactional competencthe results indicated that raters based their assessments
primaily on frequencybased measureshis may be because several interactional
practicegdid not occur often enough to be stable categories for evalu&tionarly, the
relationship between formulaic language asd interactional competence ratings could
not be assessed because the participants largely did not use the exprEissions.
gualitativedata showed recurring trends among different particigemtps and
highlighted the many factors that affect interactions in small group discudsions
summary, liis study shows the challenges for operationalization, instruction, and
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assessment of interactional competeride findingsalso suggest that it is necessary to
teach and evaluate interactional competeneeMariety ofcontextsandwith stricter

control of variables despifgtentialtradeoffs in validity.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
ThBackgroundsawmfe t he
Thestrong connection between learning and interactioispoken
communicationis widely accepted in second language acquisition (SLA) literature.
Some of the first evidender this relationshigoes back several decade$Stwaird s
(1985)study onthe experiences dfrench immersion students in Canatlae results
indicated thatlespite several years of immersistydentdailed to achieve nativikke
Frenchabilities, particularlyregardingspeakingSwainattributed this outcome to a lack
of opporturties for productive usegn importantcatalyst folanguagedevelopment
Since that timenumerous other researchers (e@ass, 2003;.ong, 1996;Mackey,
2010; Pekarek Doehler, 201 9avereaffirmedthe importance of interactidor language
acquisiionPe kar ek Doehl er stated that ALanguage
that is, as embedded in the accomplishment of social actions, and cannot be reduced to
the individual 6s cognitive processimgo of i
(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 intert@iteaining 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

thefisocial tur (Block, 2003). The social turn has influenced not only L2 research but



also pedagogy, leading many language teachers to adopt intefzasiexh approaches in
place of traditional, instructarentered methods.

Nearlytwo decadesfter the social turn reoriented researchers and teachers
toward spoken interaction, questions remain as to the effectiveness of intebastah
methods. Several researchers (e.g., Galacz4,2ZBdn, 2010; He & Dai, 2006; Syquea
al., 2021) have noted that learner speectiassroorrbased interactiors often
unconventionalln this study| conceptualizeinconventional interactianas those that
contain long speaking turns during which listeners do not backchannel, the use of
meclanical phrases (e.githais allo ffinished) to signal the end of speaking turns, and
long periods of silence between speaking turnsfer 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 speakirig turns.
address these two concepts in more detail in the next chapéar.n classesvith
higherproficiency learnerd oftenobservehat student discussions haweconventional
patterns of interactigralthoughther talk isconsiderablynore dynamic andontains
fewer periodof extendedsilence Thus, | haveobserved clear effect for proficiency on
the conventionality of learner interactioirs)ine with the findings of other researchers
(e.g., AkGahtani & Roever, 2018; Bellap14; Galaczi, 204, Roever & lkeda, 2023

It might seem obvious to state that higpeoficiency learners are more
competent during interactions than lowpgoficiency learnerdt is also to beexpected
thatL2 learnerinteractiongemain unconventionasimproving speaking proficiency is

one reasostudentdakeforeignlanguage classebllevertheless, the difference between



high- and lowproficiency learnersaisesseveral questions about how learners can
increase their Lihteractionakbility. The first question isow conventionapatterns of
interactioncan beacquired 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 classrgandthroughexposure ta'V or other media.
Another questioroncernghe efficacy of explicit instructiofor those practices
Althoughsecond languadgearnerscanacquire abilities implicitly, perhapsis possible
for teachers texpedite the process throughplicit instruction especially considerinids
well-establisheafficacy (Norris & Ortega, 20QBpada & Tomita, 200

In the English as a foreign languaffeFL) context in Japaranguage classesd
textbooksarethe mostaccessibleesourcedor students taleveloptheir interactional
skills. However typically neithercurricula nor textbooks focus on the development of
interactional skillsThe ability to talkduringinteraction, which includes speaking,
listening, and a host of other skilach as developing topics and taaking, is
commonly referred to aateractional competendgiall & Pekarek Doehler, 2011; He &
Young, 1998Kramsch, 1986Young, 2009. Interactional competence is an important
construct because it explicitly acknowledges that competisndgéhin individuals but
also is created in interactions between individuals (Galaczi & Taylor, 28li&)erous
researchers (e.gBjber & Reppen, 2002; Gilmer 2004; Miller, 2011have noted a
mismatchin the languageresented ifcnglishlanguage textbooks anie discipines
that hey are purported tepresentGiven the limitedclasstime in most courses,

instructors may prioritize skills like fluency or vocabulary development over seemingly



less critical areas, such as how to open and close convershtiottser words,ltiere is
an implicit belief that students should master the fundamentals before turning to the finer
aspects of communicatioAlthough interactional skillsuch as turtakingaretypically
not explicittargets for classroom instructi¢wong & Waring, 202), they are necessary
for nearly all conversations that occur outside of language classrotinspeAkers must
be able to start and close conversatiansifew things are more importadtiring a
conversatiorthan the ability to keefheinteractiongoing

It might be possible fdearners tomprove theirinteractional competendsy
acquiringformulaic languagea ubiquitous feature of langua&rman & Warren, 2000)
Formulaic languages used to perform a variety of actiathgring conversationush as
expressing opinionanddisagreeindSchmitt & Schmitt, 2020By using these ready
made chunks of languagspeakerganbootstrap their communicative competeaoce
communicateffectively in situations in which thayightnot be able totherwiselt is
conceivable thathe ability to prodctively use appropriate formuld&nguageduring
conversation can increase holistic perceptiorniatefactional competend8oers et al.,
2006; Pawley & Syder, 1983 ormulaiclanguageappears in nearly all language
textbooks. In addition, learning and usfiegmulaic languagés an essential part of
foreignlanguage courses. Howevatteractional practices such as tdaking and repair
are not familiar to most language teachers (Carroll, 2011b), and rarely covered in in
pedagogical materials (Wong\W/aring, 202). As the relationship betweenteractional
competencgormulaic languageand instruction is not clear, itvgorth exploringthose

possible connections.



Statement of the Problem

One impetus for this study occurreds when | was using an-irouse created
universityEnglish languageextbook and encountered the expresgidnet 6 s put a
that discussion until next timeThe phrase wais a listof expressions to use during
small group discussions, and its stated funatvas for ending discussionisfound it
peculiarthat the phrase was presented as a common expression in English, yet one that |
could neither recall having spoken nor heard before. Furthermore, my intuition as
teacher told me that students would hdiffculty recalling andproducing such a long
utteranceTherefore | decided to investigate whethendtish for Academic Purposes
(EAP) textbooks contained more conventional expressidmad assumed that textbooks
from major publishers would more accurately reflect-léalspoken interaction, given
that these publishers typically have greater resources and involve more individuals in the
development processhroughout this study, | use the terB&P textboolandEnglish
language textbooklhe textbooks whichdampled 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, | use the term
Englishlanguagdextbooks.

In this study, lalsouse the term&rmulaic languageformulaic sequengéarget
formulaic sequengandlexical bundle Following the conventions other studiege.qg.,
Schmitt & Schmitt, 2020; Siyanov@hanturia & PelliceiSanchez, 2019; Wray, 2002,

2008),l use the term formulaic language to refer to mwibrd expressions in general,

and this term encompasdgpessuch as collocations, idioms, and lexical bundiéso



follow the conventions of the above studies, | wsentilaic sequenc® referto a
specific multtword expression such ésdond thinko andfiall around the world. Target
formulaic sequenceefersto the 10 formulaic sequences that | 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. Lastikital bundlesvere defined by Biber et
al.(1999)asi bundl es of words that -oschcowmr éa asst arte csu |
expressions, regardless of their i dpomatic
989 990).

Formulaiclanguagés a Wiquitous part oEnglishlanguage textbooks and
appeas under numeroudescriptionsuch asiuseful phrasesandficommon
expression®.Given thatformulaic languagé common in both spoken and written
discourse (Erman & Warren, 200@®)is surprising that fewesearcherbaveinvestigated
how formulaic languagés dealt within popularcommerciallyavailabletextbools
(PellicerSanchez & Boers, 20)9Typically, formulaic sequencesppear under a
heading listing the function that they perforror example, thEAP textbookNorthstar
3: Listening and Speakin@th ed;Solérzano & Schmidt, 2020) providésrmulaic
sequence® ask for an opinionexpress an opinigragree anddisagree However,many
formulaic sequencesan performmore than onéuncton For exampl e, @At hank
function as botltan expression of gratitudenda signal that a presentation has concluded.

Thesecondoroblem concerns a lack of reseaatioutthe authenticity of
formulaicsequencefor spoken interactiom EAP textbooks Although several

definitions ofauthenticityin SLA researclexist,in this studyl follow Gilmore (2007) by



using Morrowds (1977) definition of authen

by a real speaker or writer for a real audience and designed to convey a real message of
s o me s or Tygcally, AP tektBookinclude different thematic unitsased on
source materials such as university lecturesdings or multimedia presentations. These
materialscan be unalteredr adapted to suit different proficiency leveliere are a
variety of ways that content can be changed into {applopriate instructional materials
such as altering lextegrammatical patterns @rovidingadditional context that serves as
an explanation. Therefore, in a senanyEAP textbook is inauthentic if it has been
adapted from original materials. Neverthelesany seconthnguageresearcherée.g.,
Biber & Reppen, 2002; Gilmore, 2004; Miller, 2Qtiaveexaminechow English
languagdextbooks differ from the target languaggber 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 interactioffifedid inseveraldiscourse features such
as pausing and backchanneling. Miller (20ddinpared universi textbooks to Bglish
as a Second Language (ES$eading textbooks and found that the former had a greater
representation of academic word list (AWL; Coxhead, 2000) items than the Takse
findings will be addressed in more detailGhapter 2, Review of the Literature.

Thethird problem is that althougbeverainteractional practiceare
conceptualized as part of interactional competeti@@mportance of individual
interactional practiceis unclearln other wordsresearchers do not know whether certain

interactional practices are more important than otlisa®re proceeding further, | define



two concepts central to this study, interactional competence and interactional practice.
used thalefinition of interactional competence from Hall and Pekarek Doehler (2011)
which stated:

It includes knowledge of soctabntextspecific 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 pcast 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

maintining shared understanding of the interactional work we and our

interlocutors are accomplishing together. (dR)1
In short,interactionalcompetence 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 interatti@nactional practices were
defined by Wong and Waring (2021)filke systematic verbal and nonverbal methods
participants use t o engherglationship bstween a l i nter
interactional competence and interactional practices was envisiortgaldgzi and
Taylor (2018)as an illustration o tree in whichthebranches are interactional skills, and
theleaves represemiicrofeatureof those skillsFor example, the interactional skill of
Breakdown Repaiis shown as a brancandthe microfeatures afoint Utterance
Creation Self/Other andRecastareshown adeaves In addition, each branch contains
unlabeled leaves, a recognition thaureresearchrsmightidentify additional
microfeatures However , Gal aczi and Tayl or6s met ap

interactional competengmints to another issudust as some tree branches are bigger or

have more leaves, perhaps some actions contribute more toward ioxeratitional



competenceRecently, a fevsecond languagesearchers (e.dgMay et al., 2020;
Nakatsuhara et al., 2018p, 2024) have examined this area but there remains much
more work to be done.

The fourth problem is that theredas$ack ofinstructionalstudieson interactional
practices and interactional competeriogeractional competends theholistic ability of
speakers to navigate interactions by using a variety of interactional pragtitie?
researchrshave largely examined those practidessolationrather than irtombination
Some examples afiteractional practices that have been examined in isolat&istener
response (Ross, 2018reliminary movesAl-Gahtani & Roever, 20)8and telling the
news of the day (Greer, 2019his may be due to the use of conversation analysis (CA)
arigorousqualitative methodology that is wedlited to identifying and describing
patterns of communication in actual daks.CA necessitates the detailed analysis of
interaction, studies using CA tigally contain a small set of excerpts which exhibit target
features Therefore, it is difficult to drawargerconclusions aboubteractional
competenceacollectionof interactional practice®y analyzing them piecemeal.

Purpas@sgni sofcankke St udy

Themain objectiveof this studywasto investigate the effectf formulaic
language and interactional practicesthe developmenf interactional competence
Formulaic languageés ubiquitous in communication and appe@r nearly allEnglish
language textbooks. Howevéew SLA researcherBave examined the effects of using
these expressions on measuremtaractional competencResearchersave also

identified and described many interactional practices, bugunentitatively assessed the



effects of instructioron interactional practicesor a more accurate representation of the
interactional competence of speakétrss necessary to examitigeir interactions immore
naturalistic interactionsuch as smafjroup discussions.

The first purpose of this studyasto examineEAP textbookformulaic sequence
andthefunctionsthatthey performIn this study, | refer to both EAP textbooks and
English language textbooks. EAP textbooks can be considered a specific type of English
language textbook, and the characteristics | used to select the EAP textbooks are
described in the Instruments: EAP Ttk Corpus section of Chapter 3, Methods. | use
the term English language textbooks to refer more generally to textbooks for English
language learners, which encompasses various types siifcliiaskillso and reading
textbooks Severakesearcherbave considered hotanglishlanguagdextbooksreflect
naturally occurring languad®ey comparinghemto reference corpor@dor an overview
see Gilmore, 20Q7However, this area is worth investigatibgcausaewer editions of
Englishlanguagdextbooksare likely to incorporate more corpus linguisti€his study
also investigatespoken language in contrast to previous stutti@haveprimarily been
focused on writtetanguageFinally, otherresearcherg.g., Chen, 20X Miller, 2011;
Wood, 2010 Wood & Appel, 2014 haveexamined relatively small numbersfglish
languagdextbooks in contrast with this study which |examined32 EAP textbooks
(see Appendix A)By analyzing darger number of EARextbooks tle findings of this
study may support greater external validity.

The second purpose of this stuslgisto gain insight into the authenticity of

formulaic languagéhat appearin EAP textbooksThere are several reasons thisa
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deserves further researds notedearlier, previous studiege.g.,Gilmore, 2004; Hyland,
1994; Miller, 2011; Wood, 2010jave criticized Englishlanguagedextbooks for failing

to show natural patterns of spoken interactMare recently though, McCarten (2022)
noted thatéxtbook publisherareslowly beginning taise corpusinformedmethods for
textbook creationrHowever, extbook blishers differ in the extent to which they are
adopting these methodsublishers do not typically disclose their techniques,camgus
informedmethodsencompas a variety of processedsurthermore, authenticity is a rather
vagueconceptand researchers have definenh avariety of ways. Foall these reasons,
it is hdpful to gain a better understandingtbé authenticity offormulaic languagen

EAP textbooks.

Thethird purposeof this study wa to assess whidhteractionalpractices
contribute tgperceivedoverallinteractional competencés noted earlier, there are a lack
of quantitative studies afteractional competen@ssessment. Ratbased studies (e.g.,
Ducasse & Brown, 2009; Ikeda, 2017; May et al., 2020; Nakatsuhara et al., 2018) have
focused on identifying interactional features that constitiézactional competence
However,SLA researchers have not systematically expltinedextent to whicklifferent
practicegnfluencerater perceptions afhteractional competenceFor example, raters
mi ght over | mablityta smogqhty sakedurn®w harshly rate
communication breakdowns. Althougiiaining and the use of a rating scedduces a
substantial amount oétervariability, even trained raters display differen@@eDonald,

2018) After observing what interactional practices gagticipantgerformed | 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.

Thefourth purpose of this studwyas toinvestigatewhetherinstruction of
formulaic sequenceand interactional practicéscreasesteractional competence
During spoken interactionpeople not only speak and procéss utterances of other
speakersbutthey also perform actions such as ttaking, repair, and backchanneling. If
L2 learners acquirspecificformulaic sequenceshey can use those expressions during
conversation to perform actions in a conventional margwrsequentlyif participants
practice how to complete interactional practices in a conventional mamsequld lead
to higher perceptions of interactional competenSemilar toa tourist visiting a foreign
county who memorizeswhere is tie (placed in the local languagdéormulaic language
and interactional practice instruction cotlelp learners bootstrap their abilities.

The Audience for the Study

One potential audience for this study egsearchers who are interested in spoken
interaction andnteractional competenckbeginwith a survey of commonly available
English languagé&extbooks using corpus linguistioghichis a burgeoning area of
second language researElor examplebetween 19901995there were 50 publications
about corpus studies but between 2@M15 there were over 500 publications
(Mizumoto, 2019)Despite the increase in corpus linguistics studies résearcherto
date have examined hdarmulaic languagés treated in commercially available
language textbooks (Pellic&anchez& Boers, 2019)Following the textbook analysis, |

turn to underresearched aspects of conversation, including mututlitytaking, and
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backchanneling (Wong & Waring, 202 While most studies on interactiomahbctices

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 offspeectipe

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
Morrowbds (1977) definition of authagnticity
textbook content and developing instructional materials based on selected formulaic
sequences. Furthermore, it examines the impact of instrdotitwoth formulaic
|l anguage and interactional practices on | e
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 thistudymayalsobe of interest taEAP textbook publishers.
StaplesandFernandez (2019) found thanly afew commercially availabl&nglish
languagdextbookserieshave been created using corpus linguistics such as the
TouchstongFocus on VocabulapyandGrammar andgeyond Although textbook
publishers have likely incorporated more current methods #watstudywas published
the useof corpus linguisticso createEnglishlanguagedextbooks has not been

completely adopted by publisheRurthermore, as publishers use a varietsnethods
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and typically do nospecifytheir methods, this studgescribe the currenstate ofEAP
textbooks
Del i mitations

This study was deliberately limited to an EFL context at a single university in
western Japato allow for an indepth investigation within a manageable and
contextually relevant settinglearly allparticipants learnedapanese akeirfirst
languagehad the same length of English education, aate from families of similar
socioeconomic statu$his homogenous populatimampldimitsthe generalizability of
thefindings to other contexts

This study is limited to these of intact classes inquastexperimental design
Due to the university schedule, randomization of participants was not possible.
possible issue witntact classes is that participamgyht differ atthe ousetof the study
onone or mordatent variable which canaffect the resultsT'o gainawareessof any
pre-existing differences between the treatment groups, at the outset of the study |
measured their overall English proficiency usihg Versant English TefPearsn,
2008).With this information, | wadetterinformedabout the English proficiency of the
participants.

This study is also limited to EAP textbooksntaining American Englisand did
not include other types of English language textbooks. Within English language
textbooks there is a wide variety such as textbooks suchaaledfifour skillso
textbooks, textbooks that focus only on listening and speaking, and so forth. In addition, |

did not examine language textbooks dtherlanguages.
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Terminol ogy

In this section, | provide definitions of the key constructglusehis study.
Additionally, | provide my own theoretical interpretations where appropriate.
Authenticity

This study useMor r owbés (1977) definition of aut
language, produced by a real speaker or writer for a real audience and designed to convey
a real me s s ag e Bof Hypothesis 2, Bronuldicseqiepeesrel 3 ) .
considered authentic if they had a frequency at or greatef.€haecurrenceper million
words. This threshold has been used in earlier reséaugiBardoviHarlig et al, 2015
Biber et al, 1999; SimpsotVlach & Ellis, 2010).
Formulaic Language

It is essential to definl@rmulaic languagasWray (2002) famously noted that
researchers have used over 50 different termf®forulaic languageSinceWr ay 6 s
observationfour terms have appeared more often in the literature: swoltd
expressions, mulivord sequences, formulaic sequences, and formulaic language
(SiyanovaChanturia, 2020). Following the conventions established by other researchers
(e.g., Schmitt & Schmitt, ZZD; SiyanovaChanturia & PelliceiSanchez, 2019; Wray,
2002, 2008), | ugkthe termformulaic languages a general term, diformulaic
sequencéo refer to specific instances of formulaic langudgeget formulaic sequence
refers to the 10 expressions for backchannelingepairthat | taught to the treatment

group participants during the treatment.
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Group Work

According to Browrand Leg(2015), group work consistsgfa mul t i pl i ci ty
techniques in which two or more students are assigned a task that involves collaboration
andsei ni ti at ed | aAs geenairg €014hotpd.curr2n? defjnitionof
groupsin the field of SLAare imprecisdecausehey can include dyads, small groups, or
whole classes. Therefore, | ddeevine and Morelan@ (2006) definition omall groups
thatisi s ma | -fo-fade groups containingt | east t hree member so
Mutuality and Equality

Mutuality and equality are two related conceibtat werefirst proposed by
Damon and Phelps (1989). Mutualigfers to the degree of engagement and connected
discourse in @ialog between two speakeMdut ual i sfyeathnwed etsheessuch as
devel opment of the previous speaker d6s topi
intern gaps, freagulahaannndsltagmgesanenft, and co
confirmation t4dHPenas| appebaoconireerv@h c@s er | ocu
s pesakmul tymmelo U alt c hedwhuent etrhaenrcee si sarnreo noti ce
the uttetwanicet Egluad uttogyr s.ef ers not only to
mu ¢ h peearcsho n s palasish & dduetg rteoe o fntceamatci a ko ndsur i
exampl e, duri agarmdijdadt @ nweulvd elwnk elry i epeals
butoul d have |l ess control over the directio
Turn-Taking System

The turntaking system was first proposeda seminal papdy Sackset al.

(1974) The researchers delineated 14 observations of how théaking system
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functions during interactiorCarroll (2011a) created tisgmplified and abridgedersion

below, whichl usedfor this studys 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 hior herself as next speaker. Whoever begins
speaking first Bcomes the new current speaker.

3. If no participant selselects, current speaker may, but neet
continue speakingp. 93)

Lapses

Lapsesveredefined as silence that occurs at a transitelavance placan
which no speaker has the floor (Sacks et al., 1974). For exathplejo not occur
during the middle of a speakeiturn.They also daot occur if a speaker traibff after
sayingfisoo or fland because those words would indicate that they intend to continue
their turn. Furthermoref a speaker aska question directly to someone lsitmet with
silencethen that is not consideredapséecause the next speaker has been selected
Although silence is a normal part of interaction and occurs for a variety of reasons
(Harumi, 2011 Nakane, 200 the treatments raisgérticipantawareness about
potentialnegative effectsf lapseswhich often occur during interactions between L2
learners (Carroll, 2011alore specifically this study focusgon lapsesn whichtalk
would be expected toccur,butno speaker seelectdo continues thelialogue(Hoey,

2015).
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Repair PracticegRestartgOther-I nitiated Self-Repairs

Repairpractices were defined by Wong and Warig@24l) asfiparticipantdways
of dealing with troubles in speaking, hearing, or understanding of thig(palR12). They
separated repair practices broadly into two categories ehgeted and othemitiated
repair practices. Within each category, there are several ways that speakers perform
repairs to resolve problems during interaction.

One focus of the treatments was othnétiated selfrepairs, whictollowing
Schegloff et al. (1977)efers to the group of repair practices started by another speaker,
and repaired by the current speaker. For example, the simplestrutila¢éed selfrepair
would be to saywhatd so that the current speaker clarifies tme@aning orepeats it in
case it was not heard. To avqidtential confusion about the meaning of the word
firepairp | opted touse the ternficonfirmation checlo

A practice that | investigated in this study was the first speaking turn after a lapse
(Sacks et al., 1974) in the conversation. | referred to these turestats and to the
best of my knowledge, these actions have not been investigated in previous Atidies.
described in the previous sectitapses regularly occuturingconversationThese
periods of inteiturn silence can be problematic if speakers orient to the silence as a space
in whichtalk should occun.apsescan be resolvemh many wayqsee Hoey, 20152018)
andrestartsare one such wayrestarts are attempts by speakers to resolve extended
periods ofsilence andherefore indicate speakérglative engagement in conversation.
As lapses occur when no speaker has the floor,tyipegally are not easily attributable to

individual speakers (e.g., due to a speékerror or a listenés lack of proficiency).
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Therefore, restarts do not fall neatly into either theisdlfited or othetinitiated repair
category.
Backchanneling
The first usage of the ternatkchanneling was by Yngve (1976 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 | call the backchannel, over which the person who

has the turn receives short messages such asgam huh without
relinquishing the turn(p. 568)

The above definition encompasses a broad range of actions ranging fre@rbah
behaviors such as nodding to responses that contain full clauses. Minimal responses such
asfiyeald can also serve other functions during conversations such as yielding and
initiating turns,and both of those function® dhot adhere to Yngée definition.
Therefore, to precisely identify backchannels | also defined backchannels according to
the criteria oBjorge(2010):
Tf1't represents | istener behaviour and
turn.
7 It does not elicit a response from any of the interlocutors.

1 It does not represent a bid for the floor, thus unsuccessful bidgekke
butare not counted as backchannblg, transcribed as turng. 194)

Organi zation of the Study
In Chapter 2Review of the Literaturd,begin by reviewingheliterature related
to materials developmerthen discuss definitions of formulaic language before
examining studiesfdormulaic language instruction. Following this, | discuss models of
communicative competence, interactional competence, challenges in interactional
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competence research, and instruction for spoken interaétiohe end of the chaptdr
list the gaps in the literature, the purposes of the study armypothesesChapter 3
Methods, focusesn the methodology of the studigscribing the context of the study,
the participants, assessment instrument, procedures, tregtamehtmalysesn Chapter
4, Preliminary Analyses, | describe how | used Rasch analysis to validaiartiogpant
ratings In Chapter 5Results] present the results the treément and in Chaptes,
Discussion] examinethe significance of those findingsdtheir pedagogical
implications Finally, in Chapte#, Conclusion] summarize the resultspte the
limitations of this studydiscuss future directions for reseanshandprovideconcluding

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 studiirst, | cite Wraygs (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 gram(pa®)

As noted earlier, | use formulaic language to refer to the structures in general, and
formulaicsequence to refer to individual phraseatget formulaic sequences is the
expression | use to refer to the 10 formukequencektaught for the treatment, and
lexical bundles are formulaic sequences determined solely by frequericis. chapter, |
begin byhighlighting key findingsaboutEnglish languagé&xtbookformulaic language
from corpus linguisticsesearcherd-ollowing this, | discuss lexical burei and
formulaic sequencesfter that, Idiscuss important models of communicative
competence in the field of SLA befadescussing the theory and conceptualizations of
interactional competencEollowing this | discussnstruction for spokemteraction
gaps in the literature, and the aims of the study. Finagtlsesent the hypotheses.
Anal ysis of EAP Textbooks
In addition to the teacher, textbaoéreone of the most notable featusa
classroom. Teachers use textbooksafgariety ofreasonsuch agprovidinga sense of
structure angavingtime on materials creatiois€¢e Hyland2019 for a summary of
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advantages and disadvantages of textbpdkswever, textbooks are not a esieefits-
all solution, especially for a diverse field such as ERfis 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, | use Mor@®{L977) definition of authenticity as
Afa stretch of real | anguage, produced by a
designed to convey a r elddoweverghere argseveralf s o me
definitions of authenticityA review of the topic of authenticity b@ilmore (2007)
providel eight different onescluding Widdowsofs (1978) which describes thenticity
as not a characteristic of a text, but one which is the result of theaeaderaction with
a text.Given that every individual is different, such a broad definition of authenticity
reduces the usefulness of the concept.

A moreusefulview of authenticity is to assess EAP textbooks in terms of how
pedagogically authentic they are. In other words, how effectivelyAR® textbookdelp
English languageehrners to achiewbeirlearning goals. As the primary goal of the EAP
field is to prepare learners for study in EAfedium institutions (e.g., study abroad), i
follows that authentic materials are those that help learners to communicate effectively in
English inthosesettings. Furthermore, authentic EAP materials are tivbgsh
adequately represent the academic language which Ekglighagdearners are likely to

encounterEnglish language learners studying abroad need to not only comprehend
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lectures, but also tepeakEnglishto accomplish various functiossich as conversing
with peers during study sessions, asking questions to professor during office hours,
asking for advice from advisers, and so forth. In summary, | view authentic EAP
textbooks as those which help learners to achieve their learning rgpaessent various
academic interactions, amade similar taheactuallanguage used during those
interactions.
Corpus Linguistics and Materials Development in Textbooks

Severakesearcherge.g., Miller, 2011; Wood, 2010)xke examinetnglish
language textbooksoted their limitations, and suggested teatbookpublishers make
greater use of corpus linguistics during the textbook creation prd&yessingcorpus
linguistics, publishers cadentify and verify naturally occurring patternsioferaction
(Ishihara & Cohen, 221). Another benefit of corpus linguistics is that it can be used
create word lists of frequently used expressions. These lists can be beneficial for both
teachers and studeriiscausehey show which items are worstudying In this section,
| review studiesvhich explored th authenticity ofthe language iEnglish language
textbooksandthen discuss how corpus linguistics has been tserkatanstructional
materials.
DifferencesBetweenEnglish LanguageTextbooks and Naturally Occurring
Language

Some of the first studidhatexaminechowthe language in English language
textbooks differ from naturally occurring language wesaductedy researcherngsing

register analysidJsingthis research method, registers are analyzed for their situational
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context, their linguistic features, and the relationsbigtween the two (Biber & Conrad,
2019).Researchers tally linguistic features and consider the most frequently occurring
ones to be representativetbbse rgistes. Register analysis examinkesical bundles, or
multi-word expressionsasedsolelyonfrequency(Biber et al., 1999)Lexical bundles
differ from structurally complete grammatical phrases inttheyare not easily
classified, for example, phrases suchf@s something like thatandfin terms of thed

In a seminal studyBiber, Conrad, and Cortd2004)looked at the linguistic
features andivo university registerfs classroom teaching and textbooks. Texts from
classroom teaching and textbooks wexegracted from the TOEFL 2000 Spoken and
Written Academic Language Corpus (T-WVAL; Biber et al., 2002Biber, Conrad,
Reppen, et al2004).This corpus was further divided into four registemversation,
classroom teachinginiversitytextbooks, and academic pro3ée researchers only
looked at lexical bundles four words in lengthgi@ams) which exceeded a relatively high
threshold of 40 occurrences per million wordsnajor finding was that classroom
teaching is more similar to conversation thaiversitytextbooks or academic prose.
One difference was thatassroom teaching (e.g., the speech of professors during
lectures)containgpronoun usage similar to conversation, baoitversitytextbooks and
academic prose raretpntainpronouns. Insteadiniversitytextbooks and academic
prosehavenearly twice as mangounsand noun phrasess conversation or classroom
teaching Anotherfinding wasthatlexical bundlesppearfar more often in classroom
teaching and conversation thiaruniversitytextbooksor academic pros&.he

researchers concluded that these buralleshore common in classroom teaching and
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conversation because they reflect the-teaé demands of oral producticendbecause
theyare more easily produced and comprehended than dense noun plviakegppear
more often inextbooks and academic progdthough theuniversitytextbooksthey
examinedwverenotfor second language learnettse studyillustratessome of the many
ways in whichwritten and spoken academic language differ

In a study of university textbooksd ESL reading textbookliller (2011) used
several features to compare the two types of textbooks. The features that Miller examined
were grouped into three major arease 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 leAgtither term for nominal modification
features that this study used was compression tesgtwhich academic textbookiters
use to create tight, densely packed informatinrotal, Miller examined a total df2
features, 28 university textbooks, and three ESL reading textbbo&sesults indicated
that the university textbooks and ESL reading textbooks had statistically significant
differencedor AWL vocabulary, word length, and seven out of the nine compression
features. Theecondesult wasthat the university textbooks exposed English language
learners to a greater amount of AWL words, 8.80% of total running Viardse
university textbooks versus only 4.78% for the ESL reading textb@blesthirdresult
was that although the word length was significantly longer in university textbooks than
ESL reading textbooks, sentence length was not statistically diff@temfourthresult
wasthat university textbooks used compression features significantly more than ESL

reading textbookdMliller made several conclusions based on these results. The first
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conclusion was that the two types of textbooks differed greatly because they were
fientirely different text types, with entirely different purpasgs 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 classlmble university
textbooks, as well as include awareness raising activities for those fe@thisestudy
found several differences between university textbooks and ESL reading textbooks, but
the following study focused specifically on EAP textbooks.

A studywhich examined formulaic sequencesHAP textbooks wasVood
(2010). Usingregister analysis method similBiber, Conrad, and Cort¢2004) he
examinedormulaic languagé six EAP textbookswWooddivided the texts into two
sulrorpora, an instructionanecontaining directions for completing tasksd a textual
onecontaining the readingexts His first finding was that the instructional subcorpus
constituted58% of the total corpus and the textual subcorpus wés, &&licating that
most of the language the whichlearners are exposeeflectslanguage aursesmore
thanacademic proséHis next finding was tha0% of the total lexical bundles came
from the instructional subcorpora. In other words, readers were more likedyeixposed
to expressions such dkisten to the lectur@or fimanswer the following questionsather
thanexpressions such &en the other harttor fiat the same timeHis third finding was
thatlexical bundlesor formulaic sequences determined solely by frequendiie EAP
textbookswere not highlightedr treated in any systematic manresr example, there

were no activities or reference materials focusetbanulaic languageThesefindings
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led him toconcludethatthe only wayin which EAP textbook users could acquire the
lexical bundleswasthrough exposure. However, the lexical bundles did not apygtar
sufficient frequencymaking it unlikely that learnemsould acquire then through
exposure alone.

Another studyin whichlexical bundlesvere investigatedas Wood and Appel
(2014).Thelexical bundlesn 10first-year universityousiness andngineering textbooks
werecompared to the lexical bundlesfine EAP textbooksThe university business and
engineering textbooks were compiled to create a corpus of 1.6 million running words,
which Wood and Appetompared to the EAP textbook corpus which contained 151,000
running wordsThe researchers examined only lexical bundles which were four words in
lengh (4-grams) and which surpassed a frequency threshold of 25 instances per million
words. The first finding was théss than half of thiexical bundlesn the university
engineeringextbooks appeared in the EAP textbadksother finding was that the
lexical bundles were nateakdin any systematic mannehat is, they were not the focus
of anyactivities,nor did they appear agpographicallyemphasized. Therefore, these
resultsconfirmedthe findingsof Wood (20D). 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., McCartezZ2®eunier & Reppen, 2015; Romer,
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 aboutlifferent registers (BibeiConrad& Cortes,2004), the sequencing of
instructional items (Meunier & Reppen, 2015), which words collocate (Ackermann &
Chen, 2013; Lei & Liu, 2018), arttielexical demands of academic texts (RAakte &
Coxhead, 2022)The AWL (Coxhead, 200(nd the updated New Academic Word List
(NAWL; Browne et al., 2013appear in several EAP textbooks, and future publications
could include spoken word lists suchths Academic Spoken Word List (ASWL; Dang
et al., 201Y.
Critiques From Conversation Analysis and Pragmatics

Similar calls to incorporate mofdingsfrom research int&nglish language
textbooks have also come from researchers usingp@&d methods. Thessearchers
(e.g., Carroll, 2021, Gardner, 2000; Wong, 20¥ong & Waring,2021) found that met
English languagéextbooks do not provide authentic samples of language. Carroll noted
thatEnglish languagé&extbook activitiesre typically organized around topics, whereas
conversatiosa in general arerganized aroundequencedHe also noted that information
gap activities which are commonHkmglish languageextbooks do not reflect normal
patterns of interactioWWong(200) examined telephone conversations in eigiglish
languagdextbooks by comparing them with real telephone conversaidosg found
that theEnglish languagéextbook conversations regularly failed to follow the common
sequence of summoiasswer, identificatiom ecogni ti on, gre®@ti ng,
(Schegloff, 1986). Although theurposeof traditional CA is to describe authentic
interactions, an&nglish languagéextbooks are by definition contrivetthe findings of

CA researcltan be of use to tdxbok writers and teachers. Wong and War2@()
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notedlt hat teaching and speaking material s fAca
because they do not reflect the way people talk, or because they do not provide enough
details that inform teachep.42).labtleeutorddhow s po
English languagé&extbooks that incorporate findings from CA research can reflect actual
communicative situations and beneficialfor secondanguage learners.

Within the field of pragmatics, researchers heaached similar conclusions that
English languagé&extbooks typically fall short of providing authentic gmaigmatically
appropriatdanguagelshihara and Cohen (2021) stated that Enddisguageextbooks
are typically written based on the writénstuitions and not on research. Considering the
time and effort required to make teachingterials they recommended that English
language teachers modify the content flammerciallyavailable textbooks to focus
more on pragmaticsn an examination of how oral requests were presented in five
English language textbooks, Petraki and Bayes (2013) noted that metapragmatic
information was insufficienfThey concluded thdEnglish language learnensuld have
difficult selectingappropriateequest forms basedoncontexe | | e2@@¥4 a mi ned
ei Emtgl i shtleandhpowadkes f(Austin, §99% Secarle, 1368)0d f ound
t hat model s were presemtheodlotmbextl y woltihbemne:
appropriacy. I n addition, explicit metapra:
Englishtleanpowadkes as wel | lans stuhnematreya c hreersésar
studies from other fields have foamdl Engl i
researchers have called for greater use of

creati on.
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Formul aic Language in Academi

In this section, | discuss relevant studies on formulaic language in academic
contexts and word lists.
Defining Formulaic Language

One important strand of research on formulaic langisatieedevelopment of
pedagogically useful word lists derived from academic caerpgor early study that
focusedon formulaicsequences academic speeakasconducted bysimpson (2004)
Compaimng theMichigan Corpus of Academic Spoken EnglisiCASE; Simpson et al.,
2002) corpus to three reference argsheinvestigated whether theveerespecific
expressiongn academic speechkhich differ from speech in neacademic spoken
language. Simpson used frequency as an ifigcbr andhen examined structural and
idiomatic coherence tereate a wordlist of 224 expressions from an initial 1,800
candidate expressionBhe study revealed thidrmulaic languageanbe divided into
roughly two categoriesliscourse organizdunctions and interactional functions.
Examples ofliscourse organizdunctions are focusefgand in fach), causeeffect
markerg(fiso thafs whyo), andsummarizersrit turns oud). Examples of interactional
markers are expressions used to ask quedfidiosyou mead) and explainfiand you
can se@). This earlystudy issignificant because it providedo word lists for
instructorsallowing them to select theord list mostuseful for their students

Lexical Bundles and Formulaic Sequences

c

SimpsonVI|I ach and Ellisbés (2010) Academi

Cor

F

well-researched set of academic expressions, though its classroom usefulness was limited
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by issues of complexity and clarityhe researchers created the Academic Formula List
(AFL) by comparingspoken and written academic corparalnon-academic spoken and
written corpora. Ten, theycompared the lotjkelihood (LL) statistic to see which
expressionsvere more frequent in the academic corpora than theoademic corpora.
I n addition to fr equencmutualinformatiorscdresa | ook e d
measure of how frequently words appear together (Oakes, ¥388)compiling this
initial list, they asked 20 EAP instructors to rate dii & scale whether each item was a
formulaicsequencehad a cohesive meaning, and was worth teachimgresultwasthe
607-word AFL list, conprising 200 words each for the written and spakalists and
207 words for the core (botkublist Themanageable number of items on &L were
selected based drequencyandfunctionality, and therefore the list useful for both
textbook creatorand teacherdHowever, @spite thaigorous methodasedto create a
word list that is both valid and pedagogically usdfdrners would likely haveore
difficulty acquiringmulti-word expressions from the AFban singleword itemsgiven
thatmulti-word expressionbBavea greater cognitive burden than singlerds(Nation,
2013. The AFL alsacontains expressions that cross cédasd phrasal boundaries
making their classification difficulin addition many of the AFL items lack
illocutionary saliencée.g.,fithat this i®), 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 organizingdagérage vocabulary for
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academic spoken Englishheresearchers created the ASWhich contains 1,741 word
families from a spoken corpus totaling 13 million words. They created the list using four
corpora of equal siz&he 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 vocabhlaxSWL provides
coverage of 90% for the acadersjgeech and academic vocabuleoypora, which is a
substantial improvement over the AWL (Coxhead, 2008)ich has only shown
coverage of 4% for academic spoken language and 10% for academic written language
(Dang & Webb, 2014)0ne interesting feature of the ASWL is that it is organized into
four levels so that learners caoquireacademic 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, thecreators of
the ASWL a&nowledged that there is no clear boundary between general and academic
vocabulary. The list is a good example of a co#pased word list that is both useful for
teachers and researchers.

The creation of corpuderived 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 inadequacie€imglish languageextbooks and called for
publishergo incorporatethe findings of research studies (Miller, 2011). However,
despite the emergence of corpus linguistics decadedgd@;ar t en (2022) not
Acourse books have generally beenAs| ¢Wweto

number of corpuasnd idigud esuarcise staila wets | haonpgeud
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t hBrngli shtleandpwadgds i ncorpor atckerhenobenefi t hol
boshudents .and teachers
l nstruépbiromm!|l af ¢c Language

In this section, | discuss two reviews of formulaic language studies, then discuss
individual studies of academic formulaic language.
Instructional Approaches and Interventions

Formulaic language isfaature of nearly alEnglishlanguageextbooks These
expressiongrovide learners with readp-use chunks of conventional languag®jch
canbootstragearnercommunicative competenty allowing them to perform actions
they might be unable to do otherwisethe past decadthere has beensabstantial
increasan the number ointervention studiefor formulaic language (Pellicesanchez
& Boers, 2019). Researchers have investigated the effects of instruction on different
types offormulaic languagée.g., phrasal verbs, idioms, lexical bundlesjameral
conditions(Strong & Boers, 2018 2019h. They have also investigated a variety of
factors that affediormulaic languageacquisition such as the number of exposure
(Ferguson et al., 2021)
Effectiveness of Instruction: Review Studies

In a review offormulaic languagstudies that contained instructional
interventions, Bers 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 toolsstadtesfocused on helping learners

remember expressionsheyfound that snilar to learningsingleword items, learning
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formulaic languageequires numerous exposures, a requirement that is not likely to be
met with lowfrequencyocabularyin authentic material&Regardingawareness raising
and attention directing studies, they sildteh a t i Alirettiegnmay be expected to
speed up learning, but we have found little evidence in this collection of intervention
studies to suggest that merely raising | ea
particularly powerful acceleratoo  ( i®26).. Thef &lso noted that investigats ofthe
effects of increasing learner autonomy sucthesugh instruction abowoncordance
softwareandlearning strateigs produced mixed results. However, they did find that
intentional learning oformulaic sequen& or specific expressiongroduced better
results thareitherawareness raisingr attention diredéhg methods
Although they examinedaide range of confusing and sometimes contradictory
results, Boers and Lindstromberg (2012) stated that the sthdieseviewedupport
Laufer and HiovohemantlLoad Hypdth2sbele)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. 14 15)
The researchers defil@eed as motivationalandnosnogni t i ve, a fAneed t
task. Search and evaluation are cognitive constrsegsch refers to looking up the
meaning of the L2 wordand evaluation involves comparing the target word wilier

words or synonyms and evaluating their respective meanings. To sundmidugzkarder

a persorworksto learn a word, the more likely thaye toremember it.
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A more recent review of pedagogical studies of formulaic langmagellicer
Sanchez and Boers (2019) reviewed how different instructional conditions affect the
learning of formulaidanguage andlighlightedthe strengths and limitations of each
approachTheresearchers separated studies accorditigeiolearning conditiors
incidental, semincidental, and intentional. Incidental learning conditions were described
as those in which learner focus was primarily on the content and formulaic sequences
werenot treated in any particular manner. Sémeidentallearning conditions were
characterized by steps that direct learner attention to fornsdgitences byirovide no
further instruction regarding the expressions. An example of this is typographical
emphasisn whichformulaicsequences appear in bold, italics, or underlined. Intentional
learning conditions werdividedinto three typed instructions to explore texts for
formulaic sequences, activities focused on formulaic sequences but not the text, and
activities to make formulaic sequences more memordhleresearchers concluded that
althoughit 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 learcmgitionsare difficult to create
becauseaexts must béinput flooded or fiseeded with the target expressiots provide
learners with a sufficient number of exposures for upta&e sentincidental learning
conditions,PellicerSanchez and Boessated 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, consideritite complex nature and many typedarmulaic
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sequencedlhis review as well as the earlier oneBxyers and Lindstromberg (2012)
examined numerougpes of formulaic language. More pertinent to this stusdyeral
researcherg.g., Jones & Haywood, 2004; Peters & Pasw#015 Strong & Boers,
2019a, 2019phave investigated the effects of explicit instructiorttmacquisition of
academic formulaic langga.
Studies on Academic and Spoken Formulaic Language

In an early study investigating the effects of instructiomh@acquisition of
academic expressionines and Haywod@004)conducted a quasixperimental study
with a treatment group receiviriggo hours of treatments pereekand acontrolgroup
that performed unspecified activitiéhe participantsN = 21) were from various
countries and had a minimum score of 4.5 on the International English Language Testing
System (IELTS) test. Thesearchersvestigatedhe acquisitionof three aspects of
phrase knowledge: raised awareness via an underlining task, production-tgatdfill-
in-the-blank task with the first letter of each word provided), and free production in an
essayFollowing the treatments, significantly higher number of students could
recognizeformulaic sequenszhowever, only a few stients improved on the-tést, and
almost none used mofermulaic sequenaon the essaylhey attributed the lackluster
results to the short treatment lengtidpossible methodological issues such as the use of
different expressiagon the pretest and posttest.

Peters and Pauwels (2015) found that féocused instruction significantly
i mproved | earners6é recognition and wuse of

through cued output taskSpecifically, they investigated the effects of fefmcused
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instruction on the number &rmulaic sequensecognized, recalled, and used
spontaneously. The participants were intact group a29 Dutch L1 EFL learneratB1
to B2 level m the Common European Framework of Referdncéanguages (CEFR;
Council of Europe, 2020Y.he study had a pretest/treatment/posttest deasigiihe tests
werea recognition test, a cued output test, and a writingRestedt-tests showed
significant gaindor all the testswith a 51%gain on recognition, a726 gainfor cued
output 11% gain for writing tokens, arall3% gain for writing typeslThe researchers
stated that the cued output tasks could be the most bensfi@abdf treatmentnot only
for production but also recognition. They also noted that the results supported the
findings of othestudieswhich 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<{ 140) were divided into twgroups a study +etrieval
groupand a trial and error feedback groupFor the study +etrievalgroup, participants
first viewed the phrasal verb in context, in an example sentence with the phrasal verb
underlined Theythen tookthe posttest whicltontainedhe same example gences with
blankswheretesttakers supplied the missing phrasal verbs. Fotrthleand-errorgroup,
the order of thosactivities was reversed. Participants first viewed the example sentence
with the blank spotParticipantghen received corrective feedback about taegwer and
took theposttesin whichthey supplied the answer. The results indicated that the study +

retrieval group was more effective than the trial and error + feedback gnampthough
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the latter was provided with corrective feedback. Strong and Boers also surveyed 44

English languagé&extbooks and found that trial and error type activities were very

common . The researchers noted that their r
from your mistakeso and suggested that 1ins
information

BardoviHarlig et al. (2015) demonstrated the effectiveness of teaching pragmatic
routines for spoken academic English, while also highlighting challenges in achieving
spontaneous us€&he instructional targets for this study were pragmaiitines or
phrases that can be used in conversation to perform functions such as asking for
clarification or disagreeind.he researchermpiledexpressionsrom five
commercially availabl&nglish language textboderiesandthen searched fahose
individual expessionsn an academic corpus of spoken Engli$lan expression had
more than 10 occurrences per million wordthrasholdused inearlier studies (e.qg.,

Biber et al, 1999 SimpsonrVlach & Ellis, 2010, then it was considered conventional.
The results revealed that many phrases irEtigdish languagéextbooks did not meet
this requirement. For example, the phraisdisagree regularly appeared iEnglish
languagdextbooks but not in theeferencecorpus; insteadveak agreements followed
by disagreements such faeah bub appeaed more frequently in the datAfter
verifying the conventionality of the pragmatic routindg®y createdomputer
administeredreatmentshatincluded chances to notice the expressions in context,
explicit metapragmatic information, and production activitidee treatments were

received by 37 lovadvanced learners from various language backgrotingspretest
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and posttest were administered by compuRaitedt-tests indicated thahe 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 ittlsbows
effectiveness&nd practicality of instruction fdormulaic sequens The researchers
describd a straightforward method for verifying the authenticity of expressam the

ability of testtakers to use expressions productivelgwever althoughthe computer
administered testsould measure language useatightly controlled format, the

participants did nolemonstrat¢he ability to use the expressions spontaneously in
conversation.

In summary, the reviews and individual studies discussed in this section show the
challenges fothe instruction of formulaic sequencé&srmulaicsequenceplace greater
cognitive demands than singhord vocabulary itemen English language learners
(Nation, 2013; Schmitt & Schmitt, 2020), and thereférglish languagé&achers should
employ sound pedagogical practices in the classroom. Overall, the studies in this section
support the conclusiomat explicit learning is superior to implicit learnindhel'studies
also show that learners must have a need for adding fornselgienceto their existing
knowledgeand work hard to learn those expressj@upporingL auf er and Hul st
(2001)Involvement Load Hypothesikastly, as demonstrated by Jones and Haywood
(2004) and BardovHarlig et al. (2015), productive knowledge does not entail that
English language learners will spontaneously use newly leatnerturesvhen writing
or speaking. Therefore, Engliimguagdaeachers should carefully desitgsks to assess

productive knowledge of new learned formulsgzjuences
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Model s of Communicative Competenc

As noted earlier, researchers have investigated links befeerulaic language
and different aspects of L2 competence. However, shilis or types oknowledge
constitute L2 communicative competence is a matter for dedoadeonceptualizations
havechanged greatly since tiermwas first coined by Hymes 1972 Having a precise
framework for L2 competence is important because it infguthgments about learner
abilities and subsequent inferendesthis section, tiscuss twanfluential models of
communicative competenead notetheir similarities and differences. Following this, |
describéanteractional competena@nd the limitations of current models.

Canal e anModébwai noés

In Canale and Swain §1980) modelwhich was later adapted by Canale (1983a,
1983b) , H y coreepidalizatioas &ticulated as communicative competence
used in actual communicatiohhis ideamaintains the distinctiobetween language
competence and performance, a conceptualization in previous reearcthomsky
(1965) and Hymes (1972). In the Canale and Swain maol@intinicative competence is
divided into four forms of knowledge and skiirammatical, sociolinguistic, strategic,
and discourse competence. Grammatical competence is&noeledge of vocabulary,
morphology, syntax, phonology, and semantics. Sociolinguistic competence énclude
knowledge of sociolinguistic rules and pragmatics. Strategic competence concerns verbal
and norverbal communication strategies that can be used to overcome coratimmic

breakdowns such as asking for clarification or avoiding using difficult vocabulary.
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Finally, discourse refers to the ability to use cohesion in form and meaning in different
spoken or written genréBulcher & Davidson, 2007)

The Canale and Swain modé€lanale & Swain198Q Canale, 1983a, 198Bls
importantbecauseis upports Hymesd (1972) focus on ap
Chomskyos (19 didiener.iThe enadlletaslqul aral krganizdtie
components of communicative competence tha
work. In addition, ty explicitly articulating the individual components included in
communicative competendie modeprovides discrete points for the assessment of
language user3he influence othe Canale and Swa{a980)model can be seen the
fieldds move away from previous <Hdseduct ur al
approachesBlock, 2003;Hedge, 2000), as well aslbsequent models of communicative
competence.

Bachman and Pal merds Model

Major components of the Canale and Swain (Canale & Swain, 1980; Canale,
1983a, 1983b) model were expanded upon in
Bachman & Palmer, 1996, 2010) model of communicative language ability. In this
model, language knowledggdivided into organization&nowledgeand pragmatic
knowledgeg(Table 1).Organizationaknowledgeisd e f i ned as fAhow utter s
sentences and {(Backmas & Rammer, 2010, a4&)d izdevided into
grammaticaknowledgeand textuaknowledge Grammaticaknowledgecontairs small
building blocks of language suchascabulary, syntax, and phonology/graphology.

Textualknowledges theoized asknowledge of how to combine grammatical
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componentso give cohesion to written and spoken language. Pragkratiwledgeis a
larger component of the Bachman and Palmer mtuah the Canale and Swairodel
andi s defined as fihow utterances o0or sentenceée
goal s of the | anguage use a(pdb)Pragmtititir es of
knowledges separated into functionkhowledgewhi ch i s defined as #fAFr
or sentences and texts are relategmd45) o t he
and sociolinguistic competencghi ch i s defined as Ahow utte
texts are related to fegmd4b5ures of the | angu
Comparison of Communicative Competence Models

Bachman and RBathmanrl999; Baclonthe & Palmer, 1996, 2010)
includes several components that are improvements on earlier models of communicative
competencésee Table 1)First, theirmodel presents a hierarchy of how the components
of language knowledge function togethEopic knowledge, language knowledge, and
personal attributes all contribute to strategic competence in the model. Strategic
competenceonsists of three psycholinguistic componegtsl setting, appraising, and
planning(Fulcher & Davidson, 2007; Kasper & Ross, 201Ryategic competence
interacts with cognitive strategies, or the requirements of the languag8¢askdthe
modelincludesaffective factors, such as motivation axdraversior(Fulcher &
Davidson, 2007)Third, the mode&ccounts for differences between reciprocal and non
reciprocal (i.e., ongvay and tweway) language use. The influence of this model can be

seen in changes that were made to standardized tests after its publication (®&en, 20
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and the fact that at present it remains the standard framework of language ability (Kasper

& Ross, 2013).

Tablel. The Bachman and Palmbtodel ofCommunicative 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)
Knowledge of genres
Knowledge of dialects/varieties
Knowledge of registers
Knowledge of natural or idiomatic expressions
Knowledge of cultural references and figures of speech

akrwde=

Il nteractionaln GdmMp Rteessre@aeg c h
In this section, | describe the features that constitute interactional competence.
Then | describe challenges that researchers have fagaddingoperationalizing and

assessing interactional competence.
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Definitions and Features of Interactional Competence

Since Hymesd (1972) groundbreaking

SLA researcarshave moved increasingly towardsmoreholistic view of language
acquisition and us&ramsch (1986) first describeateractional competendsy stating:

Whether it is facgo-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 ahownication, but also the

construction of a shared internal
that is built through a collaborative effort of the interactional parters
367)

This definition has been expandadland developed by subsequent researchers, notably

Joan Kelly Hall(1999)and Richard Youn@009, 2019)More recently,Young (2019)
summarizednteractional competen@es having four defining features:

A IC has been described (and its absence noted) in spoken interaction
and/or faceo-faceinteraction.

trea

cont e

| C i s characterized by participantsé

A
meanings of communicative acts.

A IC is not the knowledge or the possession of an individual; rather it is
co-constructed by afparticipants in a discursive practice.

A

A

|l C i s participantsd partidipation

recurring episodes of spokerteraction in context, episodes that are
of sociacultural significance to a community sppeakers(p. 96)

Each of these featureserits a detailed discussion

The first feature ointeractional competendkat Young (2019) noted is that it is

displayed in spoken, fage-face interactionThereforejnteractional competen@an be

i n s

observed in interactions such as casual conversations, service encounters, oral proficiency

interviews, debates, and so forthis through the unfolding of interactions and the

linguistic choices that speakers make thagractional competen@an be seen, which
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largely eliminates nomneciprocal (i.e., monological) speaking tasks such as lectures or
speeches (Roever & Kasper, 2018).
The ability of speakers to not oniynderstandhe pragmatic meanings of
communicative acts but to also produce themme second feature that Young (2019)
describedDuringinteraction peopl eds utterances often ha\
meaningwhich can differ from what they are actually sayi#guétin, 1975; Searle,
1969. For examplethe questioriar e n 6 t  ycanhe intepitet@doasanquiry about
somebodyés physical condition. Alternative
they are uncomfortably warm amequesthat theheareropen a windowBeing able to
understand and produce pragmatically appropriate utterances necessitaesatkeats
havepragmatic competence, whichn be divided intpragmalinguistic competence and
sociopragmatic competence (Leech, 19&ever (2022) statt hat @A pr agmal i ng
competence includes knowledge of linguistic tools for saying what you want to say while
being guided and constrained by sociopragm
One of the most notable featuresrdkractional competends the third feature
thatYoung (2019)describedhatinteractional competends not the possession of
individualsbutis coconstructed during communicatidde referedto this as aphere of
intersubjectivity or A mut ual i ntentional i tDurincand shar
spoken interaction, participants make turns and sequences, with subsequent utterances
making further utterances relevant. Therefore, interaction continually makes its own
context (Schegloff, 1987)n other words, cgarticipants continually constrain and

enabl e each other 6s | i nKaspers&tRpss20l8h oi ces dur
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The fourth feature ahteractional competendbat Young (2019) described is the
participation in recurring events that are of semidtural significanceFor example,
Greer (2019) described how a Japanese student studying abroad in Australia learned how
to donewsof-the-day tellingsat 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 PocheBerger (2015) summarized longitudinal research studies of
interactional competen@bouthow learnersepeatedlynavigatedsocial encounters.
Their conclusion was thatteractional competenaevelopment is not simply transferred
from the L1 to the L2, butather, isrecalibratedor 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 goarticipants in conversatioB8tudies on individual ietractional
practices hee greatlyadvancedesearch oimteractional competencelowever, given
that there are a multitude of locally contextualized practared the fact that these
practices have primarily been investigated using qualitative methods, it is difficult to
make valid inferences abolargergroups of L2 learner©ne solution is the use of
guantitative methodthatallow researchers to make generalizatiaisch have both
construct and external validity. Before making such conclusions, lesyadbtaining
valid data iscrucial To obtain such data, it fgst necessary tmove from
conceptualizations ahteractional competende more concrete operationalizations

which can be tested.
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Since Kramschoés (1 hterécjiondl dompetenceeveral of t he
conceptualizations have been creatdéowever, Pekarek Doehler (201r@centlynoted
t hat dAwhil e our t hieteractonalcongpétendas beenr st andi ng
consolidated over the past decade, a consistent operationalization of the construct is still
mi s s i n g Blavifgpworki@aoperationalization ahteractional competenése
important because it allavesearchers tassess language learners and make inferences
based on the data. In turn, those findings could serve as the basis for future msdarch
improved pedagogical practicés this section] discusshow interactional competence
has been operationalized in recent research studies.

The first representation of interactional competence | discuss is a metaphorical
diagram of spoken interaction developed by Galaczi and Taylor (2018). In this diagram,
interactional skills such @surn Managemeniopic ManagemeniNon-Verbal Behavioy
Breakdown Repaijrandinteractive Listeningre illustrated as the main branches of a
tree. Each branch contains subskilfer example BackchannelingagndComprehension
Checld highlighting the multifaceted nature of interactional competence. The roots of
the tree represent broader contextual facto®eéchActs, SoeechEvents andSpeech
Stuation (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 inaction, shaped by both speakers and listeners. Additiotiadly,
metaphoof a growing tree reflects not only th

interactional abilities but also the evolving nature of research in this field.
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Usinga datadriven approachNakatsuhara et al. (2018) investigated the features
thatratersusedto evaluatenteractional competenc8ix trained examiners produced oral
reportswhile examining 12 paired interactioffem threeproficiency levels. The result
was 72 oral reports, which the researchers thematically andtyzeshte two checklists
of interactional competendeatures for evaluation. The full checklist contains nine main
categories and 50 swudategories, and the concise checklist contimins categories and
13 subcategories. The four categories on the concise checklidhitrate new ideas
Keep the discussion going over several tuNegotiates towards an outcoprandUse
body language appropriatelyrhe checklists are particulanhsefulfor teachers because
the subcategories include brief feedback that cardngdedto studentsThe concise
checklist with its readyo-use feedback is practical for teachers, however, the usefulness
of the instrument foresearcheris limited by the binary evaluation categoriesvigéll
done!andNeeds more workA more sensitive rating scale with additional levels could
provide more information about tigeractional competenad# examinees. Another
limitation is the use of a checkljstschecklistsdo not allow for the use of parametric
statistics.

A datadriven approach was also employed by Youn (2015) who used CA to
analyzerole-plays Therole-playswere operrole-playsin which participants enaet
situationswith no pre-determined outcoméarticipantgN = 102)from various countries
performed twaole-plays one between a student and a professor, and another between a
pair of studentsTwelveraters listened to audio recordings of the conversations and

assessed the participants using five rating categ@asentsDelivery, LanguagdJse
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Sensitivity toStuation, Engaging withinteraction andTurn Organization The data vere
used in a manyacet Rasch analys{iMFRM) using the computer prograRacets

(Linacre, 2022)In addition, the researcher transcribed randomly seleotegblays

usi ng CA n o (2al6)migedmethdde appr@ash demonstrated that the rating
criteriareflected the construct definition, and that the raters could reliably assess
pragmaticcompetencesingthe open roleplays. Although the rolplays were not, by
definition, equivéent to naturally occurring talk, Youn found that that they elicited many
interactional featureshichwould be present in natural conversation. For example, more
proficient speakers used preliminary moves before requestsait@neandsequenced

their speech in more conventional patterns than less proficient speéaiené study
demonstrated how the repdays could reliably differentiate between examisee
pragmatic competenckelowever one limitation to the approach is that administering
multiple roleplaysreducegracticality becausi requires considerabl moretime and
resources.

Noting that a datariven approach requires substantial resources, Neiriz (2023)
usedprevious studies and conceptual modelsreateandvalidatea rating scale for
interactional competence. Nei@izrating scale was based on the main components of
Galaczi and Taylds (2018) conceptualizatiaf interactionacompetence amgas used
to evaluate 30 oral discussion tasks between pairs of learners. The results indicated that
participants could be reliably separated into three distinct proficiency level AT
time. This was less than tfi@ur-point rating scalea finding that they attributed to the

high proficiencyof the participantsand the unreliability of the breakdown repair and
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interactive listening criteria. Niez found that breakdown repair was not conspicuous as a
rating criteriabecausét can becaused and repaired by either the speaker or listEner.
difficulty of the interactive listeningriterion was attributed to the fact that neerbal
behaviors were not assessed by the rating scale. Neiriz recoeuhleatfuture studies
assess nowerbal tokens but alsacknowledgd that such behaviors can vary by culture
and be difficult to assess.

Also employing a mixedhethods approach, Syquia and Leeming (2024) created
and validate@nIC Rating ScaléAppendixH) for small group discussion$his
instrumentwas an adaptation of several assessment instruments for interactional
competence including Galaczi (2014), McDonald (2018), Nakatsuhara etld),(@0d
Youn (2015). Interactional competence was operationalized as four interactional skills:
ConversationnvolvementDeveloping andVaintaining DiscussionTurn-
takingBackchannelingandCommuricative Effectivenesd-irst, 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, thel/gesgeralizability theory
(Brennan, 2001; Shavelson & Webb, 19B¢)conducting a &tudyanda D-study. In a
G-study, the amount of variance contributed by different facets is estimated. This data is
then used for a Btudy,in which theprimary goal is to minimize error in the model. In a
model involving raters, a{3tudy can indicate the minimum number of raters required to
achieve satisfactory results. Conversely,-atlly can indicate the point of diminishing

returns beyond which add) additional raters does not significantly improve a model.
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The results of the Btudy in this study indicated that a minimum of four raters was
sufficient for the model to function adequately. Third, the researchers conducted a
gualitative 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 werecnibiedes
on the previous version of the rating sc&erther details about individual criteria okth
rating scale are in the Instrumssectionof Chapter 3.
Challengesin Operationalization and Assessment

Despiteanincreasing number atsearcltstudieson interactional competence
severalssues have arisen inethesearchThe firstissueis how to assedbeinteractional
competencef individualsgiventhat intersubjectivity is caonstructedThesecond
challengds how to create a practical yet valid assessment methaatéoactional
competenceThe thirdissueis how to assessateractional competenseparatelyfrom
othercompetenciesuchgeneral language proficiency and pragmatic competémdieis
section | briefly describe each of theshallenge andhow they have been addressed by
researchers.

The firstchallengewith interactional competenéshowto assess individuals if
interactional competengs co-constructed duringonversationAs noted earlier, Young
(2019) sIC B hottde knowledye ofithe possession of an individual; rather it is

co-constructed by afparticipants in a discursive practice. @6).In other words, learner

competence i s Sipeociafli and( pe a&tYacweng, 1998,
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across a variety of communioag situationslf the construcis unigue to each situation
and Anot a trait that i s i ndtleepiewoddbet of t h
impossible to asses#teractional competena# make inferences based on the behavior
of testtakers Kasper and Rog2013) described this proble@nd noted that in response
Young (2009) revised his earlier conceptualization to refer to resources that test takers
possess and which can thedyakwidinferancedtiobef er en't
made However, Kasper and Rog&013)alsonoted thatroungd s  shadunat yesolved
thisquestion butemarked hat Ait woul d be unreasonabl e
They propose an alternative approadéh whichresearchers, particularly those focused
on institutional CA andhteractional competenaievelopment, isolate particular
competencies on which speakers can be assessed. For example, Roever and Kasper
(2018) notd that speakers could be evaluated on their use edgareences (Schegloff,
2007),which areconversational movdbat intermediate/advancegeakersise far more
often than beginner#f researchers evaluate speakemspresequence usand other
actions such as twtaking and opening conversat® then icanbe possible to assess
speakeinteractional competencet i s al so noteworthy that Y
conceptualizatioof interactional competends broader thathat ofHall and Pekarek
Doehler (2011)which emphasizeresources that speakers use to criedgeactional
competenceather than its coonstructed nature.

The nextchallenge fointeractional competencesearchers is the practicality of
assessmenés the roots of interactional competence research aret @Ahe most

commonly used research methbetbwever, CA research requires naturally occurring
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datg which does not includeontrived test formats such as language proficiency
interviews, group discussiorandrole-plays. As the primary goal of CA researchers is to
describe talkin-interaction, using CA to assess speakers is a purpose for which the
methodology is iHsuited.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 contaiimstiaesuch as
pausing, intonation, word fragments, and +venbal behavior. #nthough modern
softwarecanautomaticallytranscriberecordings, those transcripts requiegeful

checking and notatiny researcher#\ general guideline is that for inexperienced
researchers, creating a Jeffersonian transcript rediir@ses the length of the

recording (Hepburn & Bolden, 201 Hor example, a orminuterecordingrequires 10
minutes to transcribén additionto the training and time requirements of CA, another
issue is generalizability. GRAased studiesontaindetailed examinatiagof small data

sets and typically presentlgra few features for discussion. Howeveratures examined

in one study could be taglependent, and therefatecan be difficult to make valid
generalizations to wider contexts (lwashita et al., 2021).

An alternative to using CA for assessinteractional competengs usingrating
scalesAlthough selectispects ointeractional competenage assessed on major
speaking testuch as IELTS anthe Cambridge English Test (see Iwashita et al., 2021
for a summary;, only a handful ofating scales that focus ameractional competence
have beemublished(e.g.,Ikeda, 2017Neiriz, 2023, Syquia & Leeming, 202¥pun,

2021). One reason for this could be that thread and multfaceted nature of
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interactional competengecessitates that rating scales hahegh level of detailwhich

can limit their practicalityFor example Nakatsuhara et al2018) createdwo

interactional competenameckliss, with a full versionand a concise versiohlowever,

even the conciseersion has 13 subategorie®n which to evaluate speakeadarge
number of criteridhatlikely necessitatemultiple viewings by raterdn Youn (2015,

2020), pragmatic competence was evaluated by having participants perform two open
role-plays one wih a trainer interlocutor acting as a professor, and the other with a
classmate of similar statusach roleplay took 30 minutes to complete, amb rating
scales were useth addition, the raters required training in using the rating criteria.
Similar to Youn, lkeda (2017) also used open-fg/sto evaluate the pragmatic
competence of university studenBarticipants completedonologic and dialogic tasks

in whichtheyperformed various speech awtth manipulated variables suels social
status andevel ofimposition The use of six differerble-plays significantlyincreasd

the generalizability of the resultsut Ikeda also found that monologtasksuch as
recording a voice message were highly correlated with the dialogue tasks. Ikeda
suggestedhatmonologuesrea viable, less resource intensive format for assessment of
pragmatic competenclk summary, these threstudies useduantitative methoddhat
required less time and training tha®A. The multifaceted nature ahteractional
competencaecessitates not only the presence of other speakers, but also the evaluation
of several interactional practicB&/ong & Waring,2021) that are not currently assessed

by major standardized tests.
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A third challenge is the question to what extet¢ractional competenaan be
assessed independigrirom other related construcfBo reiteraté interactional
competencés a broad construat 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 intertwiwgtl interactional competencan
contrast to traditional views of SLih whichlanguage learning is seen as the acquisition
of a formal system that can subsequently be used (Pekarek Doehler, 2019). Therefore,
from a theoretical perspectiviateractional competen@ssessment necessitates the
evaluation of both language ability and interactierom a practical standpoimtssessing
the two constructs independenigydifficult. Roever and Kasper (2018ifferentiatel
between two perspectives on language testing: a psycholinguoiiticdualist
perspectiveand a sociolinguistinteractional perspective. The former is the more
common form of language testimgwhichindividuals and their abilities are assessed.
The | at er as s e sacktheir effpcts arklistenersiin relation to @ easiety
of contextual factors. In short, the former is a reductive, and the latter is an expansive
approach to assessmemtteractional competencesearch is clearly more suited to the
latter approachyutthere is one notable drawback. Including more contextual faators
the research degi and usingnteractional data instead of monologic tasks introduces
variability, thus limiting the generalizability of any inferencBsawn, 2003 ;Galaczi,

2014 Green, 2Q0).
The fourth challenge in interactional competence research is that the relationship

betweennteractional competenck2 general proficiencyandpragmaticcompetence
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remains undeesearchedA recent study by Roever and lkeda (20@8npared

proficiency scores on tHEOEFL iBT test to interactional competence scores on six role
plays. They found that proficiency accounted38r77%of thevariancefor interactional
competenceSpeaking about the related conceppiafgmatic competence, Ross
(personal communication, October 31, 20d8%ed that researchers have not provided
any empirical evidence that pragmatic competence is distinct from L2 general
proficiency.Therefore, it must be acknowledged that interactional competeciodes

components typically considered to be within the realpra§matis research such as

the ability to adjust oneds s mteractohal based

o

competence ubsumes those el ements and as Carrol

competence lies at a deeper, more foundational lbaaldoes traditionally defined
linguistic competence and may well represent the crucible within which linguistic skills
ar e f or g eAtthouglithe link2b&t@epmteractional competencé2 general
proficiency, andragmaticcompetence remain uncledine areas of interest this study
areformulaic language antthe interactional practiceshich constitute interactional
competence.
The Role of CeConstruction and Sociocultural Context

In the following sectiond describe studies of individual interactional practices

that are relevant to this study: topic development-taking, and backchanneling. |

selected these interactional practices for the treatment based on several factors. First, they

appear on Galacand Taylo6s (2018)metaphorical diagram of spoken interaction

Second, they are amenable to instruction, in contrast to other interactional practices such
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as nonverbal behavior. Third, the participants could benefit from instruction on these
areas, which | determined based on my previous observations.

Topic development was one of several characteristics of mutuality investigated by
Galaczi (2014)Mut vual i ty, or fAthe creation of share
(Galaczi, 2008, p. 97) is an umbrella term for practices that speakers useottstroict
interaction. Galaczi2014)examined three aspects of mutuality: topic development
moves, speaker selection and ttaking, and listener suppofthe data for this study
were video recordings of paired speaking tadks 41) fromCambridge English
speakingtess. Testtaker videos ranging fro@EFR(Council of Europe, 220) levels
B1 to C2 were selecte@he mixedmethods desigwas a combination c€A and
guantitativedatain the form of coding for interactional featur€salaczi found that
lower-level (B1)conversationfiad lowmutuality, with speakers often failing to expand
on their partnds topicsand frequeninter-turn gapsAt higher proficiency levels, there
was greateuptake and developmeotf t he ot her speakerdés topi
support movesuchas backchanneling.wo conclusions can be drawn from this study.

First, the findings suggest that mutuaditparticularly through topic development and
listener suppod@ correlates with language proficiency, highlighting the need for
pedagogical approaches that explicitly develop interactional competelosver-level
learnersSecond, the results demonstrate the value of a mietdods 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 turntaking system was originally described in a seminal study by ®aeks
(1974) as a largely subconscious system of rules that governs the allocation and taking of
turns-at-talk in conversationThe study challenged the idea that everyday talk was
disorganized andhowed how conversation is locally managed by speakieesstudy
stated that talk consists of tucnnstructional units (TCU), and at the end of each TCU a
transition relevance place (TRP) occursansitions between turra-talk oftenoccur
with no gap or overlgpand a simplified version of the tuatiocation mechanisms was
provided in the Terminology subsection of Chaptekrdother findingwasthat speakers
seek to avoid silence in conversation, particularly tien gaps longer than one second.
However, language learners sometimes mistakenly believe thatumegaps signal that
it is another per s ond.Suchmiscamceptions campresaltkin ( Car r
classroom discussions that proceed fixed order with longperiodsof 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 pragmatic€One such early study was by White (1989), who investigated the
differences irbackchanneling between L1 English and L1 Japanese speakers were
investigatedy White (1989). She analyzed 20 conversations between pairs of speakers:
10 between native Japanese and native English speakers, five between native Japanese
speakers (in &glish), and five between native English speakers. Similar to other studies
(e.g., Cutrone, 2014, lke, 2010; Maynard, 1986, 1990), White founthihdapanese

speakers backchaneedimore frequentlyhan the American speakefhesefindings also

58



supported Maynardés (1986) claim that dur.
speakers and Americans, Japarnesaplebackchannel 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 thiffedence was the Japanese concept of
omoiyari White stated that Athe concept gener e
of smooth and pleasant human interactions. This is believed to ultimately bring emotional
payoffs i n humamotheravbrdst Japanese fistefers tend@or ) . I
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 betw the Americans and Japanese speakers, the
Americans increased the amount of backchanneling they provided. In conversations with
speakergrom the same culture (i.e., Japandapanese, Americalimerican), the
Japanesspeakers éckchanneled an average68.3 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). Wttiibwited this phenomenon to
accommodationin which people adjust their accent, diction, or other aspects of speech to
match their partnerds speech.

White (1989) did not examine narerbal behavior for backchanneling, but this
interactional featurgvas analyzed by Maynard (1990). Using a contragiikeapproach,

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 countealfor ne
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
moreoftenthan their L1 English counterparts. One reason that she attriioutieid
phenomenon is that for both groups, backchanneling is more likely to occur at or near
speaker pauses. In Japanese, final particles suwh s andyo often occurred at or
near these pauses and indicate where backchanneling is appropriate. Those instances can
also be signaled with auxiliary verb endings suctleshou i s nét ,andia-naii ght ?)
( i s n @hich gerfomfunctiors similar totag questions. Furthermore, backchanneling
also occurs at major clausal and sentential junctions, athdse speaking turns have
fewer clauses than muktiause turns that are common in English. Both White (1989) and
Maynard (1990) indicated that during English conversations, L1 Japanese and L1 English
speakerdackchannetlifferently, and therefore backchanneling is a worthwhile target for
instruction.
l nstruction of Spoken I nteracti

| now examine relevant instructional studiesifaeractional competence
Although te terminteractional competenogas first used decades ago (Kramsch, 1986)
it was notuntil recently that instructional studies fateractional competendeganto
appear (Salaberry & Kunitz, 2019). Kunitz and Yeh (2019) divided instructional studies

of interactional competendeto two types. The first type are studies that prescribe best
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principles for instruction and how practitioners can determine the needs of their students
to create researdbased teaching materidks.g., BarrajeRohan, 1997, 2011; Betz &

Huth, 2014) The second type are studies tlmatison teaching specific interactional
practices (e.g., Carroll, 20b;1Salaberry & Kunitz, 2019; Wong, 201Which Kunitz

and Yeh described &A-inspired In this sectionl discussan exemplarpest practices

study (BarrajaRohan, 2011) and several GAspired studies that targetespacts

relevant to this study: tustaking 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, BRotzga
(2011) began by recording, transcribing,
participants were 20 loweto intermediatdevel English language learners of primarily
Vietnamese origin, who had limited conversational aédidespite having lived in
Australia for several year$hesedata revealed areaswhichthe students could most
benefit from instruction including turtaking, response tokens, assessments, adjacenc
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 transcrptsth®e
course of 12 weeks, she taught various aspeatsesbictional competende the
participants, and followinthis, assessed their improvement with free conversations.

Although the use of an open format discussion ancbmérolgroup makes it dif€ult to

draw any definitive concl uganedmsichknsweegest at e
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about interaction, language and intercultural communication as well as confidence in
speakingEnglish (p. 498). This study is notable
framework and methodology for instructitmat 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 evatuatio
Teaching Turn-Taking and Backchanneling

The unspoken rule systems of tdaking and preference organization were the
focus of studies by Carroll (2011a, 2011b). These studies, chapters from the same edited
book, describe activities that teachers can readily implement in their own classes. For
turntaking, 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 selfselect for a speaking turn. Students also terayéo relyon nextspeaker
selection, frequently attachirftpow about you®@to the end of utterances to indicate the
completion of their speaking tuemd nominate the next speak@arroll preserdda
simplified version of thrulesof Sacks et al. (1974nd then descrilgevarious activities
to developurntakingskills. The activities focusdon developindearnerability to self
select turns during conversation and increasing speed and ease witikingn

Preference organizatigran oftenneglected aspect of communication, was the
instructional target in Carroll (2011b). Carroll noted tBaglishlanguaggextbooks
rarely feature dialogs with realistic preference organization and therefore most students
are likely to be unfamiliar with thee sequenceBreference organizatiqgfomerantz

1984 refers to how speaketgpically frame their responséspreferred responses are
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utteredquickly, and dispreferred responses are delayed. Some examples of dispreferred
responses include rejections, refusals, and disagreements. Speakers often avoid
dispreferred responsesth pre-sequences (Schegloff, 1990), for example, inquiring
whether somebody is available before making an invitation. Carroll described four
practices that speakers useerform dispreferred resposssilence, excuses, delays,
and repair. Following this, he presented activities and worksheets that could be used in
the language clasoom with little adaptation.

In the same edited book, Olsher (2011a, 2011b) dedaib@ther neglected
aspect of communicatiorespondersor backchanneling. The temespondersefers to
short utterances such @geald andfuh-huho thatcan perform various actions without
the utterer taking a speaking turn. Olstgf11a)began by describing the context for
instruction, an academic language skills class with 18-imglimediate students from
East Asia. These companion chapters describe four types of responders: continuers,
changeof-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. Changwf-state tokensuch agioho can have different effects when
accompanied by other expressions or changes in intonation. News markers such as
fireally?0 indicate that the prior talk was something of special interest. Finally,
assessments suchf@good allow the utterer to describe events positively or negatively.
Similar © the chapters by Carroll (2011a, 2011b), Olgfhéd 1a, 2011bjlescribed

usefulactivitiesfor 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 |istenership as Athe ability to dis
byproducing turns that are well dnedspetto t he
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 chaRgesyear university studentsl (
= 19)received the treatmentser the course of two semesteédone of the participants
had studied Chinese before or used it at hdfaeh teaching unit consisted of four
phrases: an analysis of interaction between L1 speakers, an analysis of interaction
between LlandL2 speakers, guided written production/analyses, and guided oral
production. The participants performed four conversatibasvere recorded and
transcribed. The findings indicated that aftes treatmenthe participants showeah
increase iractive listeimg containingmore elaborate form3heir ability to introduce
and continue discussion of current topatso improvedalthough switching between
topics remained problematiEven thougtthe researchers could not determiteether
improvements in interactional practices were due to the treatments alone, they noted that
students who receivdtietreatments realized the linguistic practices nmumesistently
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 studiesimteractional competengastruction, 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 instructioimé&ractional competencstudies
into two types: studies that prescribe general principles, and studies that present teaching
materials for certain aspectsinferactional competenich as telephone conversation
openings (e.g., Wong, 2011). However, there are limitations with the latter typeyf stud
as they typically only provide instruction for just one aspect of spoken interaction.
Furthermore, participant improvement is typically demonstratdu @4, and sometimes
with only a few excerptsis evidence to support larger claimsntéractionakcompetence
researchergse parametric statistitisis couldstrengthen their claims and allow them to
compare different speaking contexifie use of quantitative methods could provide
greater replicability and practicality at the expense of the rich description Gir@A,
researcherge.g., Dai, 2021; Roever & Dai, 2023yquia & Leeming, 2024; Vo, 20p4
are exploringalternative methods of assessment sgctiha use of rating scales.
Gapisn t he laintde rRetsierag ch Rati onal e

Despite the increase in studiesmeractional competenaeithin the past decade,
there are several gapsthe literatureparticulaly with how the concept relates to other
aspects of factn-face communicatiorl.begin by identifyinggapsin EAP textbook
research before discussing a lack of reseandbrmulaic languagendinteractional
competencerlo reiterate, | use the term formulaic language to refer to woltil
expressions in generdbrmulaic sequences to refer to specific muitird 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 wlmainulaic languageppeas in EAP
textbooks, what functions perforns, and whethett is treated systematically by
publishers. It is possible that EAP textbdokmulaic languagandits functionsdo not
resemble thse inareference corpus of EAP materials. If this is the case, then learners
are not exposed to the language of the target domain, anth&&P textbooksdo not
adequatelyprepare learners to succeed in higher education, the primary objediine of
EAP field. At presentresearctstudies that have examined formulaic language use in
EAP textbooks have typically featuragmall number of titlege.g., Moreno, 2003;
Wood, 2010) or specific genresAP (e.g, Chen, 2010; Wood & Appel, 201dather
than general EAP which is the focus of this study.

The second gap in the literature is a lack of reseavolitformulaic sequenceasa
EAP textbooksand whether they appear with sufficient frequeimcg reference corpus
to be considered authentic. As it is generally agreed upon thafrbagiency vocabulary
should be taught before lewnd midfrequency vocabulary, it is crucial tavestigate
whetherEAP formulaic sequencesre used frequently in relidle academic speaking
eventsFor example, som®rmulaic sequencebat appear it AP textbooks to ask for
opinionsarefiwhat do you thinfjofiwh at 6 s y @fdo yoo lave mnythimg to add
andil et 6 s get vy o wEAPteXtbmakgdo hosgeremally prdvides .
information about which expressions are Righlow-frequency, therefore, all
expressions are treated as equally worth learfingddition, metapragmatic information

thatcanhelp learners select appropriédemulaic sequencas rarely provided (Roever,
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2022).Not all formulaic sequenceare used with equal frequendlgereforeinvestigating
which expressionare most often used in naturatigcurringtalk is essential.

The third gaps thatresearchers have not quantified the relationships between
formulaic languageindividual interactional practicegeneral language proficienand
overallinteractional competenc&everal datalriven 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 i@ps to identify interactional features and contrdalito the
development of rating scales. Combined with-Based studies of individual
interactional practices (see Pekaf2ehler, 20190r an overview), researchers have
outlinedmany of thepractices thatonstituteinteractional competenckelowever,except
for Vo (2024, few researcherbave investigated thextentto which those practices
contribute to overalinteractional competencand many questions remaif®r
example, backchanneliray interactive listeningpas been included as a theme in many
studies (e.g., May et al., 202Qakatsuhara et al., 201B)t Ross (2018) suggested that it
might lack stability as an assessment faBatkchanneling occurs more frequently than
other interactional practicés.g., rsuading, but it is conceivable that less often
observed interactiong@racticesmight be seen as more important to ratensally,
althoughthe relationship between general language proficiencyrdaacdhctional
competence has been examimadny questioneemain(Pekarek Doehler, 2019).

Thefourthgap in the literature is that althoutitereare numerous instructional

studies for interactional competence, the majority of those studies have not employed

67



guantitative methodolog¥CA, a qualitative methodology, has been most often used for
examining interactional competencéelimitation of CA is that, a€reswell and Creswell
(2022) notedwithqu al i t ati ve research Athe intent of
generalize findings to individuals, sites,
However, if qualitative methods are combined vgthantitativemethods as in mixed
methods approag¢thenthe generalizability of findings can be increadédvertheless,
CA remains a commonly used approachifstructional studies, angcentresearch
(Kley et al., 2021; Kunitz & Yeh, 201¥eh, 2018) hashown the value of this approach.
Ai ms &fudye

The firstaim of this studywasto provide a better understandin§EAP textbook
formulaic languagand the functions that they perfarRreviousresearcherge.g., Chen,
2010; Cheng & Warren, 2007; Miller, 2011; Wood & Appel, 20have examined
formulaic languag@ EAP textbooks, howevemany questions remain unanswered
Another reason to examine EAP textbooks again is becausttleswre published
every year, anchore recent editions migbe created usingorpus linguisticer
incorporate newesearch findingsCorpusbased textbookare gradually becoming the
norm(McCarten, 2022), butecausgublishes do not typically disclose their methqds
this is aresearch arethat deserveslose examinatiorilhis issueis especially important
because in mangducationatontexts the teacher and textbook are the primary sources of
the target language for students. In addition, the textbook is the dafiaftiusof many

language courses.
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The seconim of this studyvasto investigatehe authenticity oformulaic
sequenceffom EAP textbooksFormulaic sequencegereconsidered authentic if they
appeaedwith sufficient frequency in the reference corpdewever, it should be noted
that high frequency does nm¢cessarilyconnote authenticityfpr exampleJow-
frequencyformulaic languagsuch as idioms are authentic. Nevertheless, frequency can
indicate which expressions are used nadtenthan others, and which do not appear
be usedt all inreatlife speech event®etermining the authenticity of expressions is
important becaustne primaryobjective of EAP to prepare students to communicate in
English in an academic setting, and one aspietttis preparation is language
development (de Chazal, 201#)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.

Thethird aim of this studywasto investigatewhich interactional practices
contribute to overaltatings of interactional competenard the strengths of those
connectionsMuch 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 competetfdbe findings of this studindicate
which interactional practicaafluencerater perceptions moghese resultsould
contribute to future rating scale development. The resuolitd alsandicateto second
languagdeachers which interactional practiGee worthy ofinstruction. If teachers
combineal these results with an analysis of their studimeedsthis couldalsobe useful

for curriculum planning.
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Thefourthaim of this studywasto investigatethe effectiveness an
instructional treatment on formulaic language, interactional practices, and overall
interactional competence. This studkes as generally agreed principle that formulaic
languagesuch asingle vocabulary items, can taught Similarly, interactional
competence can also be taught and as Huth and Betz (2019YgVat¢ake the
learnability, teachability and overall utility of IC in instructed language learning as
givero (p. 323) However, this area is undegsearched and there is little that is known
aboutwhat areas tteach,and which methods are effective for improvintgractional
competene (Kunitz & Yeh, 2019)The final aim of this studwasto bring some clarity
to this area.

Resediyplmt heses

Thefollowing hypotheses guideithstudy:

Hypothesisl: The most frequeriexical bundlesn EAP textbooks perform different
functions than the most frequelgxical bundlesn a corpus of spoken academic
American English.

Conversatioomoves such as giving opinions, agreeing, and disagreeing are
commonin bothEAP textbooksand spoken languagdowever,EAP textbooks also
include expressions to perform less common moves such as interrupting, getting the
audi encebs att ent iEAPExtbakguesdntdearderswighamdmray f | o o
of expression$o perform these actions, but whidb not reflectheir frequency of

occurrence in spoken communication.
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Hypothesi2: The majority offormulaic sequencdbat appear il AP textbookscannot
be considered authentiecause they do not appear with sufficient frequency in a corpus
of spoken academic English.

Numerougesearcher haverecommenddthat publishers createnglishlanguage
textbooks using corptisformed methodge.g., BardowHarlig et al., 205, Gavi ol i &
Aston, RO®mM&rand200M5) ecent years there has b
corpus linguistics for textKonkidregdtnigon h(e
inconsistent use of coheumultiingudesetofcsolbjye
Englishtleanpoads, andwdme Vvacdbulhanty it ems
mo rad t e n t formulaic tamgaag€Schmitt & Schmitt, 202Q) e k peedc hfad w
EAPextfhbmrorkul ai cwosuehgleéhcecieseri aut henti city.
Hypothesis3: Key interactional practices, or actions that represent individual criteria of
the IC rating scaleyill have significant relationshgwith overall interactional
competence.

Researchers have identified a constellation of actions that can demonstrate
interactional competence. For example;Gdhtani and Roever (2018) noted differences
in prefatory actions prior to requesighich increased in length and sophistication as
proficiency of the participants increaséchother example is Hellermann (2008)ho
examined task opening and closings, storytelling, and repair.
More recently, Vo (2024) identified six nonverbal behaviors Hihderbal behaviors that
could be added to the interactional competence construct. These behaviors could be

organized into four categoriesonverbal communication, interactional management,

71



topic managemengnd interactive listenind first decidel which interactional practices
representeeachcriterionof the ICRating Scale then courgd or measured them.
Following this,| performeda series of correlatiorendpredictedthat there wuld be
statistically significant relationships between participant actions and interactional
competence ratings
Hypothesist: Explicit instruction ofinteractional practices in conjunction withrmulaic
languagéhasa positive effecbn participant interactional competence scores assigned by
raters during group discussions

The treatmentsadeparticipants aware of the importance of the interactional
practices and provididhem with conventional expressions to accomplish those actions.
In addition,formulaic languagese inconversatiorcould have cognitive benefits
(Bygate, 1988; Ellis, 1996; Kuiper, 189Skehan, 2018andtherefore allow participants
to improve other aspects of their communication such as flu&iegn thatinteractional
competence encompasses many aspects of communicative ability, eeitpect
instructionon formulaic languagand interactional practicés have a smallsignificant
effect.

ChaptSumnary

In this chapterl began byproviding an ofterused definition of foreign language
beforediscussing the role dnglish languagextbooks in the language classroom and
several studies that have examined EAP textbooks. Researchers with different research
interests and backgrounds have repeatedly made the same recomménttiation

publishers incorporate more findings from researchkmtglish languagéextbooks One

72



research finding thd&nglishlanguageextbooks have incorporated are word lists, land
described several notable orleat are related to this research stuyen | discussed
formulaic language anwrmulaicsequences before summarizing the findings of studies
on formulaiclanguagenstruction.Following this, | discussed two influential models of
communicative competence which provided the foundation for conceptual&zation
interactional competenc&hen, lexamined several studies that focused dlividual
interactional practiceshich have been included in conceptualizationgtdractional
competence. However, | noted that operationalizing interactional competence is difficult
anddescribedsarious challengefor researchers in this field. Finallydiscussed studies

of spoken interaction instruction before noting gaps in the literancethe aims and

researchhypotheses of this study.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODS
In this chapter, beginby describing the specific educational context in which the
study was conducted and the participaRtdlowing this | describe thenstruments
treatmentprocedures, anBasch analysid-inally, | describe the statistical procedures
that | used.
Context of the Study
Datawascollected froma private coeducationalniversiy in western Japa The
hensachideviation value)or rough measure of general academic |afahe school
ranges from 8to 62.5 (Minna no daigaku joho, n.dA hensachiscore of 50 represents
the national averagand 10 points is one standard deviatibinerefore, thdéaensachior
this institution indicates that the participants badage to above averageoficiency.
Students in tauniversity takgour semesters of required English courses fedosa
listening, speaking, reading, and writiskjlls. The participantsvereenrolled in English
communication skills coursehatfocusel on developingfluency andcommunicative
competencysee AppendiB).
Participants
The participantgN = 76) werestudentsat a privatecoeducationaliniversity in
western Japawho werefrom various majors. Sixtact classes @i 25 students
participated in the studyRarticipant agesangedirom 18 22 years oldThe majority of
participants were femal@ = 51, M = 25). Nearlyall the participants were native

Japanese speakers; however, there was one participant whose L1 was Mostafh
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the participants were at the CEFR Basic lelsaked on the results of the Versant English
Test(Al =16, A2=28, A2+=23,B1=4,B1+=1,C1=0, C2=0, missing data 4).
The participantbiadreceivedan average of six to eight years of previous English
language instruction from elementary to high schimohddition, 18participants reported
that they had either studied or lived abroadh 15 weeks being the averdgagthof
stay.Thisinformation was obtained via a Japanese background questionnaire (Appendix
C) which was originally writtein English (AppendiXD) and then translatedto
Japanesby a professional translator.

Participants gave consent dailingual consent forrfAppendixE). No
participants chose to withdraw from the study. HowevVer studenhaddeclined to
participate in the study, thesyill completel the discussion taskisecauseheywere
normal classroom activitiebuttheir data would not be included in the stulslyaddition
participantshadthe choice tavithdraw fromthe study at any time. | colleatvideo
recordingsof the participantas well as background questionnaire datd thereforelata
protectionwasof the utmost importarc For that reasom anonymked participant names
and the filesverepassword protectedhe password protected fileseresaved on a USB
drive thatis stored in a locked cabintt which only | have a ket the conclusion of
the study, | debriefdthe participants about the aims of tkeearch angrovided my
email address in case thejshedto accesshe completed dissertation.

I nstrument s

The following sections describe the instruments that were used in this study.
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EAP Textbook Corpus

To investigatethe functions that EAP textbod&rmulaic languag@erform,| first
createl the target corpysereatfter referred to as the Textbook English for Academic
Purposes (TEAP) Corpuskestablishedelectioncriteriaensure that theorpus accurately
reflected language contained in EAP textbo@ee Table). | focusedon commercially
availableEAP textbooks from major publishing companasheCEFR(Council of
Europe, 202021 B1 level. Thoseproficiency levelsncludevariouspractical
communicatiorfunctionssuch agyreetings, farewells, invitations, suggestions, and
apologiesMaterialsfrom these levelgvas dso at an appropriate levér most of the
participantdecausenostJapanese learners of English are at theAR1CEFR level
which is callediBasic Use According to Negishi et al. (2013), after five years of
Englishinstruction 57% of secongear Japanese high school students were g }pre
35% atAl, 7% atA2, and only 1% were above Blhe EAP textbookshad tosatisfy
seveal other requirements for inclusion in thEAP corpus EAP textbook content
needed to bacademic and contain spwklanguagsuch as audio recordings of lectures
and discussions. To avoid discrepancies between American and British English registers,
only titles containing American Englisivereincluded.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, theEAP textbookshad to beéhe most recengditionsat the time of analysis

| first created the TEAP corpus by scanning audio scripts and video scripts from

the selecte@AP textbooks and saving them as PDHsen, sing Optical Character
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Recognition, | converted the data from e&#P textbook into a plain text file and
checked each text for scanning errors. When PDFs of audio scripts and videovszgpts
available from the publisher, | did not check them for scanning errors but only deleted
unrelated materiallhe following are examples dfta that wreexcluded repeated
text/excerpts from longer sections, headings, and page numbers. | also excluded
monologues and dialogues less than three lines in length as they tyweagxcerps
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 d&AP 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 wnttegister. To maintain consestcy and
avoid having to make numerous judgement calls and assumptiongtabobjectives of
tasks | only used audio scripts and video scripts.
Table2. Criteria for Inclusion in theEAP Textbook Corpus

CEFR level A21 B1

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 backgraliguestionnairevasto know whether participants

receivedadditioral exposure to Englisbutside of the classroom such as through
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studying or living abroadAfter providing their consent, the students completed the
background questionnaire (Appendi€2andD), which gathered information to help
explain their pretest and posttestrformanceln the first £ctionof the questionnaire
participants providébasic information such as their major, first language, and gender. In
the second section of the questionngiaticipants providedetails about their
standardized test scores and any experience studying or living abroad.
Speakingand Listening Proficiency Assessment

Prior to receiving any treatments, participaotsk the Versant English Test
(Pearson, 20080 measure their speaking proficiency. This instrumeafli&minute
spokenonline testwhich uses artificial intelligence (Al) to rate testker speaking
ability. The test is organized into six sectioR&ading RepeatShort Answer Questions
Sentence Build$tory RetellingsandOpen Questiongee Tabled). Examinees read or

listen to the prompts and resporetbally; there is no writing component.

Table3. 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 6324, 10, 3, and 2, respectively.
Theskills that are measured are: fluency, pronunciation, sentence ynasigabulary,

intelligibility, and overall ability.The testretest reliability of the Versant English Test is
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high, as indicated by correlations for three different administration modatitre8.94
0.77; Pearson, 2008).

Although thetestis short, it correlates highly with the IELTS and TOEFL iBT.
Bernstein et al. (2010) found that the correlation between VetsagtishTest(Pearson,
2008)scores and IELTS interviews was .77, and the correlation between VEEnggish
Testscores and TOEFL iBT speaking scores wasHtvever, Isbell and Kremmel
(2020) cautioned thdttigh correlations between testges not mean that scom®
interchangeabld.eemingandHarris (2022) compared Versaknglishtest scores to a
rating scale measuring complexity, accuracy, fluency cantmunicative effectiveness
They noted that both tests were significantly correlatgavith small to medium effect
sizes (Plonsky & Oswald, 2014ndconcluded thait was possible that thenderlying
constructf the twotestswere differentNevertheess,Versanttesttakers receive a
CEFR level, which is anore accurate estimate of participant proficiency than self
reported test scoreAnother advantage of the test is its practicality, as test administrators
do not need to mark the test amminedotal score andcores for individual sections
can be accessed online shortly after completion
Target Formulaic SequenceAssessment

Participants completia written fill -in-the-blank productive assessment for the
targetformulaic sequencdsefore and after the treatmernt$ietest isreferred to as G
test(AppendixF) and has been usedseveraltudies (e.g.Schmitt et al.2004).An
example test item is shown kiigurel. The targeformulaic sequences embedded in a

sentenceghowever, participants only see fivst letter of each word in the formulaic
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sequenceThis prevents teégakers from providing appropriate but ntargetformulaic

sequencedfter reading the test item, participants write the target formulaic sequence

A: Thereds a new drink at Starhb
B:T is i NN ™EA | 9)
A: I heard that ités delicious.
Correct answer: That is interesting

Figurel. C-Test Example Item

According to Schmitt (20J)Qthis form of assessmecdinbe considered form recall.
Although researchers such as Bardduarlig (2015) recommend that tlewaluation task
match the target mode of communication (uUsinga spoken task to measure speaking),
McLean(personal communication, January 15, 2023gd that if a person can write an
expressionthen they are likely to be able to speak it as vt the sake of practicality
this assessmemtas administered as a written test rather than a spogeMieor

mistakes by tediakers such as singulphdral or word formerrorswere marked as

correct.

The targetormulaic sequencgd able4) on the Gtest were five phrases for
backchannelingfiright 0l seepft hat 6 s oOfheat 6t Bd@tds a good
pointd), and five phrases for checking comprehengibtndé m 6fy oiuy medyoué ,
ar e s a@Wdiindg éy, o afis tha §ight). | selected these expressions based on
several factors. The first factor whether they exceeded the authenticity threshold of 10
words per million (BardovHarlig et al., 2015). The second factor was ease of
instruction, and | selected expressions thaitild be easyto 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
sequenceyecauseé did notwishto teachhow to doactionssuch as giving opinions or
agreeing which they could perform without issues. Further details about how the target
formulaic sequences were seled®dh the Selection of Formulaic Sequences for
Treatments section of Chapter 3.
Group Discussion

Working in groups of three or four, participants perforrad@minute oral
discussiortask before the start of the treatment, and another at the end of the treatment
There are several reasons for usinggimip discussiofor assessment. First, tgeoup
discussiorwas 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 convensatiercloselythan
interactive test formats such as oral proficiency interviews (Kasper & Ross, 2013). Third,
theformat does not necessitate the ustrahed interlocutorg-ourth 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 recodsuliltaneouslythe
recordings can beiewedfor assessmert a later time

A few features of how thgroup discussiowasadministeredn this study merit
discussionFirst, 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 highaficiency groups often

neededess time than loweproficiency 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, | was interested in observing which group members took the initiative to
keep the conversation going during any inevitable lapses in conversation. Grovpssize
alsolimited to three or four members. Nakatsuhara (2011) notegtbap discussia

from three to seven participants appear in the literature, but Galaczi and Taylor (2020)
recommended that group size be limitedhi@eor four people to allow all members to

speak and to lessen the burden of assessment for raters.

Table4. TargetFormulaic Sequencder This Study

Function Target Formulaic Sequence
Backchanneling Right

| see

Thatdéds interes

That 6s soé

That és a good
Checking comprehension Il 6m sorry

You meane

You are saying
Did you sayé
éls 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 marticipants were also not allowed to prepare or take notes before
they began speaking. McDonald (2020) labeled this condition an unplanredkre
condition and stated that it avoids adding another source of variabijtptp
discussions. Lam (2019) noted that if groups are allowed to prepare, they often script
their discusion, resulting in performances that are more difficult for raters to assess.

Secondthe topics for thgroup discussionccurring prior to the treatment and following
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the treatment would differ analowbae counterb
researcher to control the effects of nuisance variables in designs where the same
participants are repeatedly subjected to conditions, treatments, or&timgliCor r i er o,
2017).

To ensure fairness and control for potential test effects igrthe discussion
task, careful measures were taken in the selection and counterbalancing of discussion
topics.For example, on the prete&roup 1 speaks about topi¢ &hd Group 2 speaks
about topic BOnN the posttesGroup 1speaksabout topic B and Group 2 epksabout
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 assgssme
formats. With interactional data such asgneup discussiothere are a multitude of
factors that can affect speaker performance. A risk of using the same topic twice is a
testing threain whichthe effect of taking a test affects the outcome of subsequent test
administrations. It is conceivable that if the groups were to ha@enainute 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 tadieartedin
difficulty, a group of teacherrated topics for perceived levels of difficulty for
discussion, and topics at similar difficulty levels were cho8eran additional
precautionjn the Facetgprogram (Linacre, 2022hetopic facet was anchored control
for slightdifferences in topic difficulty.

Thegroupdiscussions werkmited to a single topic for the entirety of the 10

minutes. Therefore, the participants wprevented fronsmoothly moing 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 mast nati
Englishspeakers buwould pose a challenge to English language learners. By including
this requirement, | could observe how groups hanadigdong periods of silence, and
which participants would make efforts to begin the discussions again. The second
rationale is thaafterthe treatment group participants experienced long periods of silence
on the pretest would teach therthe interactional practice of topic expansduring the
treatment Topic expansion italking about various aspects or tangents of a ttpic
continue a discussiofror example, the general topic of study abroad could include any
number of other subjects such as costs, possible destinations, and homesdickness.
decided to include this interactional practice as part of the traatmeeause, in my
teaching experience, English language learnersttesditchtopics very frequentlyAs a
result of frequent topic changes, the English language learnersnaigelifferenttopics
but discusshemin a superficial mannenhe third rationale for the singtepic
requirement for thgroup discussiomwas 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 witlfialleving 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 discoutsa the student pairs produce may
therefore hardly be comparable. (p. 296)
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Therefore, for the reasons | have describedgtbap discussiaswere limited to a single
topic.

Thegroup discussiowas conducted using the following procedure. Prior to the
start of the activity, | arranged the classroom so that theregreupingsof three to four
desks. At each group of desks there wamsinuction sheet (Appendi®), anApple
iPod Nano for video recordingnd aBlue Yeti Snowball microphone for audio
recording. After participants entered the classroom, they sat down in groups of three or
four thatthey had selselected during a previous class. After checking whether there
were any questionstlirned on the recording devicagt 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, |
stopped the recordindevicesand collecteall the materials.
|C Rating Scale

Interactional competenamnsists o number of interactional skills and forms of
knowledge; therefore, tHeur criteria of the IC Rating Scale (Appendi) are not a
comprehensive reflection of an individual 6
other actions such as initiating and closing conversations, interrupting, breakdown repair,
and norverbal behavior (Galaczi & Taylor, 2018). Speakers daisetall these
interactional skilleequally, their use of skills idocal andcontext sensitivelherating
scalewasdesigned for small group discussions and has been validated (Syquia &
Leeming, 2024), therefore, the instrument wasppropriate tool for assessmehhe

follow sections describe the rating scale criteria.
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Conversation InvolvemenbDescription

Conversatiorinvolvement refers to how active or passive speakers are during
conversation, and the extent to which they attend to interad@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 sco@efwersation
Involvementis attentive to the other speakers in the conversation. For example, they
might ask clarification questions, fill in awkward silences, or encourage quieter group
members t@epeak.The raters assessed this construct by examining how active each
individual participantwasduring discussias) taking into consideration how many
speaking turns theypok as well agheir total amount of speaking tim&lthough
communication problenmmay not often occuthis criterionalsoincludes speakeds
efforts to resolveuchsituations.
Developing and Maintaining Discussiobescription

Developing andMaintainingDiscussion refers to the ability of speakertal&
about their own and othersé ideas at | engt
Galaczi(2008 2014) and Storch (200®)at lower-proficiencyspeaker conversations
often proceed as a disjointed set of ideas, with speakers saying their own simple thoughts
andengagingninimallywi t h ot h@nrhg éthei hdne,amversations between
higherproficiency speakers display higher amountmatualityandspeakers spend
more time discussing boththeirwn | deas and tThezaterseylaatet ner s 6
participants based on how often they introdlicew ideas and how often they expadd

upon the ideas of other participants. The quality of participant contribwtiasalso

86



evaluatedecause turnthatwereminimally linked tothe previous turn such agith the
formulaic sequencal think sq tood were awarded lower scores. In contrast, higher
scores were awarded to tuinsvhich participants performed more advanced actions
such as expanding the togievhat do you think aboq}, asking pertinent follovup
guestiongfiwhere do you word), or summarzing for the benefit of all group members
(Ain other words).
Turn-Taking/BackchannelingDescription

Considered one of the most influential findings from CA researchtaking
(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 shtvatgpeakersieed more time
to think ordisagree witha previous utterancé&hisis an example gbreference
organiation(Pomerantz, 1984) antlis closely connected to the tutaking system.
Although L2 learners are experts in their own langutigsy, often displayow
proficiency for turatakingin a second languag8peakers might take turirsa
clockwise order withdpses (Sacks et al., 1974), or long periods of silence, between
turns Alternatively,speakers might select other speakers in a rudimentary manner by
saying Ahow about you?0 or gesturing with
Backchanneling (Yngve, 19Y,0nvhichmeango 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, Speakesafsfi| went t o t he

st

Speaker B says fAokayo .@dndn BipseaddpaneserOn s ay s

lexical backchannel which is uncommon in English, and ther&peaker B would be
considered tthavebackchanne&ldin a more conventional mann&aters evaluated this
criterion by considering the total amount of backchanneling and whether the
backchannels were in English or Japanese.

Communicative Effectiveneddescription

The last criterion in théC Rating Scal€¢AppendixH) is Communicative
Effectivenesswhichconcerngiow adequately speakers convey ideas to other speakers
and how simple or complex those ideas are. Whereas the other corapasehow
speakers interact with others, this criterioausesprimarily onindividuals; itsubsumes
assessment criteria such as grammatical accuracy, fluency, and texigiterion
accounts for two factors, how easily participazgacommunicate ideas, and how
complex thosédeas are. For example, a score of 1 means that a partisipaggles to
communicate even very simple ideas, and a score of 5 means that a participant can
communicate botadvancednd simple ideas without trouble.

The rationale for using th€ Rating Scalés thatinteractional competend®s its
roots in CA, a powerful form of analysis yet one that is tooesuming and requires
considerable training for researchdrstecent 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 scalesifinteractional competence assessment, andaefahe
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published rubrics lack practicality. For example, Nakatsuhara et al. (2018) created two
checkilists, a full and a concise version. Using the concise version, raters must assess 13
features of interaction, divided into four categories. This representsifcsign
workload for raters, especially if they are not able to record the conversations and review
them later. In addition, the use otlaecklist and feedback is useful for teachers and
students buprecludes the use of statistical analyses.

Treat ment

The treatment in this research study coeslief five different lessons that
introducel interactional skillsandthreereview lessos(Table5). Eachtreatmentesson
was25 minutesin lengthfor a total of3 hours an@0 minutesof instructional timeThis
instructional period is between the fAvery
described byardoviHarlig (2015 butwas the longest possible due to course
limitations. The targed of treatmentessons 1 to Wereturn-taking,backchanneling,
topic development, topic expansion, and confirmation checkitngrinitiated self
repair)

In addition, | introducedargetformulaicsequencethat could be used for
interactional practices in two of the treatment lessons (see Tablkeefgcted the
expressiongollowing a procedure described in Bardavarlig et al. (2015)The process
of selecting targdbrmulaicsequences is further described in the Proced@etson In
this section when referring to the 10 formulaic sequences that | taught to the participants,

| use the expression target formulaic sequence.
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Table5. 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 wasan appropriate reference corpus for several reasons. First, it
contains only academic spoken language which matches the focus of this study. Second,
it containsonly North American English, matching the register of BAdP textbook
corpus. Third, thelata is fronseveraldifferentacademic speedventse.g., lectures,
office hours, seminargndadequately represerntgeractionsvhich can greatly vary in
length, substance, and format (Simp&6ach & Leicher, 2006). The representativeness
and size of cgora are both important concerns in corpus linguisiibgreforegven
thoughthe 1.8 million running wordMICASE is dwarfed by more recent corpora that
contain billions of words, itemairedan appropriate reference corpus for this study.

Each treatment lessdollowed a similar pattern. See Appendlifor an overview,
and Appendicedi N for TreatmehLessondli 5. The lessorbeganwith the presentation
of an illustrationshowing a problematic discussion. For example, to highlight problems
with turntaking,a comic stripdepictsspeakers havingstilted conversationn which

they usauncommon expressions to signal the end of their speaking &unth$ong
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periods of silence between speaking turns. | selectatdusieation contenbased on my
teaching experiencesout which interactional practices were common in Japanese
English classrooms, but not common outside of the classilsfben.eliciting responses
from students abowthat problers the comic strip showed explainedwvhat the problem
was and how English learners often performed the interactional pradiee | provided
detailed instructions about how to do the interactionaitizea For the irieractional
practicesof backchannelingndcomprehension checking (othiaitiated selfrepair) |
also introduced thtargetformulaic sequencebat they wouldise After the explicit
instruction, participantthen did practice taskshich progressed frormore controlled to
freer production. Finally, theeatmentesson concludg&with participantdbeing
randomly assigned intgroups of three to four members and havingightminute
discussionPrior to the discussion, | showed a PowerPoint slide with the discussion topic
and the interactionglracticeghat they should perform. Then, | hicattslide of
directionsso that onlythe discussion topiwas displayedThere 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, scissarat the beginning tchoosesides and then argued againstdpposing
team.Unlike a formal debate, this task did m@veatightly controlledstructure, nor did
it involve prior preparation. | used the ted®batdoosely to provide the participants
with a general understanding of the task format.

The treatment lessorm®ntaired several features to hefjarticipantdearn the

interactionalpractices First, thellustrationhumorously shoeda character failing to
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perform the interactiongdracticeand the effect on the discussion. Afteostparticipants
inferredthenature of thgroblem, Iprovided explicit instruction on the interactional
practice, including how to perform it effectively and which behaviors to avbiel.
practice activitieproceededrom more controlled to freer practice activitiasorder for
the participantdo becomeproficiert at theinteractionalpracticesThe practice activities
were gamdike and involved cards, poker chips, and infotioagaptasks During all

the practicectivities | providel feedback to encouragleelearners to perform the
interactionapracticemorefrequentlyor make them aware if they perfoedthe 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
|l earnersd interactional competence. Specif
Roeverds (2022) phases of #e foousoftitissstudyp r a g ma
was notspecificallypragmatics, Roevedentifiedinteraction as one of the four major
areas of pragmatics along with speech acts, implicature, and routines. According to
Roever, thee are six phases of a pragmatics les€iientation/Reactivation Inductive
Presentationoptional),MetapragmaticExplanation AwarenessRaisingDeductive
Presentationoptional),ReceptivePractice, andProductivePractice Each of my
treatment lessons began with a combination ohentationReactivationandInductive
Presentatiorphass. Participants viewed the humoratlastration andhen conferred

with another participardbout the problemrhen,| elicited answers from participangs
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a whole class activityrollowing this, | skipped thMetapragmaticexplanationphase
and did theAwarenessraising/ DeductivePresentatiorphaseNext, | largely skipped the
ReceptivePractice phase as the target behaviors were easpderstandand many
people already perform them in their native langu@gmsitting two of Roevds phases
allowed for more time in thBroductivePractice phasewhich consisted of several
practice activities progreisg from more to lessontrolled anctulminated in theight
minute discussion/debate activity at the end. Although the discussion/debate did not
necessitate the use gecificinteractional practicg participantscouldfreely practice
using the interactional practices that they had learned up to that point.
Thetreatmentessonsalsocontairedseveral features to aid the participants in
acquiring and developing fluency with tteeget brmulaic sequences for backchanneling
and omprehensiorhecking Following theapproach used in Bardekiarlig et al.
(2015),I displayed a PowerPoint slide of tteggetformulaic sequencda concordance
lines that were taken from the MICASE corplis.increase comprehensibility, | adapted
the concordance lines by removidgsfluency markerdn addition, | substitutedasier
wordsfor more difficult onesbased on my teaching experientiketargetformulaic
sequencewere underlined, and the preceding and subsequent turns at talk were also
provided.Figure2 showsan example of theargetf or mu | a i ct hsaetqbuse i cnet efir e :
for backchannelingnd the surrounding concordance lirfest. the treatment and review
aboutotherinitiated selfrepairl also provided worksheegt&hichwere collected at the
end ofeachtreatmentessonto preventparticipantdrom studying outside of classd

thus posing ghreat to validity
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A: we've been funding a lot of uh students from the School of Natural Resources,
which is T

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

Figure2. Adapted Concordance Line for Target Formulaic Sequence Example

The aim of the treatmentgasnot to isolate any singkechnique or variabl
investigatewvhetherthey areeffective or notThus, this study differs from manyuslies
thatseek to control notarget variableso lessen threats to validitps this studyused
interactional data in the form gfoupdiscussions, thengerea greater number of
variables thanvith other instrumentsuch as mulgle-choice tests. Some examples of
uncontrollable factorthat werepresent in thgroup discussiomcludel the immediate
everchanging contexiintersubjectivity)oasedomt her speakiadivel@a utter a
differencesand background knowledge.

Another important consideration is thiae target interactional features or
formulaic sequences might no¢ produced in thdiscussions. For example, instead of
using the backchannel expression fAthatdos r
idef i n sevesalequdlly acceptable expressioRer the targeformulaic
sequencegshe objective of this studywereto demonstrate that participamtiseady had
productive knowledge of ting andto determinaf any usage of those expressiahsing

discussiongnfluencedinteractional competencatings Fortheinteractional practices,
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the objective of this study vere to compartheir usebefore and after the treatmeand
to assess the effectstbiir use oninteractional competence ratings.
Description of Individual Treatment Lessons

In this sectionl 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 IRating Scale.In addition thetarget skills in eaclreatment
lesson overlap to some exteand review of previously learned skil&sincorporated
into latertreatmentessons.
Turn-Taking Lesson

The first treatment lesson focused on the-taking system (Sacks et al., 1974)
and the contents are shown in AppentliXhe purpose of this treatment lesson was to
introduce the participants to the tutaking systemto make them aware that long pauses
are not usually desirable, and to shorten the lengths of pauses during inteltaotigan
with anillustrationdepictingfour peopleengaged in conversati@amd the caption
AWhatss the problem®The purpose of the illustration was to quickly and hrously
show the participants a problem that can occur during discussionsaificgopnts
briefly discussed thproblem shown in thiélustration,thenl elicited someanswers, and
then lexplicitly statedwhatproblemswere shown in the illustratiomhe problems were
that thespeakersook turns mechanically by sayifigow about you®with a hand
gesture, finisedspeaking turns with unnatural phragéeished andfithais allp had
frequent lapsesanddisplayedittle uptake/response to other speakénsns.To help

participants better understand the conceltened the rigidly structured student
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conversations to bowling, in that speakers tawhks in order that never changed. In
contrast, | describedhore conventionatonversation as basketbaii,which players can
dribble, shoot, or pass freely.

After this explanation, the participants performed selected practice actilgiels
had adapteffom Carroll (2011a)The first group of activities was callédpeaking in
circleso The aims of the activityereto raise the participardawareness that having
lapses between speaking turns is not necessary, and to practice shortening those lapses
until there was a veryshortor no gap between speaker turns. phdicipans stood in a
circle andpracticed taking speaking turimsa clockwise order. After the group®re
able totake speaking turns with little or no pausing, then they practiced another speaking
pattern, with the patterrimecomingncreasingly complers the activity continued

The second group of activities was calffighting for a turno and the purpose
was to show thearticipantghat 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 spedkiimg butdo so only at appropriate times.
Thepatrticipants stood in @rcle around a desk with a waddeg paper ball in the cente
andffoughi for a speaking turn by grabbing the ball in the eeof the deskThe paper
ball symbolized a speaking turn, and the ball placed on the desk symbolized silence,
whichthe participants were told should be avoidBEuis activity proceedethrough
several stages that became increasingly congddhe participants uttered longer phrases
and had to respond to the ideas of the other sped&@rexample, the firsctivity for

fifighting for a tur 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 spesiker.debriefing the
participantsaboutthe objectives of the practice activities, they had an emghtte
discussiornn whichtheypractieedtheir turntaking and other conversational skills.
BackchannelingLesson

The target of the second treatment lesson was backchanneling (ApKégnalnd
participants were taught how to backchannel in a more conventional manner, and five
targetformulaic sequencdbat they could use. The lesdoeganwith 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. Thiestrationdepicts a man and a woman talking, andehe
are hree issues shown with the ndaiactions The firstissueis not backchanneling at all,
which is not uncommon fdrl Japanese speakers when they speafigh. Often, those
backchannels are narerbal (e.g.finn,0 fimhod) or minimal (e.g.fiyeatd) (for a
classification of backchannels se&®@effe & Adolphs, 2008). The secoigsueis
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. Théhird issueis repeating the same sound multiple times (baj.hai ha).
The frequent use of multiple soundsaiauchij or backchanneling, is another notable
difference between Japanese and English. Lastlythelissue is backchannelirg feign
understanding the conversation topic. By doing so, language learners maintain the flow of

theinteraction butmiss a learning opportunity. Instead, | encouraged the participants to
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show that they did not comprehend by uttering pterBseotherinitiated selfrepairsuch
asfiyoude saying@ followed by their understanding of the sped@kertteranceThe issue
of backchanneling without understanding wasstaiwnin the illustration, but | verbally
informed the participants.

Thefirst practice activity was a brainstorming activitywhich participants
formedsmall groups anthoughtof as many backchanneling expressions as possible in
90 secondsThe purpose of this activity was to show the participants that they already
knew many acceptable phrases for backchanndfiolipwing this, he secondpractice
activity focused on making the participants aware of bftenthey backchanneled
during conversatioriThe goal of this activity was to get rid of as many poker chips as
possible. After the activity finished, the participants could seedftemthey had
backchanneled during the conversation comptrdéaeir group member$articipants
discussed the questidikVhat are some restaurants you likafd every time they
backchanneled thegylaced goker chip on the table. The third activity was $imailar to
the second activity, however, this time the small groupdiiaatards on the table, with
each card showing a differeiatrgetformulaic sequence for backchannel{figble 4)

The purposegof this activity wereto get rid of all poker chips and ua# the target
formulaic sequence&ollowing these practice activities, there was an engjiniute
discussionn which participantscould practice backchanneling as well as other

interactional practices.
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Topic Developmentesson
The Topic Development treatment lesson (Appemhdifocused oran
interactionalpracticeunderlying the Developing and Maintaining Discussion criterion
(AppendixH). The aim of this treatment lesson was to show participantshibat
objectives of most conversations differ fr@@rvice encountsyand topracticea simple
formula for lengthening speaking tur$e treatment lesson began withibustration
showinga problem during a conversation. The codepictsa man and women
speaking, and the man aremmg the womais questions with singieord answersMore
precisely, the man treats the conversation as a transaction instead of a more general
interaction without any particular objectives. Campheltsen (2018) described the
difference between transactional and interactigoaistions andoted that many
Japanese learners of English orient towards the fokfter. eliciting from the
participantghat the maés answers were too short, tHeexplained that the woman feels
uncomfortable because she hagptit 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), | taught the participants the
simple formulaquestiond short answer + extra information. After that, the participants
used topiaevelopment cards (Appendix tg practice using this formula and build
progressively longer answeihe participants first practiced the formula with the red
cards, which contained a variety of typical discussion questions siiflog®u have
any hobbies?andfiwhat YouTubers do you likéFollowing this, participants practiced

using the same pattern with the blue sanadprovided two extra pieces of information.
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The purposef the activitywith the blue cards/as to show the participants that even if
aninitial question is uninteresting, speakers can still find something to say about the
topic, or pivot to an entirely new topifter the participants finished this task, | told the
participants that several of the questions on the blus vame unconventional.he
reasons were thabse of the questions were obvioGE€én you use chopsticky?
overly specific Have you ever been to Matsuyaog or unlikely tolead to fruitful
discussionsfiwhat color do you liked. After using the blue topic development cards
the participantagainused the red discussion calig had to provide five pieces of extra
information.The aim of this activity was to provide further practice with developing a
single topic, and havearticipantgprovide more information than they were typically
used toSimilar tothe other treatment lessons, this one culminated in anmiglite
discussiorin whichthe participants could use theili& they had just practiced as well as
previously learned ones.
Topic ExpansionLesson

Thenexttreatment lessowas Topic Expansion (Appendix M), and this lesson
alsofocused on skills underlying the Developing and Maintaining Discussion criterion
(AppendixM). The first aim of this treatment lessarasto help participants recognize
implicit topics in questions. For example, the quesfidave you ever visited
Cambodia®@ 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 topicgteatdongerand deeper discussions, instead of

changing topicsften This lesson also began with dlustrationto raise thegarticipant®
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awareness aboabmmunicatiorissues Similar tothe Topic Development comic strip,
thisillustrationdepictsa 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 questidaemswersThe purpose of this activityasto
raise participant awareness of a problem during an interaSiimilar to the Topic
Development illustration, this character demonstrates a transacticerabtion, treating
the interaction as a mere exchange of information rather thaic@nstructed dialogue.
However, the interaction in this case is even less effelbéeausdt lacks
progressivity the questions are disconnected, and the speaker fails to use
backchanneling or engage meaningfully with the responses.

After | explained théssue the participants completed a workshiggipendix M,
Topic Expansion Workshedf)at contained a list of questiosisch agiHow was your
weekendBandfiAre you in a circle/club®The goal of this activity was fgrarticipants
to brainstorm different related topics that coulditteoduced during the discussiam t
extend thenteraction For example, the questidbo you ever go camping?ould lead
to further talkabout camping, indoor or outdoor activities, hobbies, travel, and so forth.
After the groups completed the workshegetssible answers were shared as a whole class
activity. Following this, each group selectsaime topicgo discussn their group. The
goal of this activity was to practi¢ke skill ofextendingthe convesation about th&opic
for as long as possible. The treatment lesson concluded with anmeigite discussion

in which participantscould freely practicéhe skills that they had learned up to that point.
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Confirmation CheckqOther-Initiated SelfRepair) Lesson

For the Confirmation Checks treatment lesgdppendixN), the objective was to
show participants the importance of confirming @n@wvn understanding during
interactions, and to practice the five target formulaic sequences @)jdble
confirmation checks. The treatment lesson begins avithustrationdepictinga man
ordering food from a woman in a restaurdrte purposeof the illustration was to raise
participant®awareness about the need to confirm their own understanding of a situation
rather than pretending to understahde man does not understand the woiean
guestions buinstead pretends to understand by nodding anaexirgy fiyes, please
when asked what heishesto order.The woman needs specific information to take his
order;therefore, his incorrect answesiuses breakdownn communicationThen, |
gave further instruction that sayifigghat® could be ineffective because the speaker
might simply repeat the problematic phrase. | cautioned that participants would not likely
be able to switch to using their native languagengstudentdendto doduring class
when they did not understand each athslike the Topt Development and@opic
Expansion treatment lessons (AppendicesdM), the comic strip featured a
transactionin whichtherewasa specific goalthat is, orderingnd receivingood.
However, theconfirmation checlinteradional practice can be used in a variety of
situationswhen one does not understand a spéakéterance.

Having established the need for checkingenanderstanding, | then presented
the fivetargetformulaic sequencggd able4) to thestudents anduided them in using the

worksheets. The first activity was a iti-the-blank activity using the targérmulaic
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sequencesThe second activity was an information gap activitwhich one person
makes an incorrect utterance and their partner replies using one of théotangksic
sequenced-inally, 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 lessarquired more time, leaving insufficient time for the planned
eightminute group discussions. Instead, participants viewed a brief clip from the
television comedy Key & Peele, which depicts a man with limited French proficiency
unsuccessfully attempting twder 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

| employeda mixedmethods research design, a research paradigm that combines
the strengths of both quantitative and qualitative research while minimizing their
weaknesses. Mixethiet hods research design fdArelies on
viewpoints, data collection, analysis, and inference techniques combined according to the
|l ogic of mixed methods research to address
2007, p. 129)As both quantitative and qualitative dataregathered at the same time,
the designvasa convergent mixethethods design (Creswell & Creswell 22).

The mixedmethods 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 quasexperimental design because participants are not
randomized as in a trexperiment This design is common in L2 research studies

because it uses intact groups, therebynalig research to be conducted in contéxts

which randomization isarelypossible such as university language coursdditional
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 greate
aptitude or motivation than students in another class (Creswell & Creswad), 20
Consequentlythose 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 questionnairesrcandicatelf there are preexisting differences between
participantssuch as experience studying or living abroad. In some instances, it is possible
to use a covariate statisticalanaly®s. 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 SLvkamdn

appropriate one for this study because | exatimeractional competence, which can be
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affected by interpersonal variables such as how well the participants know each other.
This study useintact classesand the pretest and posttest groups were the $are,
group membership asrandomizediuring the treatments amdntrolgroup activities.
The groups were randomizealprevent students from trivializing the discussion tasks,
which can occur when students are allowed tossact other members, typically their
friends (Forsyth, 208 Leeming 2014, 2021). In contrast, some researchers (e.g
O6Sullivan, 2002) have found that all owing
whom they share a mutual affinity can lead to lower anxiety and more willingness to
communicate. Howeveparticipantanxiety about speaking with total strangers was not a
concern because all tparticipants weracquaintedvith each otherA greater risk was
thatparticipantsvould nottake the tasks serioudhgcause theweretalking with
friends
Procedures

The following sections describe the procedures that were used during this study.
Administration

The studytook place over 1 weeks during a single academic seme&ee Table
5). Prior to the studyparticipantconsent was obtained with a consent form (Appendix
E). In week 1, the participants compleetackground questionnaire (Appendi€eand
D), the Versant English Test (Pearson, 2@08neasure spoken English proficiency, and
the Gtest(AppendixF) to measure productive knowledge of the tafgethulaic
sequencedn week 2, participantsomplete the 10minutegroup discussiopretestin

weeks 310, the participantgeceivel the treatment, which consestof eightweeks of
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instruction on selecteiahteractional practices andrget formulaic sequencesfter the
last treatment lesson in week 10, the participants again tooktidst @ measure
productive knowledge of the targermulaic sequencesn week 11, th@articipants
complete the posttestywhich wasthe 10-minutegroup discussiobut abouta different
topic from the pretest.

To determine theninimum sample size requirebdconducted a prioii power
analyss using the program G*Power (Faul et al., 2066). Hypothesis$, a hierarchical
multiple regressiom3 participantsvere requiredo achieve 80% power for a large effect
at an alpha level of .0Bccording 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 &udgrarchical
multiple regression, a minimum sample size of 50igpentswasrequired.For
Hypothesist, arepeateemeasure$1ANCOVA, 38 participantsvererequired to achieve
80% power for amalleffect at an alpha level of .05.

Control Group Procedures

Thecontrolgroupwascomposed o027 participants from another intact class with
similar language proficiencythey completel the background questionnaire, compiliete
the proficiency measures, anid the group discussiopretest and posttestheyonly
performedthe tasks listed in Weeks 1, 2, aridat the Timetable of Procedures (Table
5). DuringWeeks 3 tdlO when thetreatmengroup receivd the treatment, theontrol
groyo participatel in group discussions based on the topics irEinglish language

textbookQ: Skills for Success Listening and Speaking LeyBl@oks, 2019). The
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either read a short passage or listio a recording about the topic 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 groupl hereforethe 25 minutes of time on task was the samé&doh the

treatment andontrolgroup Thecontrolgroup instructodid not provideexplicit

instruction abouthe interactional practices thaerethe focus of théreatmers

(Appendces JIN) orthetarget formulaic sequencéBable 4. To ensure the fidelity of

the data, the instructor for tleentrolgroup receivd a detailed description of the

procedurs and attenddweekly progress meetings.

Thecontrolgroup perfornredactivities thatvereecologically valid and useful for
their language learning.h€ activities described in the preceding paragvegtetypical
and likely toimprove their listening, speaking, reading, and interaction skilisther
words, rather than completitysy workfor an amount of time equal to the treatment
group,thecontrolgroupwasset up tasuccessfully interact during tlygoupdiscussions
Thecontrolgroup participantsverealso likely to be motivated.t&dens usuallyenjoy
speaking with one anothand the inclusion ofightminutediscussion taskgrobably
createl additionalencouragement for thera be active participantturingdiscussions.
For these reasonsytaschallenging for the treatment group to outperformdinetrol
group.

Selection of Formulaic Sequences for Treatments
Thefollowing section describes the procedure used to select formulaic sequences

for the treatments. First, | manually searcheddomulaicsequences that were
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typographically emphasizemt made more conspicuous in tBAP textbooks. Those
expressions could be made more visible by being placed in text boxes, bolded, or
italicized. To investigatewhetherformulaicsequences in EAP textbooks were authentic,
| searched for them in MICASE, a corpus of academic spoken English. | followed the
procedure described in Bardenarlig et al. (201bandused the same threshold of 10
occurrences per million words. The analysis indicated that 300 out of fb)@3@laic
sequenceexceededhis threshold.Teaching such a high number of formulaic sequences
would be unfeasible for a short study and therefore it was necessary to elimasabé
them

| considered several factosreduce the number édrmulaic sequencds a
moremanageablaumber forinstruction The first factor | considered was whether the
expressions were pedagoglgalseful (Simpso#Vlach & Ellis, 2010).Lexical bundles,
or formulaic sequencdmsedsolelyon frequency, appear often but may lack
psycholinguistic salience for several reasons. Lexical bundles might straddle grammatical
categories, making them more difficult to teaetd learn For examplefito do with the
requireswords before and after in order to make sense, amarie difficult to learn than
a selfcontained sequenseichasfiwhat do you think®@Other expressions were too short
to be salient, such diso thad andfitype ofo Researchers (e.g., Chen & Baker, 2010;
Grabowski, 2015Hyland, 2008) have noted tHatur-word lexical bundles have more
recognizable structures and functions than shorter lexical buAdiether factor |
considered was lether participants already knew the expressianthey could likely

produce commoformulaicsequences such &gou knowo andfl think.0 Yet another
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factorwaswhether instruction on certain expressions and actions would benefit the
participantsFor examplefigiving opinion® andfiagreein@ were categoriethat
appearedn nearly all theEAP textbooksanalyzed in this studyHowever, the
participants could likely adequately perform these actions using expressions &unch as
my opiniord andiil agreeo Finally, instruction on actionsuch asisignposting would
not be useful for small group discusspand otheractionssuch agigiving yourself time
to thinkd were not wellrepresented in mo&AP textbooksn this study.
Rater Training
Ten volunteer raterincluding myself, participated in this study. All the raters
werenative English speakers and workingeaglish language instructors in Japanese
universitiesSeven 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 experienc@ 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 completécalibration training prior to rating the pretests and posttests. The
rater training materials are shown in Appen@ixThis selfdirected training beanwith
an introduction to interactional competence and the purpose of the study. Following this
was a detailed description of the grading criteria and conversation featurestinas
attention. After the raters examined tleRating Scale (Appendixd) and read the
instructions, they usHt to assess participants in two recorded discassmhichwere

anonymized and not part of the main study data. After that, the raters cdnizare
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ratings with mine and read explanati@muthow | hadassessed ttaiscussionsThe
two practicediscussiongontainedarticipants with mixed proficiencies so that the raters
couldsee 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 richeunderstandingf the interaction that wasccurringin groups and
determine what interactional practices the participants performed, | transcribed and
thematicallycoded the discussionA.total of 32out of 44discussions, comprising the
pretest and posttest data from 16 groups, were transcilibedve 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 engireup was not trastribed. This was done to
standardize group membership across the two time points. Howeacérpf thel4
discussionsvas rated by three raterBhe 32 discussions were transcribed usiuglified
Jeffersonian transcription (Jefferson, 2084pendixP). Jeffersonian transcription
allows researchers to represent not only the spoken language of interactions but also
numerous other aspects such as intonation, volume, argenioal behaviorTo
transcribe the discussions, | typed the transcript into Micr&8oftd while playing each
video files multiple times using MAXQDA 202% ERBI Software, 2@1). Silence in the
discussions was measured precisely uBiraat(Version 6.3.14Boersma & Weenink,

2024).
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Qualitative Data Coding

After transcribing the discussions, | coded them ubMiagQDA 2022 (VERBI
Software, 2021)I employed two types of codes: In Vivo and Process c(kdddia,
2021) In Vivo codes, which use the speaka&wnwords as codes, were used for
expressions used for backchanneling @eir (e.g.,freally?p fime to®). Process, or

fiactiord coding was used for interactional practices (e.g., asking fallpwuestions,

restarting the discussion). Codes were created before analyzing the data, and additional

codes weg added when necessary. Following an initial round of coding, | checked for
any errors and combined similar codes together. | did not perform a second round of
coding but instead obtained frequency counts of the interactional prdot@®aapare
differences betweepretest and posttedata.
Excerpt Selection

To provide a more detailed explanation of the quantitative findings, qualitative
data in the form of transcript excerpts are presertfter examining all the transcripts, |
selected eighexcerptsavhich display notablgatterns of interactiarFor example,
Excerpt 1 shows an interaction in which there is low mutualitgpnventionallyong
speaking turns which are separated by long lapses, and a lack of discussion of other
speaker8ideas. In contrast, Excerpt 2 shows an interaction with high mutuality which
contains short speaking turns, little to no lapses, and frequent discussion of other
speaker8ideas. Inaddition, lexamined theidcussions of participants with low, medium,
and high levels oihteractioral competencé ascertainf there were recurringatterns

acrossroficiency levels and grqs. The excerpts show a wide variety of behaviors due
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to severafactors First, the focus of this study was on five interactional practices and 10
targetformulaic sequences large number of instructiantargetsconsideringhe short
treatment lengthThe multiple instructional targets of this study contveithh studiesn
which a single speech act or conversational fedtasebeen examindd.g., requests,
turntaking). Secondjnteractional datssuch as thgroupdiscussion, contains inherently
more variance than more strictly controlled forms of data. Third, thererelatvely
few requirements imposed on the participants for the discussiom#taisk, further
contributes to the wide variety of behaviors that are exhibited.

Participantoverallinteractional competenseoresvere 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 (Appentix In other words, a total of 22 time
pointsx 3 ratersx 4 criteria)ratings were averagedo obtaineachparticipanés overall
competence score. Ratings on the IC Rating Scale range fiof (I =Verylow, 2 =
Low, 3 =Average 4 =High, 5 =Very high. Therefore, the lowest possible overall score
was 1, and the highest possible overall score whsbould be noted that the
participants were free &electtheir discussion groumembersand that some groups had
participants with similar proficiendgvels,but others had participants with mixed
proficiency levels. The excerpts are shown inRlesults chapter artien analyzed in the
Hypothesis 3 and Hypothesis 4 sections of the Discussion chapter.

Rasch Analysi s
In this section, | discuss the Rasch analysiswhatused forthegroup discussion

task. First, | briefly describe the history of the Rasch model, the rating scale model, the
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partial credit model, and tHdFRM. Then, Idiscuss relevant criteria for MFRM that can
be useful to evaluate how well the model fits the data. Following this, | detail hoa | use
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 secat®in is the greater one. (p.
117)

The probability of a testaker answering a test item correctly depends on two varjables
that personds ability and the item difficu
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 intervainddua form of
logits. Thesedata can then be plotted in a table of expected response probaihilities
which person ability and item difficuftare both representeding logits, with equal
distance between scale measufése dichotomous Rasch model is calculated uting
following formula:

Pri(x=1) =1 (Bni D)

wherePn; (x = 1) represents the probability of person n answeritgm with a
score of(x) of 1 is a functionNf)o f t h e p e (Bs minug the défioultyl of they
item (D).

The original Rasch model accepts dichotomous slatasearchers using Rasch

analysis could not use polytomous rating data until the development of the rating scale
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model (RSM; Andrich, 1978Fimilar tothe 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 loweating. 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:

[ fuh 6 O O
where

Pnik is the probability thaparticipantn would be rated or respond in categkfpr

itemi,

Pnix-1) is the probability thaparticipantn would be rated or respond in categkry

-1 for itemi,

Bn is theability of participantn,

Di is the difficulty ofitemi,

F« is the difficulty ofa given category threshokd
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 timag¢istate
For example, a customer rates their satisfaction with a service encounter on a scale from
1 (Very unsatisfiefito 5 (Very satisfiefl The RSM can be used when the items have a
common rating scale structure, however, if these differ thetiternative approach must

be taken.
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When items have different numbers of response categories, ejgojat 4nd a 6
point Likert scale, then thgartial credit mode(PCM; Masters, 1982) is an appropriate

choice.

where
Pnik is the probability thaparticipantn would be rated or respond in categkfpr
itemi,
Pni-1) is the probability thaparticipantn would be rated or respond in categkry
-1 for itemi,
Bn is theability of participantn;
Di is the difficulty ofitemi,
Fix is the difficulty ofa given category threshokdunique toitemi.
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, th#lany-Facet Rasch Measurementist be used.
Many-Facet Rasch Measurement
Many-Facet Rasch MeasuremeMKRM) 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 aspectagcets of the testing situation
such as rater severity, test characteristics, andatiest characteristic88ond 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 studyrciine
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discussiortasks wererated on a Likertike scale from 15, and therefore the MFRMas

an appropriate choice. The MFRilWat| used in this study is as follows:

P 0 5 0 6 Y O
where
Pnijt IS the probability thafor discussion tashky, at timet, raterj assigned a rating
of k to theperformancef participantn onitemi;
Pnijt-1) IS the probability thatfor discussiortaskm, at timet, raterj assigned a
rating ofk - 1 to the performance ghrticipantn onitemi,
Bn is theability of participantn,
Di is difficulty of criteriai,
Ci is the severity of ratgr
Tt is the time point of the response,
F« is the difficulty ofa given category threshokgaveraged 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 investigatieractionsjn this particular situation |
compare ratings for the pretest and posttest.
Rasch Fit Statistics
| used the MFRMto fulfill two objectives The first objectivavasto verify that
the rateravereevaluating the participant®nsistently TheFacetgprogram(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 elxasainee
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lenient rater, they could becorrectlyassessed as having higher abilities. Examining fit
statistics can also indicate rater effects suchtado effect, acentral tendency effeabr

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 endstimghe r
scale, thus making their ratings less discriminatban other raters (Eckes, 201Rater

drift refers to a change in a ral&®scoring behavior over time which causes inconsistency
in assessment.

Fit statistics produced by the MFRM indicate the degraaisfit, which is

defined as fAitem and person performance pa
mod el probabil i stetat 2081xpp365. Thattthe dataghat ( Bo n d
sufficiently fit the Rasch model is a requiremamproducentervatlevel data, however,

as MFRM is fAbased on an unachievable theor

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 positivealue andhen averaged across each facet. These statistics are reported

in both an unstandardized (mean squares) and standardize@f@qscore(Bondet al.,
2021). Both forms help to explain to what extent the data fits the model, with mean
squares indicating the amount of misfit andcores indicating the likeliness of misfit.
Unstandardized mean squares and standardigedres are used to examine two
aspects of fit: infit and outfit. The infit mean squares formula is expressed as:

VoG
~ o o 2T

El ?EﬁmNOAO—A;ew—
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whereWniis the residuals that are weighted by model variance.igrégnsitive 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 importarih&autfit
statistics (Myford & Wolfe, 2003). Outfit refers to ratings that are farther apart than
expected, such as a rating separated yladits (Eckes, 2015).
| OAAEBNOA 0RO

whereZiis the unweighted averages of the residual variance of the person and item
facets.

A perfect mean squasgatisticis 1.00, but according to Linacre and Wright
(1994), satisticsbetween 0.6to 1.40 are acceptable. A less conservative stancatttat
of Engelhardand Wind (2018) who stated thasultsbetweer0.50 and 1.50 are
productive for measuremenltosebetween M0 and (60 and 1.8 t02.00 are
unproductive for measurement but not distorting, thindebelow 0.00 and above 2.00
areunproductive for measumeentand distorting.

In addition to evaluation of rater severity and detection of rater effects, Rasch
analysis can also be used foeevaluation of the observed results. Batal.(2021)
noted that it is common practice for novice researchers to treat ordinal data (e.g., counts)
as measurementThey might perform inferential statistics using the data, which is
problematic because statistics require the use of data with equal distances between ranks.
Subsequently, thisanlead to flawed inferences drawn from that dataweleer, by using

Rasch software to convert ordinal data to eguigrval 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 mapin which person ability, item difficult, and other facets appear on the same
logit scaleThese visualsan facilitate the evaluation of the data.
Rasch Reliability and Separation

Reliability can be described as fAconsi s
pr oc e &ngelhard 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: pason and itemin this sectionl describe these two forms of reliability as
well asthe Rasclseparatiorstatistic

Person reliabilityefers to how replicable person ordering is if the same test
takers were administered equally difficult items measuring the same construct (Wright &
Masters, 1982erson reliabilitys expressedsa

" "YO
YO

where

'Y is the person separation reliability,

"Y0 is person variance adjusted for measurement error,

“Y'Ois person variance unadjusted.

Item reliability refers to the order of items if they were administered tdaksts
of similar ability. For example, if item C were more difficult for tésiters to endorse
than item F, wouldhis difference be the same for a different group oftedstrsdtem

reliability is expressed as:



"YO
YO

Y

where

'Y is the item separation reliability,

"Y 0 is item variance adjusted for measurement error,

“Y'Ois item variance unadjusted.
Both the person and item reliability indices range ft6éhto 100, with higherfigures
indicating more reliability (Bond et al., 2021). According to Fisher (2007), item and
personality reliability indicetess than67 are considered poor, .68 to .80 are considered
fair, .81 to .90 is considered good, .91 to .94 is considered very googheater than94
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 iteting fpven variables

The person separation formula is expressed as:

- Yo
YO
where

"0 is the person separation index,

"Y0 is the person standard deviation adjusted for measurement error,

"Y' Ois the average measurement error for persons.

The item separation formula is expressed as:

"YO

° 7o
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where

“Ois the item separation index,

"YOis the item standard deviation adjusted for measurement error,

“Y'QOs the average measurement error for items.
Unlike the person and item reliability indices, ffe¥son and iterseparation indices can
range from O to infinity, with higher values being more desirable (Linacrea2002
Values greater than 2.0 are considered acceptable separation.
Rating Plan

In ratermediated assessment, it is important to have a rating design in which each
persom@s performance is assessed by more than one rater. Having multiple raters for each
performance ensures that there are adequate links between elenteall®wsaccurate
and precise measurement of person ability. The simplgghosttime-consumingdesign
is acompletéully crossedlock design in whicleveryrater assegsevery persogs
performanceNlyford, 2019). A practical, yet problemadesignis to have edtpersois
performance assessed by a single rater. However, such rating plans create incomplete
links between elements, resultingardesign that isalledincompletedisconnected
(Eckes, 2015)and whichleads to ambiguity in interpretation. A practical design that
satisfies requirements for adequate links betvatements buteduces the workload for
raters is called aimcompletéconnectedlesign. With this desigmrach performanceas
rated by three out of the 10 total ratensd all10 ratersweredirectly connected over
multiple responses. The advantages of this rating plan are that it has avtowlead for

raters than the complete/fully crossebsign andillows for the researcher to control for
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differences in rater severitifor these reasonkppted to use an incomplete/connected
rating planfor this study.

| took the following steps in creating the rating plan. First, | assigned each video
recording a unique ID. This was doteavoid introducing bias in the data. That is,
knowingwhetherthe dataverefrom the pretest or posttest, antietherthe participants
belonged to the treatment group or control group could unfairly influence rater decisions.
Second, | randomized the video recordings so that the raters would see a mix of video
recordings from the pretest and posttest, and from the gaatyroup andontrol group.

In addition, | checked that each rater did not rate the pretest and posttest video recording
from the same group to avoid introducipgtentialbias into the ratingdlowever, one
exception was myself because | rated all the video recordimgsving 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, | distributed the video recordings to all 10 raters,
including myself. The raters are described in the Rater Training section of Chdpter 3.
rated all 44 discussions and 152 participafssssuch, each rater was directly connected
to me on every respondeaters were assigned to tteenainingresponses 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 ratdirectly connected
to every other rater ori 41 responses. | verified that there were sufficient connections
between raters by performing an initial analysis with Fa@éession 3.84.0; Linacre,

2022) which indicated that there were no disconnected data.
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Anchoring

Anchoring is the procedsy which item values are fixed to maintain invariance
(Bond et al., 2021). This is done to creafstable frame of referencéWright, 1996),
and so that persons canrbeasureanore accurately and preciselgross different
contexts Anchoring facets allows the researcher to control for differences in rater
severity, topic difficulty, and item difficulty-or this study, the anchored facets were
rater and individual criteriaf the ICRating Scale.The item of measurement in this study
was participant abilitgo thisfacet was not anchored.

Hi erar chi cRaedd g rMuslstiiopnl e

Hypothesis 3 states that key interactional practicegownelilict scores oaverall
interactional competenc&herefore, tanvestigatehis hypothesis aultiple linear
regressiorwasthe most appropriate analysis this analysismore than one independent
variable (1V) is predicted teffect the dependent variable (D\Wathematically, this can
be represented as
T Te Te T
WhereY is the DV,
T is the constant,
I éf1 are the coefficients for the IMs and® ,
and is the error term.

It should be notethatmore than two independent variables can be entered into
model,but this numbers 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 indeperatatiles
andis satisfied if there are a minimum of 10 observations per predictor. The second
assumption is an absence of outliers in the independent and dependentsyaviaible
can besatisfied by checking the standardized residddis third assumption is the
absence of multicollinearity or singularity among the independent varjaléthis is
satisfiedif none of the correlations between the independent variables exceed a .8
threshold. The fourth assumption is normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity of
residualsivhich can besatisfied by visually examation ofscatterplots. The fifth
assumption is independence of errargdthis can beissessed by examining the Durbin
Watson statisticAccording toField (2024), this assumption is satisfied if the value is not
lessthanl or greater than.3

There are three commonly used methods of regression: hierarchical, forced entry,
and stepwise. | used a hierarchical, or blockwise entry, method for several reasons. The
first reason is that the hierarchical method allows the researchédtioe effects of a
covariate Forthis study the covariate wanglish speaking proficiengyhich was
measured on the Versant EngliBist(Pearson, 2008RRoever and lkeda (2@2found
thatfor a typical TOEFL populatiortherewasa 29% overlap between TOEFL iBT
speaking scores and an interactional competenceltasindicates 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 percentagd thevariance can bentered into the modékforeless important
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predictors. This was an important considergtimtause assumed that predictors such
astotal speaking timgould explain a greater amount of the variance than predictors
such asasking followup questionsThe 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 modebltsize. The fourth reason is that there are methodological issues
with stepwise entrguch as removing the researcher from the decisiaking pocess
and the possibility of oveitting the modelField, 2024 ;Tabachnick& Fidell, 2019)
Generalized Linear Model s
Another form of statistical analysis | 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-nommal distribution. For example, GLMs can (se=d
with distributions that are logistic/binarioisson, negative binomial, and gam#tier
transcribing the discussions, | noted instarafesteractional practices, whiatonstitute
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 practiceh asasking aguestion
There are three components of a GLM: a distributional assumption, a systematic
component, and a link function (Fitzmaurice et al., 20Tk 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 dhddependent variable are linearly related to each

other. This is similar to the traditional linear regression equatidfrofo ® b+ U
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whereY is the dependent variabla is the constanf):X is the predictor slope/predictor,
andUis the error. Lastly, the link function allows for the use of a variety of distributions
For a Poisson distribution, a log link function is us&dRoisson regression is shown by
the following equation:

ae_Q7 FTd X

where_ representshe expected count of the DV, is the constant, arid® is the IV
regression coefficiepnandXis the error term.

There are four assumptions for the generalized linear naaderding tdVarin
(2027). The first assumption of a linear relationstgsatisfied if a scatterplot tfie
independent and dependent variables indscateear relationship. The second
assumption of independence of observations isastéble buts satisfied by the research
design The third assumption of a Poisson distribuimsatisfied by a visual inspection
of a histogram of the data. The fourth assumpBdhat the mean and varianaeeequal

Repeavteaads UMANSC OV A

To investigateHypothesis 4 which concerned the effect of the treatment for
productive use of interactional practices and formulaic language, | uspéated
measure$M/ANCOVA. This analysis can be thought of as an extensionrepeateed
measure®ANOVA, which is in the family of general linear modelhis analysis was
appropriate for several reasoR#st, hedistribution of thedata wasiormal,soa GLM
was not necessargecondthe data measured the same participants at two different time

points, recessitating eepeateemeasuresinalysis Third, there were multiple dependent
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variablesso ANOVA was insufficient. FinallfEnglishspeakingproficiencywas used as
a covariate, necessitating the use of MANCOVA.

There aresix assumptions of @peateemeasure$I/ANCOVA according to
TabachnickandFidell (2019. The first assumption is normality of sampling distributions
which isassessed by visual inspection of th€@lots. The second assumption is a
linear relationship between the dependent variances for each independent variahle group
which is assessdal visually examining scatterplot matrices for each group. The third
assumption is the absence of univariate and multivariate owtliech isassesseldy
examining theMahalanobis distance € .001). The fourth assumption is the
homogeneity of varianeeovariancematricesand this is satisfied B o x M testis
insignificant. The fifth assumption is homogeneity of regression slopes.aBlismption
is satisfiedif the interactiorof the regression slopes is insignificahhe sixth and final
assumption is an absence of multicollinearity or singulaaityl thiss satisfied byisual
inspectng a correlation matrix of the dependent variatesonfirm thainoneof the
correldions arehigher than .0.

ChaptSumndary

In this chapterl first described the educational context where the study was
conducted and the participants who were university studedtgpan witHow-
intermediate English proficiency. Next, | descriled EAP textbook corpus, TEAP,
which | compared to the reference corpus, MICASE. Following this, | described the
background questionnaire which | used to gather information about whether participants

had additionaéxposurgo English outside of language classes. Then, | described four
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instruments related to assessment: the VeEsaglish Test (Pearson, 2008) Gtest
(AppendixF) to assess productive knowledge of the target formulaic sequences, the
group discussiofAppendixG), and the I(Rating Scale (AppendixH) that was used to

assess thgroupdiscussions. After the description of the instruments, | provided an
overview(Appendix I)and detailed breakdown of each treatment le§&ppendicesJ

N). Following this, | described procedures for how | conducted the study including the
targetformulaic sequencselectioncriteriaand rater trainingNext, |1 describedhe Rasch
model, which | used to transform raw scores into a logarithmic linear scale and ensure the
fidelity of the data. Finally, | described three sttialanalyses conducted: hierarchical

multiple regression, generalized linear model, and repeatadsures MANCOVA.
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CHAPTER 4
PRELIMINARY ANALYSES

In this chapter, | report the resultstbé MFRM analysis on interactional
competence ratings. Raw scores were subjectdtetdFRM analysis containing four
facets:responsgtopic, rater, andtem. A partial credit model was included for the item
facet, allowing each criterion on the IC Rating Scale (AppeHdlito have its own
measurement scalkirst, | report the Rascheparation statistic and reliability estimate
for each facet. Then, | report and evaluategoryfunctioning for each item using
Li nacr ebpgsidelfn@sdod aptimizing rating scale effectivendssaddition, |
report the descriptive statistics for interactional practices and measures. Following this, |
present the results of tlsdenceanalysis, whicttoncernedhe number and length of
pauses that occurred.

Scale Validation

Participant interactional competence ratings on the pretest and posttest w
examined in a singlanalysis Using FacetgVersion 3.84.0Linacre, 2022)l examined
the reliabilityand fitstatistics for theesponsgrater, topic, and item facetd.evaluated
the reliability estimate and separation statistic using Fist{2007) rating scale
instrument quality criteria guidelines. The guidelines indicate that values less than .67 are
poor, .67.80 are fair, .80L.90 are good, .9194 are very good, andeapter than .94 are
excellent.Fisheis guidelines can also be used to evaluate strata, which indicates how

many statistically distinguishable grougsst for each facet. For strata, values of 2.00 or



less are poor, 2.08.00 are fair, 3.004.00 are good, 4.06.00 are good, and greater
than 5.00 are excellerthe Facets control file is provided in Appendix Q.
Response

| evaluated the fit for the person facet using Wright and Lida¢i€94)
guidelines of 0.50 to 1.50 for meaguare fit statisticutfit meansquare scores ranged
from 0.46 to 2.5%vith approximatelyl1.84% of responses classified as ovenfit Q),
77.63% as within bounds € 59), and 10.52% classified as underiit=(8). For infit
meansquare scores, the range was ff@Abto 2.47with approximately 13.16%n(= 10)
classified as overfiff8.95% i = 60) within the boundsnd 7.89%1f = 6) clasdied as
underfit. The reliability estimatéor the sample was .96heseparation statistic was 5,12
and thestratastatisticwas7.15. According to Fisher (200@ll three indices can be
considered excellenand thestratastatisticindicated that there were seven different
levels for person respondResponse measures ranged frdm8 to 4.47M = 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 Linacrés (1994) guidelines and none of them exhibited signs of misfit. The raters
differed in level of severity, witRRater 10 being the most severe and Rater 1 the most
lenient.The reliability estimatéor the sample was .9%e separation statistic Wa6
and thestratastatisticwas7.35.Again, according to Fisher (2008)) three indicegan
be considered excellent, and the strata statistic indicated that there were seven different

levels for rater responsk.should be noted that this is not a measinater-rater
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reliability, which is not provided by a Rasch analysis. Instead, Rasch analysis provides
data for exact anexpectedesponseslhe data showethat there were 1,824 inteater
agreemenbpportunities 738 (40.9%) were exact agreements and 68837.80%) were
expected agreementighis indicates that the raters were actingiadependent expends

who arefiexpected to show variation under identical conditidhacre, n.d.)The

measurement report for the raters is shown in Téble

Table6. RaschMeasurement Report for Raters

Rasch Infit Infit Outfit  Outfit Pt-measure
Rater measure SE MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD correlation
R10 1.40* 0.3 078 -1.80 0.83 -1.30 .62
R8 0.422 0.12 086 -1.10 0.88 -0.90 71
R7 0.09 0.11 086 -1.20 084 -1.30 .81
R4 0.08* 0.12 1.33 2.40 1.30 2.10 .66
R6 0.04*> 0.12 1.30 2.20 1.30 2.20 .70
R2 0.03* 0.12 0.76 -220 0.76 -2.20 .82
R9 -0.09* 0.12 1.14 1.10 1.12 1.00 .67
R5 -0.56 0.12 1.32 2.40 1.29 2.20 72
R3 -0.57¢ 0.12 090 -0.80 0.94 -0.40 .80
R1 -0.822 0.06 093 -120 090 -1.60 72

Note. MNSQ = mean-square, ZSTD = standardized z-score, Pt-measure correlation = point-
measure correlation between the observed scores and Rasch measures.
@ Denotes a measure that was anchored in the analysis.

Topic

Threediscussiortopicswere anchored arglibjected to &asch analysiéee
Table7). Originally, the study waglanned as 2 x 2 Latin Square design with two
discussion topicattwo time points. However, due to audio difficulties on one of the data
collection days this plan had to be alterEderefore, insteadf alternatinghe pretest
discussion topics (study abroad vs. not,are jobs vs. study only) later in the study,
all participants discussed a third topic (eating out vs. eating at home) on the pbisétest.
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reliability estimatedor the sample waB.00 and the separation statistic waB0(strata =
0.33). | verified that the data were input correclgd & an additional check, | removed
the anchoring from the values, but the separation reliability values did not cfiiege.
reliability estimate of 0.00 was desirable resuliecause the goal was to have topics of

equal difficulty.

Table7. RaschMeasurement Report for Topic

Rasch Infit Infit Outfit  Outfit Pt-measure

Topic measure SE  MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD correlation
Study abroad 3.352 0.07 1.05 0.70 1.02 0.20 72
Food 3.332  0.05 091 -2.00 091 -1.80 a7
Part-time job 3.272  0.07 1.15 2.1 1.14 1.80 a7

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 fiverating criteria, or itemsyf the IC Rating Scale (AppendiX) were
Conversation Involvement, Developing and Maintaining Discussion,-Turn
taking/Backchanneling, and Communicative Effectiveness. These items were all
anchoredo make person responses more directly compar@hkereliability estimatéor
the sample was .9€he separation statistic was 4.76, and the strata statistic was 6.69.
According to Fishés (2007) guidelinesall three indices can be considered excellent,

and the strata static indicated that there were at least 6 different levels for rating

criteria The item measurement report is shown in T8ble
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Table8. RaschMeasurement Report for Items

Rasch Infit Infit Outfit Outfit Pt-measure

Task measure  SE MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD correlation
Cl -0.16* 0.06 0.22 -1.20 0.93 -0.90 g7
DMD 0.082 0.07 0.90 -1.50 0.88 -1.80 .79
TTB 0.41*2 0.06 1.08 1.30 1.06 0.90 .75
CE -0.34* 0.07 1.08 1.20 1.07 1.00 72

Note. Cl = 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, | examined category
functioning using Linaci@ (200d) guidelines for optimizing rating scale category
effectivenessl first present the category statistics for each item

Rasch category statistics for t@enversationnvolvement criterion are shown in
Table 9. Noteworthy statistics are whether each level of the rating scale arandtbds
the outfit mearsquare fit statistics are within tipeoductiverange of 0.8 to 1.50

(Wright & Linacre, 1994)lt is also worth nothingvhetherthe RasckhAndrich thresholds

are close to their expected values.

Table9. RaschCategory Statistics for Conversation Involvement

Rasch-Andrich Expected
Category counts thresholds measure

Average Expected Outfit Rasch At At
Score Total Used % measure measure MNSQ measure SE category -0.50
1 32 32 7 -2.04 -2.06 1.0 0 0 (-3.23) o}
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 1@’he noteworthy statistics are described in the previous paragraph.

Table10. RaschCategory Statistics for Developing and Maintaining Discussion

Rasch-Andrich Expected

Category counts thresholds measure
Average Expected Outfit Rasch At At
Score Total Used % measure measure MNSQ measure SE category -0.50
1 31 31 7 -2.38 -2.29 1.0 0 0 (-3.55) o}
2 67 67 15 -0.86 -0.86 0.8 -230 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.

Raschcategorystatistics for the Turtaking/Backchanneling criterion are shown
in Table 11. The statistics worth noting are the same as in the Conversation Involvement
paragraph.

Tablell RaschCategory Statistics for Turlaking/Backchanneling
Rasch-Andrich Expected

Category counts thresholds measure
Average Expected Outfit Rasch At At
Score Total Used % measure measure MNSQ measure SE category -0.50
1 4 44 10 -2.20 -2.31 1.4 o} o} (-3.47) o}

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, Rascttategorystatistics 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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Table12 RaschCategory Statistics for Communicative Effectiveness
Rasch-Andrich Expected

Category counts thresholds measure
Average Expected Outfit Rasch At At
Score Total Used % measure measure MNSQ measure SE category -0.50
1 11 11 2 -1.88 -2.45 1.4 o) o} (-4.60) o}

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 11 -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 cate¢geg Table 13)This guideline was met as
thecategory with the smallest number of observations was a score of 1 on
Communicative EffectivenesBor the second guideline of regular observation
distribution, | assessed the normality of the distributidihe distributions for
Conversation Involvement and Developing and Maintaining Discussion both had a
slighty negativeskew;however, this was unlikely to be problematic. The third guideline
was that reasures advance monotonically wetitegory This guideline was satisfied
because as the average measure of each item increases the category also irfeeeases.
fourth guideline is thatutfit meansquars values béess than 2@ The highest outfit
meansquares values were a score of 1 for Tuaking/Backchanneling and
Communicative EffectivenesBoth categories had a meaquares value of 104and
this was sufficiently lower thahinacres thresholdThe fifth guideline was that step
calibrations advanc®r 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 thatings imply measures, and measures imply ratings

This guideline was met as it is evident that participants with higher abiliéies

awarded higher scores. The seventh guidéditigatstep difficulties advance by at least

1.40 logits, however, fols-point rating scales stefisis guideline isl.Q0 logits. By

examining the difference between Ragaidrich thresholds, | 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 thapdifficulties advance by less than 5.0

logits, and examination of the Raséimdrich thresholds showed that this guideline was

met. In summary, all the guidelines exceptrfamberseven were met, imnchting that the

rating scale functioned effectively.

Tablel3. L i n a c r ebpGuidgliref@ @ptimizing Rating Scale Category
Effectiveness
Guideline  Description
Ten or more observations of each category
Regular observation distribution
Measures advance monotonically with category
Outfit mean-squares less than 2.00
Step calibrations advance (implicit variable)
Ratings imply measures, and measures imply ratings
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.

No o b~ wN PR
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Il nteractional Practices and Meas

The interactional practices were noted instances of participant actions that
occurred during the discussiomssummary of the compileishteractionalpractices is
presented in Table4lFor the Conversation Involvement criterion, the interactional
practices wer@stances of othanitiated selfrepair (AppendixR) and restarts. Restarts
are the first speakinirn after a lapse. Restarts were divided tato groups, 2.01 3.00
seconds and greater than(@®-Ikecondsl disregarded restarts after lapses of 2.0 seconds
or less because it is debatableetherall English languag&arners can respond that
quickly, andbecausdnglish languagkearners might not view such shorter lapses as
problematic. FoDeveloping 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 secoadFour additional predictors for Developing and Maintaining
Discussion were questions with the following functions:

1. checking oné 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, | justified the inclusion dheextra predictors becaudespite theiinfrequent
occurrencel expected them to influence ratings more than other predi€orsurn

taking/Backchanneling, the criteria were English backchannels, Japanese backchannels,
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and utterances dhow about you@andits variants (Appendi). For Communicative
Effectiveness, no interactional practices were measured, as Communicative Effectiveness
would be confounded by the proficiency of both the speaker and listelosvever
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 Tablé4 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 questiorall occurredinfrequently and lacked salience necessary for
inclusion in the regression model. Utteranceghaoiw about you®@and variations of the
phrase also were uncommon, but | included them in the third regression model as that
behavior represents the Tutaking/Backchanneling criterion along with English and
Japanese backchannels.

Table14. 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(1.2) 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 i 2 sec. = restart after two seconds, Restart i 3 sec = restart
after three seconds, Q: Comp. Check = comprehension check question, Q: Follow-up = follow-up
guestion, Q: Participation = question to involve other participants, Q: Vocab. help = question
asking for vocabulary help.
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Silence Analysis

To investigatewhether the treatments had any effect on the amount of silence in
discussions, | analyzddpses, or long periods of silence at transitielevance places
Lapses cannot be attributed to an individual participant, and therefore | conducted this
analysis separately from Hypothesis 3. The implications of this analysis are discussed in
the Conversatioimvolvementsection of the Discussion.

To investigatewhether the treatmenisfluencediapsesduring small group
discussions, | first transcribed the conversations using modified Jeffersonian transcription
(Appendix P;Jefferson, 2004). Inteurn gaps were noted in MaxQDA 2022 (VERBI
Software, 2021) then measured using Pfdatsion 6.3.14Boersma & Weenink, 2024).
Following Talandis and Stout (2015)lassifiedlapsesas short (1L0i 2.00 seconds),
medium (210i 3.00 seconds), or long (BO+ seconds). Descriptive statistics (Tabi
showthe average total numberlapsesas well as averages for the three different time
lengths. Totalapsesdecreased for the treatment group from Q&5 the pretest to 1607
on the posttest. In contrast, for the control group the average nunibpsedncreased
from 7.8) on the pretest to 120%n the posttest. For short pauses@2100 seconds),
the average number increased for both groups. For the treatmenttheyipcreased
from an average of 708n the pretest to an average of(Bon the posttest. For the
control group, the average number of short pauses increased from 4.2 on the pretestto 7.7
on the posttest. Medium pauses, defined a3 setonds to 3Mseconds, decreased from
pretest to posttest for the treatment groupQ4o42.8)) but increased for the control

group (1.Dto 230). Long pauses were another categarwhichthe groups diverged, as
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the treatment group decreased fromD&®3.9, but the control group increased from
1.80to 2.7. Not shown on the table is thgerage lapse lengtRor the treatment group,
the average length was 8.8econds on the pretest which decreased ts2donds on
the posttest. For the control group, the average length remained constadtsat@ntls
from pretest to posttest.

Table15. DescriptiveStatistics forAverage 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 totEpseswhich was the sum of the short, medium,
and long pause3he sum of instances constituted count data, and therefore a generalized
linear model was an appropriate analysis. | used jamovi Version 2.5.6.0 (The jamovi
Project, 2024) tperformthe procedureThree of the four assumptions were satisfied.
The fourth assumption was that the mean and varianceegaet,and this assumption
was violatedbecausé¢he deviance value was 5.37, which exeedeleldds (2024)
accepable threshold of 2@ Therefore, | checked a negative binondiskributionfor the
data which had anlkaike Information Criteria (fC) value of 242.37. This figure was
lower than the 300.53 figure for the Poisson distribution,endusdéower AIC values
indicatea better fit for the model tihe data (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010), | selected the

negative binomial distribution for this analysi$ie generalized linear model with a
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negative binomial distribution showed that the treatment did not have a significant effect
on totallapsesp = .167.

The second analysis wasitwestigatehe effect of the treatment on short pauses,
which were coded as pauses betweefii210 seconds. | 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 treithmert
have a significangffect on the number of short pauses during discusgions375.

The third analysis was to examine whether the treatment had a significant effect
on medium lengtapseswhich were coded as pausetweer?.10i 3.00 seconds.

Again, | 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 pguse253.

The fourth analysis was tovestigatevhether the treatments had a significant
effect on long pausesihich| coded as pauses of 8.4econds olonger | 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 paupes,229.

In summary, the descriptive statistics indicated that the total number of fapses
the treatment grougecreased from pretest to posttest. The number of short lapses
increased, but medium and long pauses decreased. For the control group, the total number
of lapsesand all thredapse duratiomveragegshort, medium, and longjcreased from

pretest to posttesThe 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 tha study.
Chapter 6, the implications of these results are discussed in greater detalil.
Chap4Ssummary

In this chapter, | reported the fit and reliability statistics for the MFRalksd
presented. i n a c r ebpgsidelin@s@od dptimizing rating scale effectivenasd
discussed how each of those guidelines was satisfied. Following this, | presented
descriptive statistics for the interactional practices. Lastly, | presented the results of the

silence analysis.
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CHAPTER 5
RESULTS
In this chapterl restatehe hypotheseand report theesultsof the analysis
Hypothess 1concernghe extent thaexical bundles irEAP textbooks reflect real
academic interaction$he authenticity of formulaic language in EAP textbooks is
addressed in Hypothesis 2. Which interactional practices constitute overall interactional
competence isxamined in Hypothesis Binally, the effects of instruction for formulaic
language and interactional competeapeassessed in HypothesisAlsummaryof 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 Ana
Hypothesis 1The most frequeriexical bundlesn EAP textbooks perform different
functions than the most frequdakical bundlesn a corpus of spoken academic
American English.
To test the validity of this hypothesiscomparel the 40 mostfrequentiexical
bundlesn the TEAP and MICASE corpu3o reiterate, lexical bundles refer to formulaic
sequences determined solely by frequeBgyusng the WordListfunction of
WordSmith ToolsVYersion 8.0.0.62Scott, 202), | fourd the most frequent expressions
in both corpora and creatseparate word lis§ables16 and17). The word lists contain
only fourr-word expressions, orgrams, as they have more recognizable functions than

three or five-word expressions (Hyland, 2008hen, Iset the minimum range to
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25.00%% of the total number of texte prevent the selection efkpressions that appear
frequently butonly in a small number of texts.

Having created lists of the most frequerdrams from each corpus, | then dse
the analytic framework from Bibg€onrad, and Cortg2004) to classify thdexical
bundlesaccording to their functiofAppendixT). The analytic frameworkas three
major typesstanceexpressionsdiscourse organizers, and referential expressitasce
bundles refer to expressions that express degrees of cerfhidond know ifo) or
attitudestowardstopics fwhat do you wari). Discourse organizers are expressions
whose purpose is to orient listeners to previous and subsequent dis@ioutisis Chapter
weo0). Lastly, referential expressions can be used to identify a tiamie (of the mos),
refer to quantityffa little bit ofo), or time/placeffat the same tint}. For the complete
taxonony see BiberConrad, and Cort§2004).

Table16. TEAP Corpus Most Frequent Lexical Bundlégyrams)

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 weodre Discourse Topic introduction/focus
12 is one of the Referential Identification/focus
13 | want to talk Discourse Topic introduction/focus
14  atthe 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 alook at Discourse Topic introduction/focus
18 have a lot of Referential Specification of attributes: Quantity
19  wantto talk about Discourse Topic Introduction/focus
20  there are alot Referential Specification of attributes: Quantity
21 are a lot of Referential Specification of attributes: Quantity
22  tolook at the Discourse Topic Introduction/focus
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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 Il dm going tc 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  totalk about a Discourse Topic introduction/focus

Note. SCF = Special Conversational Functions

Themost frequent lexical bundles four words in length from the reference corpus,
MICASE, are shown below in Table 17.

Tablel7. MICASE Corpus Most Frequent Lexical Bundiégrams)

Rank Expression Category Subcategory

1 | don't know if Stance Epistemic stance: Personal

2 | don't know | Stance Epistemic stance: Personal

3 at the same time Referential Specification of attributes:
Time/place/text reference: Time

4 you know what | Stance Epistemic stance: Personal

5 | 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 | 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 | 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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Table 17. (continued)

Rank Expression Category Subcategory
20  therest 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 | dondt k 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 | donét 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 | donét Stance Epistemic stance: Personal
31 | 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  andthisis the Referential Identification/focus
37  youlook at the Discourse Topic introduction/focus
38 | 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

The most frequeriéxical bundlesn the two corpora differed greatly in the
communicativdunctions that they performed (s€able18 andFigure3). For the TEAP
corpus, discourserganizersvere thdargestgroup(47.9%), referential expressions the
next largest42.90%), andstance expressiomnise smallest (90%). For the MICASE
corpus, the largest category was referential expressiéd{o), stance expressions the
second largest (B00%), and discourserganizerghe smallest42.590%). | also compared
the TEAP and MICASE corpora to three of the registers in Bbenrad, and Cortes
(2004). In the conversation register, stance expressions we&@®6f the total,
discourse organizers were.@@®%o, and referential expressions wer@(. For the
classroom teaching register, stance expressions wél@@discairse organizers were

23.00%%0, and referential expressions were(886. For the textbook register, stance
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expressions were 18?6, discourse organizers were 1®& and referential expressions
were 8300%. Overall, the results show that the TEAP corpus did not closely resemble
either the MICASE corpugr the threeegisters butvas similar to the textbook register
regardingthe lack of stance expressions. The MICASE corpus most closely resembled
the classroom teaching register.

Table18. Lexical Bundle Functions in the TEAP and MICASE Corpora Compared to
Biber, Conrad, and Corte2004) Registers

Syquia (2025) Biber, Conrad, & Cortes (2004)
Functional Classroom
Type TEAP MICASE Conv. Teaching Textbooks
Stance 2 (5%) 12 (30%) 29 (69%) 33 (39%) 4 (15%)
Discourse 19 (47.5%) 9(225%) 10 (24%) 19 (23%) 3 (12.5%)
organizers
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 fiSpecial Conversa

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 Bilmerad, and
Cortes(2004).

The most frequent communicative subcategory in the TEAP corpuSopas
introduction: Focuswhich accounted for 15 of the 40 (3@%) lexical bundles. The
second most frequently appearfogctionwasReferential: Time/Place/Text Reference
which appeared in seven out of the 40 (0%pexpressions. In the MICASE corpus, the
most common subcategory wilaeferential: Specification of Attributeghich accounted

for 11 of the 40 (27 @%) of the most frequent lexical bundles. The second highest



function subcategory wdspistemic stance: Personahich accounted for eight of the 40

(20.00%) of the most frequent expressions.
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Figure3. Comparison of Discourse Functions for Most Frequent Lexical Bundles in
TEAP, MICASE, an®dBiber, Conrad, and Cortd2004) RegistersAdapted fronBiber,
Conrad, and Cortg2004, p. 396). Special Conversation Functions category not shown.

To summarizel compared lexical bundle use in the TEAP corpus of EAP
textbooks with MICASE, a corpus of spoken North American academic English. Then, |
classified the 40 most common lexical bundles from each corpus using Gdread,
and Corte2004) taxonomy. The results showed that referential bundlgsh are used
to single out entities as importantere equally common in both corpora. Discourse
bundles which are used for topic introduction/focus and topic elaboration/clarification
appeared in both corpordowever,in the TEAP corpus they appeared over twice as

muchas in the MICASE corpus. Lastly, staregressionswhich can be used to express
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an attitude or knowledg&yere relatively uncommon in EAP textbooks tugre often
usedin spoken academic situatior@verall, the data showed that formulloguagen
EAP textbooks and academic spoken situations differékeifunctions that they
performed.
Hypot hesis 2: Authentic Expression

Hypothesis 2The majority offormulaic sequencdsat appear il AP textbooks cannot
be considered authentic because they do not appear with sufficient frequency in a corpus
of spoken academic English

To evaluatethis hypohesis | first manually compild a list of all theformulaic
sequencethat were typographicallgmphasizedh the 2 selectedEAP textbooks(see
Appendix A). Typographicaemphasisefers to text that immade more salient to learners
by being placed in text boxes, highlighted, or italicigeeeTable19). The result yielded
4,176 formulaic sequences. However, many of those sequences werengingle
discourse markers such f@exd andfifurthermored FollowingEr man and War r e n(
(2000) definition of conventional expressions as phrases which contain two or more
words | removedsingle wods from the list which reduced the list to 3,434 iteiten, |
removedformulaic sequencdbat appeared multiple timé®m the list,whichyielded a
total of 1,830unigueexpressionsdJsinga proceduresimilar to that oBardoviHarlig et
al. (2015), Imanually searatdfor the candidate expressioimsthe reference corpus
MICASE using theConcord feature dfVordsmith Tools Version 8.0.0.62Scott 2024).
Formulaic sequences vexonsidered authentic if thdyad afrequencygreater thari0

words per millionin the reference corpua threshold used in prionusties(e.g.,Bardovi

14¢



Harlig et al., 2015Biber et al.1999 SimpsonrVlach & Ellis, 201Q. Therewasa total of
1,742,924 unningwords in the MICASE corpusnd therefore formulaic sequences
needed to exceedthreshold of 17 hitsr more to be considered authentic.

The results indicated that thesasa total of 1,830 unique formulaic sequences,
but only 298 (16.@%) had 17 or more hits. The 1,830 unique formulaic sequences
includeexpressions of any length; the selected EAP textbooks contained formulaic
sequences ranging in length from two to 13 words, with an averageDofidrds.
Notably, most ofthe formulaic sequences on the list, 1,056 out®3Q (57.10%), had

zero hits in the MICASE corpus.

Table19. Authentic Expressions Analysis Descriptive Statistics
Total textbook formulaic sequences: 4,176
Textbook formul 8wods:843duences O
Unique textbook formulaic sequences O2 words: 1,830
Unique textbook formulaic sequences O2 words with 17+ hits: 298 (16.20%)
Unique textbook formulaic sequences O2 words with 0 hits: 1,056 (57.70%)
Unique textbook formulaic sequences O4 words: 1,118
Unique textbook formulaic sequences O4 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: 2i 13 words
Formulaic sequence average length: 4.4 words

| also decided to examine only the formulaic sequences that had a length of four
or more worddecausehorter formulaic sequences are exponentially more frequent than
longer expressioné\fter removing the formulaic sequences consisting of two and three
words,there were 1118 unique formulaic sequencasd only25 (2.20%) of those
expression exceeddthe authenticity threshold df7 hits(see Tabl0). Finally, |

examinedonly theformulaicsequences four words in lengthddams) as this length has
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been examined in several other studeeg., Biber Conrad& Cortes,2004; Coxhead et
al., 2017; Simpsolach & Ellis, 2010; Wood & Appel, 2014herewasa total of 384
4-grams, but only 22 (50p0) of theseexpressiongxceeded the authenticiyreshold.

Table20. AuthenticEAP Textbookormulaic Sequences
Containing Four or More Words

Formulaic Sequence Hits
At the same time 165
What do you think 72
On the other hand 66
| dond think that 65
| dond 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 | mean 22
Do you see what 20
That& a good point 20
| think youde right 18
| think we should 17
| 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(@%6 met the authenticity threshold of 10 occurrences per million
words in the reference corpus. Moreover, many of the sequences that did meet the
threshol® such agitalk aboub andfithese aré are limited in their ability to perform
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meaningful actions in discussion. To further investigate, | examined formulaic sequences
consisting of four or more words, as well as those exactly four words in length. Of the
former, only 2.2% met the authenticity threshold, while @4 of the latter did.

Additionally, 57.0% of all textbook sequences did not appear in the reference corpus at
all, further indicating their lack of authenticity.

Hypot BEéstseractional Practices and I nter
Hypothesis3: Key interactional practices that represent different aspects of interactional
competence have a significant effect on ratings of overall interactional competence.

To test this hypothesis, | performed sepahaéearchicaimultiple regressions on
the pretest and posttest data. The predictors were counts of various interactional practices
andtotal speaking time. | describe the results of the pretest anahgisthe results of
the posttest analysiBollowing this, selected discussion excerptspaesentedvhich are
discussed further i@hapter 5, Discussion
Overall Interactional CompetencePretest Data Analysis

To assess the effects of the various interactional practices on overall interactional
competencel performed two separate hierarchical multiple regressiaysesvith
pretest and posttest data usBBSS (Version 29.0.2.0)he variables entered into both
pretest and posttest analyses are shown in Pablehis section describes the results of
the analysis using the pretest d#tt.statistical assumptions were nmestcept for the
assumptiorof no outliers. iere was one participawith greater thar3 standard

deviationsandl removed that participafs data
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Table21. 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
fHow about you?dand variants
Note: Instructed formulaic sequences were not included in
this analysis as they did not occur with sufficient frequency.

To investigatevhether the addition of several predictors improved the prediction
of overall interactional competence owarglish speaking proficienalone, | ran a
hierarchical multiple regressideee Table 2). The full model (Model 3) oEnglish
speakingoroficiency, number of speaking turns, total speaking time, English
backchannels, Japanese backchanaeldiihow about you@utterances and variants
werestatisticallysignificant,R>= .694, F(6,52 = 19.638 p < .001; adjusted®®= .658
The addition of number of speaking turns and total speaking time to the prediction of
overall interactional competence (Modeliproved model fit, as indicated lay
statistically significant increase Rf of .323, F(2, 55) = 22.165 p < .001. The addition of
English backchanneldapanese backchannedsdfihow about you® utterances and
variants(Model 3)again improved model fit, as indicated dogtatistically significant
increase ifR? 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 Baglish speaking proficiengwhich was

operationalized as scores on the Versant English(Pestrson, 2008)'he 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 backchanniétsyand

about you® and variations for turtaking. OnlyEnglishspeaking proficiencyspeaking

turns, speaking time, and English backchannels were statistically signiflapahese
backchannels anthow about you@utterances and variants were rigffect size in the

model is shown bfR?, and variance added by each group of predictors isrshgadR?.
Thus,thetwo variables ofotal number of speaking turns and total amount of speaking
time accounted for the largest proportj@nglish speaking proficiengccounted fothe
second largegiroportion and English backchannelscaunted for the smallest

proportionof explainedvariancein the model.

Table22. Hierarchical Multiple Regression Predicting Overall Interactional Competence
on Pretest

Overall Interactional Competence - Pretest

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Variable B b B b B b
Constant -5.65** -6.12** -5.35**
Proficiency 2% .37 2% .37 .09* .25
Speaking turns .09** 44 .05* .26
Speaking time .01* .29 01** .30
Backchannel i E .04** .36
Backchannel - J .01 .09
How about you? .06 .04
R? 277 .600 .694
F 21.86** 40.98** 19.64*
aR? 277 .323 .094
a2 21.86** 22.17** 5.32*

Note. N = 59. *p < .05, **p < .001. Backchannel i E = English backchannel, Backchannel = J =
Japanese backchannel.
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Overall Interactional CompetencePosttest Data Analysis

To assess the effect of various interactional practices and measures on overall
interactional competence for the posttest, | again performed a hierarchical multiple
regression usin§PSS (Version 29.0.2.03ll the assumptions were satisfied except for
the no outliers assumptiomhe outlier was the same participant as on the pretest, and
thereforel againdecided to remove their data from the analysis.

A hierarchical multiple regression was ruririgestigatethe effects of several
predictors on overall interactional competenoethe posttegseeTable23). The full
model (Model 3) oEnglishspeakingproficiency, number of speaking turns, total
speaking time, English backchannels, and Japanese backchandél®w about you®
utterances and varianigerestatisticallysignificant,R?>= .786, F(6, 52) = 31.87, p < .001;
adjustedR? = .762. The addition ofotal speaking turns and total speaking tita&nglish
speaking proficiencyModel 2)improved model fit, as indicated laystatistically
significant increase iR? of .445 F(2, 3) =41.839 p < .001. The addition of English
backchannelslapanese backchannesdfhow about you@and variant§Model 3)
again improved model fit, as indicated dwtatistically significant increase R of .079,
F(3, 52) =6.406 p < .001.

To summarize, six predictors were included in the hierarchical multiple regression
with posttest datéSimilar tothe pretest, onl¥Englishspeaking proficiencytotal number
of speaking turns, total amount of speaking time, and English backchannels were
significant Japanese backchannels &hdw about you@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 iredR2.

Table23. Hierarchical Multiple Regression Predicting Overall Interactional Competence
on Posttest

Overall interactional competence posttest

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Variable B b B b B b
Constant -6.48** -6.87** -5.96**
Proficiency .20%* .51 2% .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
R? .262 .707 .786

F 20.21** 44.28** 31.87**

aR? .262 445 .079

a2 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

| selected four excerpts from participantsafyingoverall interactional
competence to show how their interactions differed,tastiownotable patterns of
interactionacrosghediscussion groupg&xcerptsl and 2 show a contrast between the
discussions of a low and high interactional competence group. Excamptvd a
discussion between participants with higledium overall interactional competence,
however similar toother groups their discussiomexpectedly developexs a
brainstorming session. Excerpt 4 shows a discussion between regiunteractional

competence participants, who miss the opportunity to further develop a fruitful discussion
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topic. These excerpts are discusgedreater detaiin the Hypothesi8 Discussion
section.
Excerpt 1: Low InteractionalCompetencé Low Mutuality and Long Pauses

The following excerpshows a discussion with very long lapses, long speaking

turns, and a lack of mutuality.

Excerpt 1

24:Treat:PTJob:Pre

01 Kan : | (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) Wthout =
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) soit's =
07 = good (1.1) for university student.

08 1.3)

09 Aya : % n nn nn

10 A (7.1)

11 Aya : e::h | 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 A (27.3) ((all laugh nervously))

16 Ema : Ah from my ex - experience:

17 Aya : mmhm
Excerpt 2: High Interactional Competende High Mutuality, Fast Turns

The following excerpt showasn interaction with high mutuality.lAthe
participants are very involved in théscussion andork together to backchanngihes

03i 04, 810, 13 14), ask questionfline 09),and propel the discussion forward.

Excerpt 2

20: Treat:PTJob:Pre

01 Rio : Where do you work?

02 Sak: | work at Starbucks

03 Rio: [e::h?1]

04 Mar [e::h?1]

05 (( Rio covers mouth and laughs))
06 Sak: | 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 ]



11 Sak : Ah it's:: [redacted]

12 Rio : [e:h??]=

13 Mar : [e:h??]=

14 Emi : =a:h=

15 Rio : =l will go there
16 (( Emi laughs))

Excerpt 3: HighhMedium Interactional Competenée Brainstorming Session
The following excerpt shows a participant failing to adequately develop a possible
topic into a longer discussion; this exceshpbws arainstorming 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: A 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: MediumLow Interactional Competend@e An Undeveloped Topic
The following excerpt shows participants failing to develop a possible discussion

by not asking followup questions and similarto Excerpt 7.

Excerpt 4

3:Control:StudyAbroad:Pre

01 Mai: Studying to (1.2) U.S. is (0.8) image cost high.
02 Kan: 9NN 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: =QGun.
18 (1.2)
19 Mai: Really?
20 Mas: Uh yeah yeah.
21 Haz: Japanese?
22 Mas: No
23 Haz: Ah
24  Mai: E:h?
25 Kan: Nery [(xxxxx)%]
26 Mas: [ Nn.]
27 (3.4)
28 Kan: A What's this (.) life (0.7) products is very high too.
29 Haz: Ah ah ah
Hypot fkeslinst er acti onal Competence

Hypothesisd: Explicit instruction ofinteractional practices in conjunction wittrmulaic
languagewill have a positive effeabn participant interactional competence scores
assigned by raters during group discussions
Formulaic Sequence$roductive Knowledge Analysis

The following analysisnvestigatechow well the participants could productively
uselOtargetformulaic sequencgsee Table 4)The purpose of this analysis was to
check whether the participants could disgtapwledge of the expressions when
prompted.This was done prior to assessing whether the participants actually used them
during the discussion¥he 10targetformulaic sequences were five expressions for
backchanneling and fivexpressions for checking comprehensibime expressions were
typographicallyemphasizedh the EAP textbooks (Appendix A), ahderified their
authenticity by confirming that thegppeared with sufficient frequency in the reference
corpus. | taught theargetformulaic sequences to tiparticipantan treatment lesson 2

(backchanneling) and 5 (confirmation checks)adidition the participants also used the
15¢
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expressions in treatment lessoin8 greview).The reatment group participants received
one25-minute treatmeniessonand one25-minute review on the backchanneling
expressions. Similarly, they received @teminute treatmentssonand one25-minute
review ontheotherinitiated selfrepairexpressions. Productik@owledge of thearget
formulaic sequencesas assessetith a Gtest (Appendix¥) in whichtesttakers read a
prompt and wote the appropriate respon3@. prevent testakers fromwriting plausible
yet incorrectanswers, the first letter of each wavdsprovided.

Descriptive statistics indicated that both the treatment gnoepi@) and the
control group i = 27) scores improved from pretest to posttest. The treatment group
pretest mean score was 7.8DE 1.61) which increased on the posttest to 93
0.71). The control group pretest mean score was 6&B#% (1.64) which increased on the
posttest to 8.073D= 1.84).

The most appropriate analysis for this data was atay mixed ANOVA,which
consists of five assumptionsormality 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 dataenot normal. As normality is an assumption of
the twoway mixed ANOVA, | attempted to transform the data using a reflect and
logarithm pocedure asecommended in Tabachnick and Fidell (2015). Transformations
improve skewness and kurtosis valuagt 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 | only discuss the original data (see #iglinere
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was homogeneity of var i anpces), Thesesverarmos es s ed

outliers as assessed by examination of studentized residuals greater than £3. The
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Figure 4.C-Test Pretest and Posttest Means Separated by Group

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 hawlo categories for the withisubjects factor. Therefore, this
assumption was alsatisfied.

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 gk{p/3) =

16.70,p < .001, partiab]®> = .186. There was also a statistically significant effect for time,
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F(1, 73) = 7.48p < .05, partial®> = .093. However, there was no statistically significant
effect for the interaction between time and grde(d, 73) = 1.38p = .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 angh gvas insignificant. Tése
findingsindicate that the treatment wast statistically signifcant and/orthat extraneous
events (e.g., a testing effect) influenced the control group sdbegsrtheless, the results
indicated that both groups achieved satisfactory scorésegoroductive test darget
formulaic sequenceandwere likelyable to produce them in conversation. Also
noteworthy is that the test assessed participants tard€t formulaidor two actions
backchanneling and confirming comprehenstberefore, even if participants got an
item wrong on the test, they coulde alternive expressionso backchannel or confirm
their understanding.
Formulaic Sequences Productive Use in Discussions

As the previous section described, the participants could adequately produce
the targeformulaic sequenceasn a written filkin-the-blank style tes(AppendixF).
However, during the discussions neither the treatment nor the control group used enough
of the expressions to allow for the use of parametric statistidatlle24, the number of
uses for eactargetformulaic sequence is shown as well as its proportion of total
instances.

Thetableindicates that backchannels occurred nadten tharotherinitiated

self-repair, which are contingent upanisunderstandinsee also Appendi% for all
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recorded instances of backchannelidg¥o, the data shows thaight of the 1Qarget
formulaic sequencesereused only once or not at aliring the discussions, despite the
participants havingatisfactorilydemonstrated their ability to produce them in written

form eatrlier.

Table24. Target Formulaic Sequence Use During Discussions

Treatment Control

Action Formulaic sequence Pre (n) Post (n) Pre (n) Post (n)
Backchanneling Good point O 0 0 0

good point

| 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%)

Thatdéds int O 1(0.00%) O 0

That sound O 1(0.00%) O 0
Other-initiated did you say 0 0 0 0
Self-repair

I'm sorry 0 1(0.00%) O 0

is that right? 0 0 0 0

you're saying 0 0 0 0

you mean 1(0.00%) O 0 0

Interactional Competence Ratings

A repeateemeasures MANCOVA was run tovestigatethe effects of a
treatment for interactional practices a@adgetformulaic sequences on péastervention
interactional competengatingsusing SPSS Version 29.0.210teractional competence
ratings were in the form of measure ougfubm FacetgVersion 3.84.0Linacre, 2022).
To control for the effects dinglish-speakingoproficiency, scores on the Versant English
Test (Pearson, 2008) were entered into the model as a covsleat®ureneans and
standard deviations for the four interactional competence criteria are shown ir25,able

and measure means are visually represented in Fagure
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Table25. Hypothesis Measure Descriptive Statistics

Pretest Posttest

Group M SD M SD
Treatment Overall 0.52 0.45 0.73 0.49
Cl 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
Cl 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

Logit

Logit

) Conversation Involvement ) Developing/Maintaining Discussion
1 }I,AT 1
1 Q’<T
0 0 = L
-1 -1
-2 -2
5 Turn-taking/Backchanneling 5 Communicative Effectiveness
1 1 l, Q
O 0 ‘.\T
‘.\T L
-1 L -1
-2 -2
Pretest Posttest Pretest  Posttest

Figure 5.Rating Measure Means Separated by Group and Criterion
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brackets.

All the statisticalassumptions were satisfied except for the assumption of a lack
of univariate and multivariate outliergisual observation of boxplots revealed six
univariate outliers. | opted to keep the outliers in the datauseunning the analyses
with and without the outliers produced similar resultsere were no multivariate
outliers, as assessed by Mahalanobis distgmee{01).A repeatedmeasures
MANCOVA was run toinvestigatethe effect of the treatment on four aspects of
interactional competenc€onversation Involvemenbeveloping andvaintaining
discussionTurntakingBackchanneling, an@ommunicativeEffectiveness

The repeatedneasures MANCOVA showed that there wasstatistically
significant difference between the treatment groups after controllirigniglish speaking
proficiency, F(4, 70) =1.054p= . 386, Wi | ks &#=9574othed 43, part
words, neither the treatment group nor the control group participants showed a
statistically significant difference between the pretest and pogftést.analysis had
been significant, then a post hoc ANOVA wouldtbe next stepo investigatevhere
exactly differences existed. However, the omnibus repaatasures MANCOVA was
insignificant and therefore subsequent analyses m@rappropriateThis 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 Excerptdor Hypothesis 4

The following section contains excerpts from the discussion transattijts
illustrate different aspects of interactional competertaed to Hypothesis. Fhe
excerpts were selected to show how interactions differed between participants with
low/medium/high interactional proficiency. In additidhe 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
proficiencyspeakergAyaka, Kanadeattemptto involve a lower proficiency speaker
(Tomoya)in the discussion. Excerpt 6 shows a common interactional pattern, particularly
among participants with low interactional competence, the udgoef about you@for
turntaking. Excerpts 7 and 8 shdhe difference icommunicative effectiveness
between medium and low overall interactional competepeakersThese excerpts are
discussed in the Hypothesis 4 Discussion section.
Excerpt 5: High/Low Interactional Competenée Encouraging Others to Participate

The following excerpt shows two participa#s/aka, Kanade)rying to involve a

group member who is nptarticipating(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 | don't - | 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 bestone? ((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 : A |sitgood?

19 Tom : Nn::

20 (1.9

21 Aya: A Who cooks?

22 Tom : My mother.

23 Aya: A %mm::% You don't help?

24 Tom : Nn.

25 (( Nayuko looks unamused, Kanade , Ayaka,and Nao laugh))

Excerpt 6: Medium/Low Interactional Competenéeii HoAb out You?0 Sequen
The foll owing excer pt sequenedlines 07,2 31fihow ab

46) that many participants used to mechanically allocate turns during discussions.

Excerpt 6

7:Ctrl:PartTime:Pre

01 Man: E: () e:: (0.7) W 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: A Ee::(2.0)e() How about - how aboutyou =

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 Eeito(1.5) Ah when =
20 = ()1()do - did part -time job e::h (1.3) | so tired

21 Man : Mmm

22 4.2)

23 Man: A GCkuhuh how about you ((laughing; gestures to Saya))
24  Say: | 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) W can (0.7) save the money

30 Man: Nn. Nn. Nn.

31 Say: A How aboutyou ((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::: =
(1.8) They (.) cou - can't (1.3) they can't (0.6) come =

42 =

43 = to school (1.1) sometimes so::: (1.6) Students have to =
44 = work so - so

45 Man: N::n

46 Chi: A How about you? ((slight gesture to Mana))

Excerpt 7: MediunmHigh Interactional Competencé Overcoming Vocabulary Issues
The following excerpt shows a lack of Communicative Effectivendsnthe
current speaker has a breakdown in communicéglilos 24), due to an inability to find

the correct word/phrase and a lack of fluency.

Excerpt 7

44:Control:StudyAbroad:Pre

01 Wak: | think the meritis (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) | 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: Aco-

21  Wak: Bu:[t] (0.6) there's a (.) demerit [(.) ]Jcuz (1.3)=

22 Sho: [M]m [nn nn]

23 = the:: (0.7) different culture different food and so=

24 A =onis (2.5) which (1.4) is: % nantte % (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:: () thisis 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 CompetenéeAsking an Expert
The following excerpts also shows a lackGafmmunicative Effectiveness that

a participant (Euice) refrains from talking about a topic that they know wiatles 27

31).

Excerpt 8

30:Treat:Food:Post

01 Nan: What is yours (0.4)[ Whlich do you prefer ((looks at =
02 =Eunice )

03 Eun: [mm:]

04 Eun: Mm now (0.5) I'm living alone s[o 1](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 | 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: Ql:h]

22 Mas: A [ 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 Joutside =
28 Nan: [yeah]

29 = if you want to [go tJo a Korean restaurant

30 Nan: [yeah]

31 ((Eunice starts fanning self again in silence))

Chap%Summary

In this chapter, | provided the results of the analyses conducted fouthe
hypotheses of this studifor Hypothesis 1, 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, manualy searcledfor typographicallyemphasizedormulaic
sequences iacorpus of spoken academic English. The results showeddbatrences
of mostformulaic sequences did nexceeda frequencythreshold andhuscould not be
considered authentic. For Hypothesis &sessed 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 turngptalamount of speaking time, and English backchannels. For
Hypothesis 4, hssessed whethtre treatmentad a statistically significant effect on
four criteria of interactional competendeéne results indicad that the treatment was not
statisticallysignificant In the following chapter discuss the resultsesearch

implications, and pedagogicahplications of these findings.
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CHAPTER 6
DISCUSSION
In this chapter, | reintroduce each hypothégfore summarizing and interpreting

the results. Following that, | discudee researchnd pedagogicamplications

Hypot h&&APs Ta& xltebxoiockals Bundl e

For Hypothesis 1, | posited that the lexical bundles in EAP textbooks would differ

substantially fom lexical bundles in a corpus of spoken academic Endltshk.
hypothesis was confirmedo reiterate, lexical bundles werefthed by Biber et al.
(1999)asibundl es of words that -ogduré vasracurettat i st i
expressions, regardless of their i dppomatic
989 990).In other words, lexical bundles araulti-word sequences that astetemined
solelyby how frequently they appear a text.I compiled theaudio scriptandvideo
scriptsfrom EAP textbooks to form the TEAP corplden, | compared the TEAP
corpus to the reference corgd$CASE, which is a spoken English corpus of academic
speeclevents The40 most frequent lexical bundles from both corpora wertkedusing
the taxonomy from BibeiConrad, and Cortd2004). The results indicated that the
lexical bundles from the TEAP and MICASE corpdifiered greatly For the TEAP
corpus, discourserganizerg47.9%) and referetial expressions (42086) occurred
with roughly similar frequency, but stance expressmwirredrardy (5.00%). For the
MICASE corpus, the most frequentbgcurringlexical bundles were referential
expression$45.00%), followed by stancexpression$30.00%), and discourse

organizerg22.90%). Three of the registers Biber, Conrad, and Cortese also shown
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in Tablel8and Figure3. For the TEAP corpushe distribution of functions did not
closely resemble any of the registers, $iatilar to the textbook registeit had alow
percentage of stance expressions. The MICASE corpus was most similar to the classroom
teaching registen that both had a more balanced distribution of the function types
Having summarized the resultexamine eackexical bundle functiomore closely
beforediscussingpossible explanations and implications.
Discourse Organizer Expressions

Discourse organizezxpressions are lexical bundles that describe a relationship
between prior and subsequent discourse (Bibenrad& Cortes 2004).Nearly half of
the40 most frequent lexical bundles in the TEAP corpasediscourse organizer
bundles, buthey werdess than a quarter of the toiathe MICASE corpusDiscourse
organizerexpressions differed between the two corpora not only in terms of frequency,
but also in terms of the functions they servedhbBiber, ConradandCortes
taxonomy discourse organizéunctions aredivided into two funtions topic
introduction/focus and topic elaboration/clarification. The topic introduction/focus
function contains expressions to direct the attention of the listener siilyas look
atd andfil would like tod The secondunctionof topic elaboration/clarification contains
more opaque expressions sucliitzs to do witb andfias well as thé.In the TEAP
corpus(Table16), there were a total of Idiscourse organizeaxpressions, 15 (790%)
were the topic introduction/focus type, dodr (21.00%) were the
elaboration/clarification typdn the MICASE corpug¢Tablel7), there were only nine

discourse organizeaxpressionssix (66.8%) of those expressiofad atopic
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elaboration/clarification function and three (3B&) of those expressiomad atopic
introduction/focus function.
Referential Expressions

Referential expressions were a large percentage of the 40 most frequent lexical
bundles for both corpor@eeTable18 andFigure3). For the TEAP corpus, they were
the second largest category at 4% and for the MICASE corpus they were the largest
category at 490%. Biber, ConradandCortes(2004) describereferentialexpressionas
lexical bundlesvhich identify an entity as worthy of attention. They are further divided
into four subcategories: identification/focus, imprecisgpgcificationof attributes, and
time/place/text referenc&he fact thateferential expressions make up almost half of the
40 most frequent lexical Indlesin both corporahowtheir importance and
multifunctionality. There are also notable similarities and differences betwedwadhe
corporaandthe registers iBiber, Conrad andCortes.For the TEAP corpus, referential
expressions were a much lower proportion of total expressions than Bdread, and
Corte®textbook registerThe similarity of functions betwedghe MICASE corpusnd
Biber, ConradandCortes$s classroom teaching registam be seemeferential
expressions and stance expressions were usedft@rstand discourse organizers were
used the least.
Stance Expressions

Stance expressiossiowed dargecontrast between theo corporaBiber,
Conrad,andCortes (2004ylescribe 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
impersonalln the TEAP corpus, stance expressions accountezhfps.00% of the 40
most frequently used expressioadigure closer to the textbook register in Biber
Conrad,andCortes.
Explanation of Hypothesis 1Results

Discourse organizer andferentialexpressions accounted for neaalithe
lexical bundles in EAP textbookand a possible reasanthatthoseEAP textbooks
primarily focus oracademic speedavents whose purpose is to transmit information to
learners. Thenost prominenexample othese interactionis the lecture, but other
formats such as interviews with experts and video clips from news proffeaquently
appeaed Discourse organizer expressions suchilaglay wére going t@ and
referential expressions suchradl over the world bothfeaturel prominently in the
contenf and with increased exposure to these types of lexical bundles, learners are more
likely to usethoseexpressions during their own presentatidrisus,informational
academic speedventsand student presentat®function aghe beginning and eraf a
learningcycle That is,EAP textbook units typically contain lectures and readings about
a certainopic andhave a presentation task at the end of thethaitan beassessely
the instructor Learnergdemonstate their understanding of the tojig using skills such
as synthesizing information from different sources, interacting with peers, and producing
a clearlydefined product (de Chazal, 201#).summarypnereasoracademic speech
eventssuch adectures are a common part of EAP textbosksecause 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 notedstarlcer,
expressions were a merd@% of the most frequent lexical bundieshe EAP textbook
corpus, a much lower percentage than th@@0 in thereferencecorpus(Table18and
Figure3). Biber, ConradandCortes(2004) described stance bundles as very common
andfoundthat they accounted for high proportions in bibiconversation (690%) and
classroom teachingegisterg33.00%6). However, stance expressions accounted for only
15.00%% of lexical bundles ithe textbook registeindicating thaEAP textbooks are
more similar tahetextbookregisterthanthe classroom teaching or conversatregister
That almosnone of the most frequelexical bundleswere stance expressiocan be
explained by the predominanceinformationalacademic speedawvents such dectures
overmoreinteractive eventsuch as study groups or office hour visiitsa lecture,
epistemic stance expressions suchlakond know ifo aresomewhat unnatural because
the focus is on the subject matter rather than the lecturssible cause may be that
teachers adopat ficontextual and directiveorientation, which contrasts with learners who
typically have dipersonalized framir@orientation Csomay 2004, 2007)Another
reason might be thaecausepistemic stancexpressiongre used to convey the limits
of onds knowledgeor sound more tentatiyéextbook creators might ortilhemin order
for learnerdo sound more certairy.et anothereasorstance expressions do not appear
more often may be that textbook creators do not deallextbal bundlesn any
systematic manner, a conclusion that was reached in earlier fudreadVood (2012

andWoodandAppel (2014)
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Research Implicationsof Hypothesis 1 Results

A research implicatiofor these results thatresearchers should create lists of
lexical bundles that textbook publishers can incorporateEiAf® textbooks. For years,
researcherg.g., McCarten, 222, Meunier & Reppen, 2015; Rémer, 20hBve
recommended that publishers use findings from corpus linguistics to strengthen the
authenticity of theiEnglishlanguagdaextbooks. That this study reachhe same
conclusion is not groundbreaking, amdecengrticle (Murray & Brown, 2025yeviewed
severaformulaic liststhat have appeared in major res@gaurnals.The researchers
concluded that although a number of formulaic language lists exist, none of them
combined a rigorous selection process withfisendliness.To textbook publisheés
credit,many titles focus oword listssuch as the AWI(Coxhead, 2000) and the NAWL
(Browne et al., 2013pand thee is aneverincreasing number of titles that incorporate
corpus linguistics. However, the naturdefical bundles poses a challenge both
researchera’/howish to create practical Istand publisherthat hopdo incorporate
more research findings. Lexical bundieisich aredetermined by frequency alone often
straddle grammatical bordeBundlessuch agilém going to talk areeasier to define
and teach than expressions suchimserms ofthe 6 Thedifficulty of teachingformulaic
languagevas one reason th&tmpsonVlach and Ellig2010)consideed pedagogical
usefulness as a factor when creating their Academic FormulaOtistr strengths dhis
study are that the researchers used other criteria beyond frequency alone, covered both
written and spoken language, and used data from several corpora. Howspég the

many strengths of this word list, it is based on corpora that arenwoe/thartwo
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decades oldndthereforeother researchers should replicate its rigorous approach. In
summary, firesearcherproducepracticaland useifriendly list of lexical bundles, this
increassthe likelihood that textbook publishers incorporate thresearcHindings into
their own offerings.
Pedagogical Implicationsof Hypothesis 1 Results

A pedagogical implicatiobased orhese results is that textbook publishers
should incorporate greater variety of academspeechevents intdEAP textbook
content. As noted earliegEAP 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 transaefi¢ag., 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 situationsBhgtish languagéearners can
expect to encounter in higher educatiBnglish languag&earneranustalsonavigate
study groups, student presentationsparone meetings with advisors, and group
projects just to name a femteractionsThose events can be described as highly
interactive and with greater equality among participants. In other ywhegse two types
of interactions differ greatlyf EAP textbooks focused on a greater variety of academic
speeclevents, théexical bundles in EAP textbooks might more closely resemble
conversation or classroom teadpifiherefore, gposing L2 learners to moeaithentic
academic language coubetterprepare them for the rigors of academi&nglish
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A pedagogical implication for teachers is that they should expose their students to
more lexical bundles via authentic acadesgeeclevents. With the proliferation of the
Internet, there is an evarcreasinghumberof online lectures, interviews, discussion
panels, and other speech events which can become course ddngeakamplés the
well-known TED Talk which started in 2006 and has over 7,000 videos available online
as ofApril 2025 (Barayeva, 2025Another examplés theMassive Open Online Course
(MOOC), afree online courseffered by universities around the world. Téasy
accessibility and diversity of these topics are appedbuagit may beoverly 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
introdue academic content likely to be of interest to their stud#ritee length or
amount of the material is tabfficult for students, then teachers could provide
scaffolding or use excerpts of the content.

Another pedagogical implication is that lexitaindles are not likely to be salient
for studentso teachersoulduseAl to createdaskswhich have intentional learning
conditions PellicerSanchez & Boer2019). Some examples of taskish intentional
learning conditiongire activities where learners search a text for formulaic sequences,
and stanehlone activities focused on formulaic sequenkksvever,in their review
PellicerSancheandBoersnoted that the effectiveness of intentional learmiracedures
varied widely An additional concern is thateatingadditional instructionaiaterials
can betime-consuming for teachera practical alternative might b&l-based resources

such as ChatGPT aééngengdhttps://www.zengengo.copwhich allow users to
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quickly and easily createstructionalmaterialsbased on useselected content. Adased
resources are useful for reducing the amount of time that teachers spend on mundane
tasks such asreatingvocabulary review activities and quizzéisnust be stated though
thatl do notadvocatehatteacherstop usingauthentic materials in favor of Adreated
reading and listening materiaBy definition, Al is not authentic, and therefateshould
not be considered as a replacement for carefully introducing authentic materials into the
classroom. Instead, | recommend that teacheré\usmls to createstandalone materials
such as matching exercises or vocabulary quiZgsising these tools, teacheen
increase their studer@tsxposure to lexical bundles, theredigengtheimg their
knowledge othese expressionghich area ubiquitous yet overlooked component of
language

An alternative approach for teachers is to incorporate formulaic language word
lists intolanguagecourse content. Word listeave several advantages language
teachers. Word lists atgpically created using corpus linguistics and reflectidnguage
used in the source materidkachers 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 puippasasecent
review, see Murray and Brown, 2028)so, researcherthoroughlydescribehow they
create word lists, further simplifyintpe teachets decisionof which word list to usdn
contrast, how publishers select formulaic language for E¥&i textbooks is often not
describd 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 thoughmanyEAP textbooksadvertise the use oiing
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 contertb exposeheir students to more lexical bundles.
Summary of Hypothesis 1 Results

Over two decades ago Bih&onrad, and Cortd2004) reported thaexical
bundles irL1 university textbooks differed in several ways from classroom teaching and
spoken conversatioit present, the results from this study indicate that EAP textbooks,
which focuson preparing L2 learners for acadenaantain lexical bundles that differ
significantlyfrom classroom teaching and conversatldsing Bibe, Conrad, and
Corte®taxonomy, | found that EAP textbook lexical bundles pertatmostly discourse
organizing and referential functions, and rarely stance functions. | attributed this finding
to the predominance of informatioredademic speedvents such as lectures, and a lack
of more interactivecademic speeavents 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 B#girtextbook content.
For teachers, a pedagogical implication was that they should expose their students to
extracurriculamcademicontent andncorporate word ligtinto their language course
content.It can be reasonably concluded that if L2 learners are more exposed to the actual
languagehey will encounter in academia, then they will be better prepared to succeed in

the future.
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Hypothesis 2: Authentic Formul aic

In this section, briefly summarize the Hypothesis 2 analysis before discussing
possible reasons for the results. Following thdistusgheresearch and pedagogical
implications.

Hypothesis &tatedthat 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 Engligihis hypothesis was confirmeto investigate
whether formulaic sequences that appear in EAP textbooks can be considered authentic, |
examinedormulaic sequencaa EAP textbooksvhichwere typographically
emphasizedThis term refers to words phraseshataremade more salient to textbook
users by being placed in separate text boxes, highlighted, underlined, or bolded. In
addition,typically those expressiongereshown in example sentences, appeared in a
vocabularyindex at the back dhe bookor were used more frequently in audio or video
recordingsAlthough both Hypothesis 1 and 2 concern formulaic sequeHgg®thesis
1 focused on lexical bundles, which is a subset withirattger group of formulaic
language. Another difference between the two groups is that lexical bundles in
Hypothesis kseemed tmotbetreated in any systematic manner whereas the formulaic
sequences in Hypothesisv2represented asxpressions to bearned

The results indicated that most of the formulaic sequences could not be
considered authentlwecausehey did not appear with sufficient frequency in the spoken
academic English corpu®nly 298 (16.2%) of the 1830 uniqueEAP textbook

expressions passed tlogv threshold ofLO occurrenceper millionwords However, this
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included tweword and threavord expressions, ast of whichare very common and
syntactically incomplete such &slk aboud andfithese ar@.Therefore, | als@xamired
formulaic sequences of four words or moree percentage éur or moreword
expressions that were authentic wasexe Z (2.40%) out of1,118uniqueEAP textbook
expressiond. alsoexaminedormulaicsequences of exactly four wor@sgrams)as
they are more syntactically complete tham23-grams and 10 times more common than
5-grams (Cortes, 2@. The 4gram analysis indicated that 22 out of 384 Q%0y
expressions could be considered authentic. Finally, a striking finding wamdkat
formulaicsequences iBAP textbooks, 1056 out of 1830 (57.1%), did not appear even
once in the 152 texts that comprise the MICASE corphsrefore, the results of this
studysupportthe findings of Coxhead et al. (201fRatthe majority of phrases listed as
useful expressions in EAP textbooks did not appear in either a laboratory or a tutorial
corpus.
Explanation of Hypothesis 2Results

As statedn Hypahesisl discussiorsection one possible reasdAP textbooks
do not accurately reflect spoken academic discaardat EAP textbooks largefpcus
on lecturesstudentled presentationsand otheinformationalacademic speedvents
(Basturkmen, 2016; Feak, 2018y focusing on thessmilar types of interaction&AP
textbools might not adequatg cover language thas used duringnore interactive
academic speedavents

Anotherpossiblereasorformulaic sequencedid not meet the authenticity

threshold idue toinadequate textbook creation methods. Of the 32 EAP textbooks
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examined in the study3Imentioned a corpus or word lidt] mentioned an authentic
content source such as Reuteesvs article®r TED Talks, andninemade no mention of
corpus linguistics or authentic sourcegerestingly, those nineAP textbooks were all
published in the first half of the 2010s. For refereddeof the selected EAP textbooks
were published between 202014, 17 were published between 20A®19, and four
were published in 202@he year th&AP textbooks were collecte@hereforethis
finding supports the idethatpublishers are improving their methods, albeit slowly
(McCarten, 2022)However it is difficult to draw conclusions regarding the use of
corpus linguistics ilEAP textbooksbecause textbook publishats 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 cormf®rmed, with only a

minority of teaching materials thus far incorporating direct corpus
evidence such as concordances into their designsomall scalg(p. 305)

Practicaldemands and thexpectations afeachers andtudents could be another
reasormostformulaiclanguage irEAP textbooksloes noteflect reallife spoken
academic situations. All the sampled EAP textbooks wetieidual titleswithin a series
with differenttitles intended fodifferent proficiency levelsAs a resultthe EAP
textbook authorbad tocreate a large amount of content and focus on numerous skills.
Agreeing, disagreeing, and sharing @epinion were featured aill the EAP textbook
series butalsoless common actions such as interrupting reegbtiating for meaning
However, not all actions occur with equal frequency during interadtmmexample, He
and Dai (2006) noted that actions such as challenging éti@rsons and persuading
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occurred less frequently than other actions such as asking for opinienfctthaEAP
textbools provide formulaic language for a wide variety of actions blksdy reflect
teacher8expectationgor instructional material provide everything required to
support courses (Tomlinson, 201Teachersnightnaot go throughthe course textbook
page bypage buinsteadchoose the most usefoit interestingsectiongo teach If EAP
textbooks focus on a wide variety of actions, tt@iebe more appealing teachersvho
havemore options for course content
Research Implicatiors of Hypothesis 2 Results

One research implication is thasearchers should use corpus linguistics to verify
the authenticity oEAP textbookformulaic sequences, as | have done in this study. It is
understandable that lexical bundles, which can be challengtegadb, are not focused
on systematically in EAP textbooks. However, it is lesderstandabléhat 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 seguence
EAP textbooks did not appear even once in the MICASE corpus. This surprising finding
raisesquestionsabout how textbook publishers select formulaic sequences. If publishers
do not use corpus linguistiadhen perhapthey are selecting phrases basedhtution
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 proceSaesd with tis dilemma,
researchers could verify the authenticity of formulaic languagmglish language

textbooksby following the procedures described in Bardbharlig et al. (2015).
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Alternatively, EAP textbook publishersould use corpus linguistics to create their own
materials from scratclstartingwith formulaic sequensand then creatingAP textbook
content This corpusinformed approach has been used by a major publisher, and one
example is th@opular textbook serieBouchstondMcCarthy 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 | described authenticity in terms of pedagogy,
representation, ansimilarity. First, for pedagogy, EAP textbooks are certainly useful for
their stated purpose, preparing English language learners for study in Engtiglm
institutions.EAP textbooks provide learnevégth levelappropriate contenaird do rot
present overly long listening activitiesr an abundance of lefilequency vocabulary.
Therefore, theesimplified materials arenore effective than authentic materitis
languagdearning(Nation & DeWeerdt, 2001).

However, saying that simplified materials are good and authmatierialsare
bad is a gross simplification. Both simplified andreentic learning materialsave
disadvantages, and this was shown by two examplesMtoGarthy and McCarten
(2023).The first examplavas acontrived dialog from 186, in which speakersvalk
through a zo@and make comments about the animals in complete sentences and using a
variety of seldom used vocabulary suchiaisds of prey andfpercho The second
example wasnauthentiadialoguefrom 2014which wasalso adiscussion about animals
However, this dialogueontained manynterruptions, false starts, and backchannels

making itdifficult to evendeterminehe conversation topi&toller 016 noted that
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authentic materials are often too challenging, and that they can frustrate and demotivate
studentsThereforeyegardingpedagogy, the EAP materials lacked authenticity, but this
is beneficial for Englistenguagdearners.

The authenticity of the EAP textbooks can also be considiertedms of
representationThat is, how well do EAP textbooks represent the interactimi€£nglish
language learners encounter in an Enghidium 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 attead
professods 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 adequatabyer a multitude oihteractionsAs noted in the
Explanation of Hypothesis 1 results section, EAP textbooks primarily focus on
transactional academic speech eventsh as lecturemndstudent presentations.
Subsequentlyformulaic sequencedbat are used ikectures can be used by English
language learners dugrpresentations. Thus, EAP textbook formulaic sequences
complete the cycle of learning; Englistnguagdearners 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 interattiahappear in the MICASE corpus;

howevertheymay be overepresented in EAP textbooks. Personally, | never delivered
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any presentations during my undergraduate studieshisutvidence is anecdotal and not
recent.

Lastly, the authenticity of EAP textbodkrmulaic sequences can be considere
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, thetbéofimding that they didot
resemble the language used during acoatlemic speech events suggests that this is a
area of improvement for textbook publishers.
Pedagpgical Implications of Hypothesis 2 Results

A pedagogical implication based on the results for Hypothesis 2 is that teachers
shouldverify the authenticity oformulaic language in EAP textbookarstly, teachers
should checlEAP textboolsto see ittheywerecreatedusingcorpuslinguistics.
Secondly, fipossible teachergan follow the procedures outlined in Bardséiarlig et al.
(2015) to verify the authenticity ddrmulaicsequences. Programs such asGumic
(Anthony, 2025) can be used to perform concordance searches and are both free and user
friendly.

If teachers find using corpus linguistics totbeburdersomeor time-consuming,
an alternative approachfisr teachers to use thenntuition to carefully examine the
formulaic sequences that appeaERP textbools. Teachershouldquestionwhether the
expressionseem conventionand worthy of instructionAlso, teachershould check

whether the formulaic sequences are for performing less copandrtherefore less
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useful,actionssuch as persuadiraihersor concluding meetings earljnother point
worth noting ishe number oformulaic sequencabatappear in eacBAP textbook
Keeping in mind tha fact thaformulaicsequences have a greater learning burden than
single word items (Nation, 2013eachers should check tHaAP textbooks do not
contain too many expressions fostruction orconsider reducing the number of
expressions to be taught. The suggestion that teachers simply use their intigtion
seem haphazartut a recent study biroblesGarciaet al. (2023) found that teacher
judgments can be more accurate than wioeduency for predicting which words
studentsare likely to knowAs an exampleRoblesGarciaet al. noted thatachers were
aware that their students wditeely to know lowfrequency words such d@iblackboard)
fimarkerp andfipencil 0 but not know useful, higfrequency words such digendency
fibroadcast andfiyoutho In my own teaching context as well, | have found that Japanese
learners of English already know a substantial numblevefrequency words because
they are loanwords used in Japanese. For example, Japanese sthdersounter the
written form of English wordsuch agireasonabl®,ficonvenienc®, andfibargair are
usuallyable toguesgheir meaning.

After determining which formulaic sequences have pedagogical value, teachers
couldguidetheir student#n theuseof concordance softwar€oncordanceearche$or
formulaic sequencesan provide a variety of useful informatisnchasan expressiais
register, frequent collocag positionwithin sentences, arekample sentences
(concordance lindsThis can be a timeonsuming 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 Engligtpé://www.english
corpora.org/cocdathen updates a shared file with details about the expressions. When
done in this manner, the students spread the workload amemgelves ansupportthe
learning of all class membeiSecond language vocabulary research has repeatedly
shown that the number of exposures as well as depth of processing are key factors for
how likely English languagé&earners acquireocabulary Despite the ubiquity of
formulaic sequences, the likelihood of incidentally encountering specific expressions is
low, thereforeEnglish languag&earnerscanuse concordance softwaeaugment their
learning This approach can provide both exposures to formulaic sequences in context as
well as valuable information on their usage, both of whiclmaoessaryor 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 auth®atite pssible reasonf®r
why few of the expressions appeared with sufficient frequency are because of the focus
oninformationalacademic speedavents such as lectures, a lack of cotipfisrmed
method, and the expectations from teachers and studentEAtRtextbooks 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
BardoviHarlig et al. (2015). Howeveboth completely contrived and completely
authentiomaterials cabe problematiclf teachers cannot use corpus linguistics to verify

formulaic sequencadn instructional materialghen they should use their intuition to
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carefullycheck those expressiohsforeselectingan EAP textbookfor a course Finally,
teacherganguide learnersn how to perform simple concordance searches for formulaic
sequencesyhich canbe doneefficiently as a whole class activitidaving described the
results of the two hypotheses ab&#tP textbooks and formulaic language, the
discussion will proceed to the remaining two hypotheses concerning interactional
competence and interactional practices.
Hypot Beslinst eracti onal Practices and 1| nt

In this section, begin by discussinthe recorded interactional practices and
measures. Following this, | consider the results of the multiple linear regressilysis
for Hypothesis 3Key interactional practices that represent different aspects of
interactional competen@nd whichhave a significant effect on ratings of overall
interactional competence. | examine the pretest and posttest data together, then discuss
possible explanations for the resuls.illuminate common patterns afteraction &
different proficiency levels | discuss selected transcripts that appear in the Discussion
Excerptsfor Hypothesis 3ubsection of the Results chaptaalso included the
participants overall interactional competence, which was average ofahescbres on
the IC Rating Scale (Appendi). Finally, | consider the research and pedagogical
implications of the results.
Interactional Practices and Measurediscussion

The firstfinding after examiation ofthe descriptive statistiqd able14) is that
some interactional practicésd higher figurethan 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
exampleduring the 18minute discussiongarticipants took an average of 15 speaking
turns but only asked about two follewp questionsRestartsvere even less common.
Participants performed an average of less than one restart duringrthieut®
discussionsThe most likely reason for this gap between counts of the interactional
practices is that questions and restarts are contimgentother actions. For exampkan
othe-initiated selfrepairmoverequires that either the spealsentterancée unclearthe
listenes comprehension level not high enoughther presence of axtraneous factor
such as background noigéso, it is possible thaa listener chooses not to act upon the
misunderstanding armeémainssilent. Restarts are a respomséapseswhich could be
due a breakdown in communicationother reasond herefore, restarts occurred much
lessoftenthan speaking turns and backchannels. Lastly, a common strategy to restart a
stalledconversatiorwas to ask a question so there is some overlap between the counts of
restarts and question&.stricter classification ofestarts and questions would further
reducethe number of observedstances.

The secondinding that can be drawn is that the general trend of the data from
pretest to posttest similar for the treatment and control gropable 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 waseaseren which
there was a slight difference between the two groups as the treatment group average

increased,and thecontrolgroup average decreasétbwever this figure may simply
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indicate a regression to the mean rather than an actual effect of the treatraebbth
the treatmenand control groupmproved 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 ineffebtinehat the overall
course was beneficial in developing certain aspedtg@factionakcompetence, and this
is described in the Hypothesis 4 discussion.
Explanation of Hypothesis 3Results

The first possible explanation fathy many of the interactional behaviors did not
emerge during the small group discussishat they were not necessary to complete the
task The format of the group discussion was loosely structirebbsely resemble real
life interactions. hierequirements were that participaot®ose one side of an argument
(study abroad or not, work a pdirne job or not, eat outside or eat at home) and support
that opinion with details and examples. The IC Rating Scale (Appéhdias the
descriptor for a score & on Developing and Maintaining Discussiomasillfully
performs a variety of actions beyond giving opinions/agreeing/disagreeing such as
analyzing and synthesizingYet manyof those behaviors occurred rarely or not at all
Even disagreeing did notcurmuch 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 peopechoften 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 requiled by
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classroom taskuch as a rolplay or debateTo illustrate this point with a more extreme
example, as a L1 English speakeam capable of dointhe speech acts of complaining
and persuadindf necessary, | can complain to the manager in a restaurant about the poor
service inan attempto get some free dessert as compensation. Such a situation almost
never occursbut nevertheless | possess those abilities. This exaropternspeech
acts and pragmatic competence, $iatilar conclusions can be drawn abotieractional
practices and interactional competerioesummary, the singl&0-minute discussion with
few requirementsvasalikely reason many interactional practices did not oedgthr
greater frequency

The second possibtfeasormany interactional practices did not emerge is that
many participantsnay haveviewed the discussions as an individual rather than a group
task. Onampetusfor this study was previous research (eb@mon & 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 spe#tk@mntrast, 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
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approved by other speakers. Seedhouse (2004) described the interactional architecture of
L2 classrooms and stated that there are four learning contextsafmkaccuracy,
meaningandfluency, taskoriented, and procedural. | had anticipated that the

participants would adopt the meaniagdfluency context, focusing less on linguistic
accuracy, and focusing more on having meaningful communication. Instead, they
displayed a taskriented context, trying to complete the task by adopting a preblem

solving stane. 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-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 phfdse
< ™ (yoiten to warui tengood points and bad pointigspite the fact thahe

phrase did not appear on t®@up discussiomstructions (Appendi%s). Groupsthat
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 exchangeshaftbed
previous talking points, were less dynamic, and punctuated bsiemgesExcerpts 3
and 4 show discussions where participants oriented to the discussion as a brainstorming
task.

However,one possibility is that songroups 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 | mad# 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 singl@gopic was that | wished to see how participants would handle inevitable
lapses in conversation. L1 speakers would have little difficulty talkiogitaa 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 othe singletopic 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
insteadfocused on generating as many different idea®asilple.

In the following sections, | discuss four excerpts (located in the Discussion
Excerpts for Hypothesis 3 subsection of the Results chapter) which illustrate notable
patterns of interactiorRarticipants were assessed by three raters on a scaleifsdior 1
four criteria: Conversation Involvement, Developing and Maintaining Discussion; Turn
taking/Backchanneling, and Communicative Effectiven€bs.score that is shown is
each participais overall interactionaiompetencecore which was the average of all

the raw scores awarded by the three raters.
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Discussion of Excerpt 1Low Interactional Competena® Low Mutuality and Long
Pauses

An example of a discussion where speakers interact as individuals and the
discussion shows low mutuality Excerpt 1 The speakers all received medHiow to
low ratings for interactional competence: Ay4 £ 2.75), Kanal = 2.5), andEma (M
= 1.83).The excerpt begins with the first speak€ana)producing a very long speaking
turn (lines01i 07). Kands low speaking proficiency is shown by frequent pausing
throughout her turmfter she finishes her turyya merely acknowledges that Kana has
finished speaking with a Japanese‘verbal backchannel éhn nn nm (line 09). After
a seversecond lapse, Ayecognizesha Kanahas yielded the floaaind begins her own
turn withou discussindKanas ideas. She repeats Kénaleas in reverse order, despite
not having uttered even a minimal agreement suc¢hagre® or il think so, tood This
is notdesirable and as McCarthy and McCarten (2023) ndt8deakers seem routinely
to prefer to say more than jushessage receivédnd indicate personal engagement,
reciprocity of stance, enthusiasm for the topic,0dfe. 109). The speaking turns in this
excerpt unfoldasa series of short monologues, with little uptake of other spdikees,
and longlapsesetween speaking turndotably, there is also a 28econdapse(line 15)
in which none of the three participants attempted to take a speaking turn, which can be
consideredxtremelylong, even in an L2 classrooifihe interaction differs greatly from
the nextexcerptwhich fnows a closely interwoven dialogudichthe speakers jointly

develop.
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Discussion of Excerpt 2High Interactional Competencé High 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 Excefiiraters assessed three
speakers as having high interactiocapetencé¢Rio, M = 4.5; SakuraM = 3.83; Emi,
M = 4.33) and one as having mediow interactional competence (Mall = 2.67). In
the excerptSakura tells the other participants that her-paré job is at Starbucks,
which elicits strong reactions from all the other participants, a fellpwuestion in line
09, and a promise to visit her walkcein 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 followp questions. There are also no lapses s@&veral speaker
turns overlap or are latchedAgap 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 3High-Medium Interactional Competenée Brainstorming
Session

The follow excerpt shows a brainstorming session between a high interactional
competence participant, Hanakd € 3.83), and a medium interactional competence
participant, TakakoM = 2.83).The group hasmentioned most of the good points of
studying abroadlready, and Hanakaroposes that tlygproceedo discussing the bad
points of studying abroad (lir@). Takako agrees in lir@ by repeatingibad point
Following this, Hanako says that studying abroad may affect stidddnility to takezemi

(semnar courses) which are closely related to studenégors and more important than
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lecturebased courses. However, in lid@ Takako does not take up this topic and
proposes that another bad point is ftiene jobs. Hanako ignores this new idea and
emphasizes the important of seminar courses irOBn&akako finishes Hanak®idea in
line 11 to state that the problem with studying abroad is that students might lack enough
credits.This excerpt shows participants discussiagous good points and bad poiirts
a cursory mannegnd latettheystrugglel to avoid repeated lapses in the discussion.
Discussion of Excerpt 4: Mediurb.ow Interactional Competen@ An Undeveloped
Topic

The previous excerpt was from an intermediateractional competenagoup,
but the next example showsediumlow interactional competenspeakersvho also
inadequately develop discussion topiclhe participan@names and overall ratings of
interactional competence were the following: MasdkiH2.91), 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
brothes graduate school tuition in the United States, Masaki introduces the topic of
crime in line03. Then, he greatly surprises the other participants by saying that his
brotheis 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 thresecond 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 discussitopic for several turns
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Research Implicationsof Hypothesis 3 Results
The firstresearch implicatiors thatassessment of interactional competence
based on interactional practidedifficult due toits multifacetednature.This complexity
can be seen iHall and Pekarek Doehl&r(2011) description of interactional competence
which stated:
It includes knowledge of soctabntextspecific 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 pcast 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

maintining shared understanding of the interactional work we and our
interlocutors are accomplishing together. (giR2)1

In other words, interactional competence includes knowledge and competences
from numerous areas. Further support for this implication is provided by Galaczi and
Taylorés (2018) visual metaphor of interactional competence as a tree (see Chapter 1).
Galaczi and Tayld@s diagram show$8 microfeaturege.g., backchanneling,
comprehension checkyrouped into five interactional skil(e.g., interactive listening)
which are modulated by several external factors. The diagram shewsormous
complexity ofinteractionalcompetence as well as the relationships between the many
resources it encompasses. This study assessed changes in padioigaatsional
competence by comparing ratings on theé=iiEing Scale (AppendixH), which in
addition to speaking proficiency (Communicative Effectiveness) amnthree criteria:
Conversation Involvement, Developing and Maintaining Discussion, and Turn
taking/Backchanneling. To improve those areas, the treatment focused on the skills of

turntaking, backchanneling, topic extension, topic development, and checking
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confirmation(repair). This is only a few of the skills that are showalacziand
Taylorés figure andwhich reiterateghe factthatthere remains much research to be done
Thesecond research implication is that the relationbbigveen proficiency and
interactional competengequiresfurther investigationln this studythe Pearson
correlation betweegpeaking proficiencyand overall interactional competengas
medium to large for both the pretest=(.53,p < .001) and posttest € .51,p < .001).
This corresponds to speaking proficiency accounting fa¥@®8 of interactional
competence variance on the pretest, and@®6 on the posttesf 2023 studyby Roever
and Ikedagee also Roever & Ikeda, 20Zaund thatscores on the TOEFL iBT exam
accounted fob8.00% of the variancen an interactional competence fesbre than
double the amount in this study. However, these figures are not directly comparable
because the format of the Versant English Test ardFLOBT test differ, Roever and
Ikeda used multiple rotlplays whereas this study used a single group discussidthe
rating scales involved differe@onsidering the large differences in these results and the
lack of studies on theelationshipbetween generdnguageproficiency and interactional
competence, further research is warranted.
The third research implicatias thatthe connection between nerrbal behavior
and interactional competenpequires further investigatioflon-verbal behavior has
been recognized as an integral parntéractional competence by many researchers
(e.g., Ducasse & Brown, 2009; Nakatsuhara et al., 2018; Roever & Kasper, 2018; Vo,
2024) yet it remainsuinder researcheth this study, e ICRating Scale (Appendix;

Syquia & Leeming, 2024) largely ignores reerbal behavino The main reason for not
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including nonverbal behavior as a separate criterion in the IC rating s@athat the
instrument was designed bbe practical, and evaluation of n@arbal behavior would
substantiallyincrease the burden for raters (Plough et al., 2QRagrs would have to
attend towhat speakers say and how they sagrijbehavior suchsfacial expressions,
gestures, gaze, body positions, and movem@sgtessing nowerbal behaviors could
also be challenging as the researcher would have to clearly delinediiéeitemces
betweenfor exampleascore of4 or 5 for norverbal behavior. Yet another challerige
that much of which nowerbalbehaviorscan be considered appropriatd@ind to

context and culturdzinally, in this study the speakers sat dlae in a semcircle facing
each other. Therefore, the only aspects ofventbalbehavior that coultde rated reliably
are eye contact and gestyras the speakers did not move around the classroom or do
other large movement$he aforementioned studies have shown the need to incorporate
nonverbal behavior into interactional competence assessment, but how to practically
operationalize it remains a challenge.

Thefourth researchmplication is that there is a need for more classrbaised
studies such as this or@ne 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, thistsidy satisfies calls for researchers to better address the needs of teachers
and other stakeholdeBygate(2020 noted that the issue of a lack ¢tdgsroombased
research had persisted for decades, and that often research studies focused on specially

designed activities rather théregular materials in regular programmés. 279).A
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likely reason for the lack of classrodmased research is thainducting research in a
classroom setting is more difficult than in a laboratory setting digetors such as
greater variabilitYMackey, 2017)Theuse of video recordings provided accurate
view of the peer interactions, without any potential disruptions by the instruahalrshis
means that the data can be considered to be representative of regular classroom
interactions in this contexEven thoughmany of the expected interactionabctices 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 stadyinform
Japanese educatipolicymakerssuch as the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports,
Science and TechnolodiIEXT). This organizations responsible forekignng and
creatng national curriculum sstwell adearning objectives foglementaryjunior high,
and senior high schodrhe Japanese government produces guidelines for lessons and
classroom activities calle@akushu Shido Yory@zuma, 2002), which in English is
referred to as the Course of Study. In the section of this document pertaining to foreign
languagesMEXT, 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 Bardd¥arlig et al. (2015) and used in this study, MEXT
officials could verify the authenticity of formulaic sequenagsch appear in junior high
and high school textbook&nother implication is that MEXT officials could use the

findings of this study t@rioritize interactional competence development in the Course of
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Study.In the foreign language section of the Coursetofls (MEXT, 2008), several
references are made to using English during actual communicatiantive learning
For example, objectives listed in the document include haviigl@ague and activities
in which students actually share their thoughts and feelbhgwever, the document does
not include theeommonly usedvord finteractiono and instead uses tlragueexpression
Alanguage activitigswhich provides little guidance for Englisdnguagdeachers.
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 studycteate preservice and irservice
professional development training to help Englastguagdeachers develop more
understanding of interactional competeri®g doing so, English language teachewald
incorporate discourskevel interactional skills in their lessorsastly, MEXT officials
could use these findings to creassessment framework or national benchmiarks
ascertain whether students are able to achieve these interactionalFgoélsther
discussion of Japanese national curricufonelementary education see Ferguson
(2022).
Pedagogical Implicationsof Hypothesis 3 Results

This firstpedagogical implicatiothat can be made thatproductive knowledge
of formulaicsequencedoes not necessarily result in productive 0geteiterate, both
the treatment and control gropprticipantscould produce nearlgll the items on a test
of productive knowledge (AppendR). The treatment group was explicitly taught the

expressions during the treatment, #mely practiced uttering them during sevepahctice
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activities. In addition, they also had the opportunity to use the tangetilaic sequences
during the eighiminute discussion practices. However, on the posttest discussion task,
the treatment group used vdey of those expression$his low usage was similar to the
control groupwhich hadnot receivd instructionon the targetormulaic sequence#
was apparent that the participants already knew rf@mnulaic sequences for
backchannelingvhen they performed an activity to brainstornmay backchanneling
expressions gzossible within 90 seconds (Appendix K, Activity 1). Most groups had no
problem thinking of at least a dozen or more suitédn@ulaic sequencedt is likely that
because those expressions were acceptable during conversation, the participants did not
feel that it was necessary to ubetarget formulaic sequences unless it wasessary to
complete a taskihat is,their discussions wel@ood enougbwithout thetarget
formulaic sequences, which did raffill an immediate need during the interactions.
Regardinghetargetformulaic sequences for repair, one reason they were not used more
often is because they are contingent upon problems in communjeaidiscussed
earlier. For thestargetformulaic 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 troublith rising intonatione.g.,ftonight®). Therefore, lhese results
support the findings of Foster and Ohta (2005), who found that other thaiasif
moves, there were feaccurrencesf 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 ledormulaicsequencesThis conclusion is based on
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the fact that few of the participants in this study used tigetdormulaic sequencethe
greater difficulty of learnindormulaic sequencesver single word¢Jones & Haywood,
2004; Nation, 2013)and the large number of formulaic sequences that appE&HRN
textbooks. For the sampled EAP textbooks in this study, an average of 101 formulaic
sequences appeared in e#th, in addition to singlevord vocabulary itemdf the

course objective is for students tmg@uctivdy use the expressions, this &largenumber
of expression$or a single semestdout morereasonablever two semestersolcreate a
manageabléarning burdenglachers mawish to teach a portigmather than allpf the
formulaicsequencethat appear inraEAPtextbook.By doing so, teachers can focus on
teaching fewer expressions in greater detail, likely resulting in greater acquibdion.
ascertairwhich formulaic sequences learners knowgasyto implement technique is to
have students fill out a questionnaire about whigiressions they know, somewhat
know, or do not know. Based dimeresults, the teacher can tedotmulaic sequences
thatmoststudents 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 targetceptiveand productive knowledgend providing
ample examples of the expressions used in corSaxilar tosingleword vocabulary
items, teachers should guide studam$fiow 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 languager addition information about vocabulangtruction
see Nation (2013) and Schmitt and Schmitt (2020).

Similar to the formulaisequenceisage which did not emerge, manteractional
practices did not occur during the group discussilrisllows that teachers who want to
improve learnei@nteractional competence should provide them with a variety of
activities todeveloptheir ability to perforndifferent interactional practices. For example,
learners could practice skills such as backchanneling, opening/closing conversations, and
changing topicsinstruction for interactional practices will be discussedreater detail
in the Hypothesis 4 Pedagogidaiplicationssection.

Summary of Hypothesis 3 Results

In summary, knalyzedlO different interactional practice®nly four of those
interactional practicegsccurredwith sufficient frequency to be included in a hierarchical
regression analysisumber ofspeaking turns, total speaking time, English backchannels,
andJapanese backchanndtowever, | did include data éhow about you@sequences
becausét wasconceptuallyrelated to the othéFurn-taking/Backchannelingheasures of
English backchannels and Japanese backchannels. Number of speaking turns, total
speaking time, Engh backchannels, and the covariate speaking proficiency were all
statistically significantJapanese backchannatsdifihow about you@utterancesvere not
significant.| had postulated that certain interactional practices, although infrequent,
might be perceived as more importantdters. However, those behaviors did not occur
with enough frequency to hesed agactorsfor the regression analgs Thepossible

reason many interactional practices did not occur is that they were unnecessary to
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complete the 1@ninute discussion tasknother 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 brainstormiactivity rather than a discussiofheresearch implications
based on these results are ih&tractional competen@ssessmenfgesenseveral
challenges to researcheamd thaturther research is necessary, particulaglyarding
proficiency and noiverbal behavior. A pedagogical implication is thas not a
foregone conclusion that L2 learners will deemulaic sequences because they are part
of the course contentastly, eachers shouldarefully establish conditions for learning
formulaicsequences artémper their expectations about how many formulaic sequences
learners will actually use consideritigeir higher learning burden thaingle words.
Havingshown thediffic ulties of assessing interactional competerhes paper now
discusssHypothesis 4, whickexamined theffectsof instruction on interactional
practices.
Hy pot Beslirst eracti onal Competence Ra

In this section, | first discuss the results of the productive formulaic sequence test
then discuss the results of the repeatexhisures MANCOVA analysidlext, | discuss
possible reasons the treatmesais not statistically significanto illustrate common
patterns of interaction in the participant groups, | disbusisexcerptsvhich show
notable patterns of interaction across different proficiency lekelally, | considethe

researcland pedagogical implicatiors these results.



Hypothesist statedthatinstruction offormulaic language and interactional
practices would have a positive effectarerallinteractional competencEor formulaic
sequences, the treatment group participants were taught and practiceitVagarget
formulaic sequencdsr backchanneling anfive target formulaic sequencés other
initiated selfrepair(Table 4) Both the treatment arabntrol group took &ll -in-the-
blank styletest(AppendixF) to assess their productive knowledge of the expressions.
The resultshowed that both grosgould produce most of the expressions in writing,
therefore it wasassumed 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 eithelFgmoup.
exampleon the treatment group posttest, the tafgehulaic sequencél see accounted
for a mere 12(0.01%) instances out of328 backchannel3his contrasts with the most
often used backchannéljes/yeab which accounted for 273 (210°0) out of 1328
backchannelsSimilarly, the fivetarget formulaic sequencés otherinitiated selfrepair
were hardly used by either grodgor examplefilén sorry® was used just once (0.02%)
out of 62 total occurrences on the treatment group posttest. In contrast, tHemqasit
otherinitiated selfrepairwas to simply repeat the problematic word/phrase with a rising
intonation, and this accowetfor over half (33 out of 6&r 53.00%0) of theotherinitiated
self-repairsby the treatment group on the posttest.

For interactional practices, theeatment group participants receivaetimited
treatment consisting dive treatment lessons and three review lessons focusing on the

skills of turntaking, backchanneling, topic development, topic expansion, and checking

20¢



confirmation(see Tabld and Appendicesi N). Results ofarepeateemeasures
MANCOVA indicated that the treatmedid not have a statistically significant effect on
ratings of interactional competenceable25 ard Figureb). For the treatment group,
ratings for Conversation Involvement and Developing and Maintaining Discussion
increased slightly, Turtaking/Backchanneling increased substantially, and
Communicative Effectiveness decreased slightly. For the control gadupms on all
four measures decreased from pretest to posttéktthe biggest decreasecurringfor
Communicative Effectivenes$he following sections discusspossiblereasonghe
treatment wasgot statisticallysignificant.
Explanations of Hypothesis 4Results

The first possible reasdhere were no statistically significant effeatas simply
thatthe treatmenivas too short. Thenwasa total of eight treatment sessions that were
25 minutes in length, for a total ¢firee hours and 20 minutes. According to Bardovi
Harlig (2015), this lengtis betweerfi v e r y s h o r tHowewenm tte tréasmemts t . 0O
focused on several interactional practices:-taking, backchanneling, confirmation
checkgotherinitiated selfrepair) topic expansion, and topic development. It is possible
that too many interactional practices weowered durin@g shorttime, andthatmore
positive results could have been achieved by focusing on fewer interagtiacétes or
omitting the formul& language portion of the treatment entirelytase expressions
were largely ignored by the participani® 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.



Another possible reason tieewere no statisticallgignificanteffects for the
treatment ighe lack of negative consequenéasdisplayinglow interactional
competence. The small group discussions consisted of three feefaple which
allowedparticipantamore opportunitieso avoid participating if thewishedor if they
lacked proficiency. For example, sevgpaltticipantdid not utter a single backchannel
during the 18minute discussions. They only responded when spoken to, and their
responses were often minimal. Another exangpteherinitiated selfrepair | had
originally hypothesized that participants would reply with a phrase sui®yoasneag 0
if they did not understand another particiganttteranceHowever,speakers oftenhose
to remainsilent andet their other group members pick up the slddiat is,because
there were three or four people in each grangiyidual participants hagreaterfreedom
to avoid interacting if they so desired

Yet anothepossiblereason the treatmedid not have statistically significant
effectsis thegroupdiscussion, as explained in the Hypothedsgussiorsection The
10-minute discussion task only required that participants share their thoughts and feelings
on the topic and suppdtiose ideasvith evidence. The task coutchvebeen more
complex ifall theparticipants had to agrepersuade others that their opinion was
correct, or pretend to be a different person as in aplale If participants had to reach a
consensus in a limited amount of time, that could encouhageto engage more deeply
with the ideas of otherand check their understanding with gredtequencyHowever,
asprevious studies (e.g-de & Dai, 2006 Neiriz, 2023 found evencarefully designed

tasks may fail to elicit the actions in which researchers are interested.
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Regardinghe Turntaking/Backchanneling criterion,mssible reason the
treatment was not statistically significant is that séreatment grouparticipants
continued to use the phr asdespifebxplsit about you
instructions noto do soBy concluding speaking turns witinow about you@the
participants signaled that they had finished their turndarettly nominated the next
speaker. To make things even cleatfevseparticipants 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. Campbe#ien (2019¥liscussedhis
interactional practicextensively First, he noted that Japanese EFL students tended to
overuse the expressicomparedo native English speakers. Seconsk of this
expression inhibits progression in a conversation as subsequent speakers are compelled to
answer theriginal question and not build on the contents of the previous spéakers.
Third, he noted that all the participants he interviewed had been specifically taught the
expression during formal English classes. Camghlaiben suggests that learréers
overuse of the expressidmay have aleleterioudong-term effect on the development
of interactional competena€p. 25). This is a valid concerand 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 ishow about you@with a gesture helped participants to allodatesand
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 thagéxpresson. Therefore, raising the participant awareness about the
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overuse ofihow about you®was one of the goals of the treatmdiicerpt 6 showa
discussion among control group participants,dugntreatment group participaniho
were instructed not to use the expresgiersisted in using, which suggests the
difficulty of changing ingrained patterns of interaction.

A possiblereason for the control group ratings that decreased from pretest to
posttest is that the control group participants were not infoahedtthe purpose of the
group discussiond.o reiteratetheinteractional competencaeasureneans {able 25
andFigure 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 thise
guestion why ratings would decrease. This is particularly interesting considering the fact
that the participants were practicimgeractionakkills within a formal instructional
context. It is possible that because ¢batrol group participants dinot know the
objectives of the group discussions, some groups might have approached the task with
limited seriousness. That isecausehe control group participants did not know the
purpose of the interactionthey might havéocusedprimarily 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
discussionsThe decrease in control group ratings on all measwestioe course of the

study suggests that their ratings might differ if the characteristics of the group discussions
were altered, and possible ways to adjusgtioeip discussiotask conditions are

discussed in the research implications section fohypethesis
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The phenomenon known ascialloafing (Karau & Williams, 1993; Latadet al.,
1979), in which individuals put forth less effort in a group than when working
individually, could explain the treatment resultsa metaanalysis on the phenomenon,
Karau and Williams (1993) noted:

When working collectively, individuals work in the real or imagined

presence of others with whom thegmbine 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 variablesaffattthe magnitude of social loafing
such agaskmeaningfulness or importanagniqueness ahdividual contributions, group
cohesionpotential for evaluation, and gendEortunately, social loafing can be reduced
by altering task characteristics to increase interdependencdyisumalpicis discussed in
greater detail in the Hypothesis 4 Research Implications section. For a comprehensive
review of social loafingsee Karau (209).

In summary, the treatment was not statistically significant, but descriptive
statistics showdthat the treatment groupeans increasddr three of the four criteria
that constitute interactional competence. The control group decreased on all four criteria
of interactional competence from pretest to postfestsibly because the control group
participants were not informed of the objectives of the group discus§lossible
reasons for the insignificant resuilts the treatmendire thait was too shdy a lack of
negativerepercussionfr displaying low interactional competence, the task
requirenerts, and the persistent use of the expreséimw about you@to manage turns.
To illustrate how peers interacted with each other during the discussions, in the following

sectiors | discuss four excerpts, which are in the Discussion Excerpts for Hypothesis 4
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subsection of the Results chapleselected 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-5réon fbur criteria:
Conversation Involvement, Developing and Maintaining Discussion,-Turn
taking/Backchanneling, and Communicative Effectiveness. The score that is shown is
each participaid overall interactionaiompetencecore which was the average of all
the rawscores awarded by the three raters.
Discussion of Excerpt 5High/Low Interactional Competena@ Encouraging Others
to Participate

Excerpt 5 showsno speakers working together to encourage participation from a
silent group member. The two speakeeserated as havingigh interactional
competenc¢Ayaka M = 4.58 Kanade M = 4.00) andthe nonparticipating speaker has
low interactional competence (Tomoya,= 1.17).The exchange begins with a direct
guestion from Kanade to Tomoya in li6g. Nearly six minutes after the task began
Tomoya has not taken any speaking turns nor backchanneledsati&tinade attempts to
involve him in the discussian line 01 Tomoya replies with a minimal response in line
02 and the conversation lapses into silence inOheThen, Ayaka attempts to involve
Tomoya by asking a question in lin@s and08 but stumbles. Kanade clarifies whether
Ayaka is asking about the best dish that Ton@®yarents 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

embarrassmenffter two more lapsand another clarification attempt by Kanade,
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Ayaka asks three pointed questions in lines 14, 16, and 1&Xthangesnds with the
negatively worded questidiyou dorit helpdto which Tomoya responds wifiNn,0 a
Japanese nelexical affirmative sound. By negatively phrasing her question instead of
more commoriiDo you help your mothe6Ayaka indicates that she does not expect
Tomoya to help with the household chores, much like he does not Hetthirthe
discussion. This excerpt shows the high level of Conversation Involvement by Agaka,
well as attentive support from Kanadiehighlights the lack of participation from
Tomoya, and may be an example of social loafing, inttieabther participants are
shouldering the burden of keeping the discussion going.
Discussion of Excerpt 6Medium/Low Interactional Competenée fiHow About Youd
Sequences

Excerpt6 shows how participants often usd@tbw about you@sequences to yield
the floor and nominate the next speaker. The participants in the group were rated as
having medium to low interactional competence: Chikki(3.33), Manail = 3.17),
Kazu M = 2.08), and Saya = 2.17). The interactioshows the beginning of a
discussion about whether university students should workipatjobs. From line 01,
Mana facilitates the interaction by stating the topic written on the discussion prompts and
then asking for Kazis opinion in lined7. He briefly states hispinion to which Mana
replies with a notverbal backchannel in line 21, and then afeecond lapse occurs.
Mana then uses the sarfiteow about you@with gesture to ask for Sa§gopinionin line
23. Saya takes a brief turn and then copies Kinmw about you@plus gesture action

to ask Chiaki. Thus, Saya performs several actions abosigaaling the end of her turn,
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avoiding interturn 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
nonverbal backchannel in line 45, and Chiaki completes the cycle by askingfasV
opinion using the sanf@ow about you@with gesture pattern. Also noteworthy is that
from left to right the participants were: Chiaki, Mana, Kazu, and Saya. bMegiasthe
interaction, followed by Kazu, Saya, and then Chiaki. Therefore, the partisitook
turns in a rigid clockwise order, which combined with the repedted about you@
with gesture adds tihe constrictive nature of turtaking in this discussion.
Discussion of Excerpt 7Medium/High Interactional Competena® Overcoming
Vocabulary Issues

Excerpt7 takes place between one speaker with high interactional competence
(WakabaM = 4.00) and one speaker with medium interactional competence ($fego,
3.50). The excerpt begins witlakaba, a control group participant, struggling to
communicate her thoughts about studying abroad. €exerrakpeaking turns, Wakaba
manages to communicate her idea that students who study abroad experience various
aspects of a different cultur@espite Wakab@ high interactional competence, her
disfluencyis shownby the numerous pauses she takes while speakowever, Shogds
attentive backchannelling during those pauses encouragesdoettitiue speakingn
line 21, Wakaba begins to discuss the demerits of studying abroad, but communication
breaks down in line 24. Several long lapse®ld, 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, bsiheinaccurately describes the food in a host country not suiting
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the palate of students studying abroad Asealth problena This excerpt shows that
Wakaba lack$luency andcommunicativeeffectiveness, bushepersists 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 communietietively, as illustrated in the
following excerpt
Discussion of Excerpt 8High/Low Interactional Competenag@ Asking an Expert

An exchange that shows a lack@dnversation Involvement arf@bmmunicative
Effectiveness is shown in Excei@tEunice(M = 2.42) a Korean student studying
abroad in Japamada lowerinteractional competendevel than the other three high
interactional competenapeakers (Nand/l = 4.25; YunaM = 4.19; MasahiroM =
4.90). The exchange begins in liogé with Nana directly asking Eunice which is better,
eating out or eating at hom@imilar toTomoya in Excerpb, 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 li6és13, Eunice states that she lives
alone so she likes to go out, lEliewishes 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 ofamkwueas cedrst madterwi th Masidhirobds
where he describes Korean food in Japan as inauthentic. Masahiro usas-two
frequencywords (commercialized, authentic) and is able to express his ideas quickly and
without lengthy pauses. HeontributioninvitesEunice to share her opinion about the

authenticity of Korean food in Japan as she would be the most knowledgeable person
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about that topic. However, she declines to build upon the idedas#hiro,and the
discussion eventually moves on to another topic. It is not clear why she declined to take a
turnd possibly she did not understand what Masahiro said, or that she feels unable to
express her thoughts completely about the authenticity of Korearnnfdagan.
Nevertheless, this exchange clearly shows the difference between speakers with high and
low communicativeeffectivenessandthat speakers always have the optiorefoan
from communicaing. Euniceas well as Tomoya from Excerpt 5 are also possible
examples of social loafing, as these two participants force other group memtieks to
uptheslack and keep thdiscussiorgoing.Havingshown some interactional patterns
thatoccurredduring the discussionsnow discuss the research implications of the
Hypothesis 4 results.
Research Implicationsof Hypothesis 4 Results

Thefirst research implication is th&dr more interactional practices to emerge,
data triangulation, or collecting data from multiple sources, can be useful. The data
collectioninstrumentin this study was thgroupdiscussion in groups of three to four
participantsThe task requirementd the 10minute group discussiongereminimald to
talk about the discussion togdimr 10 minutes an@rovide relevant evidende support
ondgs opinions| selectedhe groupdiscussion fodata collectiorfor the following
reasonsturn-taking is more complicated than in paired discussions, the minimal
requirementsnore closely resembled relék interactionghan strictly controlled
formats, angractcality. This data collection method differs from other methods that

have been used such as multigke-plays(Al-Gahtani & Roever, 2018; Ikeda, 2017;
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Youn, 2015; Youn & Chen, 2021), paired discussions (BaRajaan, 2011; Kunitz &
Yeh, 2019; Neiriz, 2023)yritten formatgHuth & 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 decreagexcticality andnay be burdensonfer
both researchers and ratéfiswving trained interlocutors conduct interviews necessitates
thatthose individuals spend time conducting interviews as well as undergoing training. In
addition, there are sevemabaknessesf oral proficiency interviews such as interlocutors
who do not treat tegakers consistently (Ross, 2017). Yet another downsittet even
with carefully designed data collection instruments, some interactional practices could
still fail to emerge, as was the case with other stygies,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 participaiggengths andieaknessesherebyincreasng the
validity of any inferences that are made based oxlalte

The secondesearch implication is thguantitativeassessment of individual
interactional practices may be more effective thaantitative assessmentgsneral
interactional competenc&his study adopted holistic approachbutrather than a single
10-minute discussiortasks couldhavebeenusedthatrequire participants to perform
specific interactional practisePrevious studies have demonstrated the feasibility of
using a datalriven approach to create rating scales for individual interactional practices

such as turtaking Barth-Weingarten & Freag-Hild, 2021), topic developmeni(ey,
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2019, and repaifKley et al., 2021)Focusingon a single interactional practican
minimize the occurrence of extraneous or unanticipated actima.resultthe

variability inherent in interactional data can be reduaedithe inferences based that
datacan be strengthenedls described earlieseveral rating scales for interactional
competencevhich contain multiple criteria have bedevelopede.g.,Dai, 2021;lkeda,

2017; Neiriz, 2023; Youn, 20)5However, their practicalitynay beconstrained by
requirements such dise presence of trained interlocutaisat raters have knowledge of
specialized terminologyor that participants perfornole-playsmultiple times In

contrast, the IC Rating Scaladpendix H;Syquia & Leeming, 2024)ontains multiple
criteria but was used to assess speakers on only one tagkgupeiscussionPossible
causes for the statistically insignificant results have already been described, but another
possibility is thathe IC Rating Scale wa®t sensitive enough to detect improvements
based on only single tasladministeredn two occasionsTailoring the data collection
instrument to elicit a narrower set of interactiopctices could provide more useful

datg and firther reseah is needed to develop rating scales for interactional competence
with adequate construct validignd which balanceeliahlity and practichty.

However someinteractional practicesiightbe more difficult to assessing
guantitative methods$:or example, interactional practices which esatingent upon
other actions (e.g., repair aftecammunicatiorbreakdown)xould be difficult to
consistently replicate during interactioAsotherexample is listener response
backchannelingwhich is recognized as a fundamental component in interactional

competenceRoss (2018) noted severssues with assessing listener response, such as

22(



the fact thabackchannels might not indicate understanding or support of the speaker but
instead be used to feign understanding and not interrupt the flowneérsationHe
concluded thafit 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 schér(ie. 373). In this study, however, English
backchannels were one of the few interactional practices thaficagutly correlated with
overall interactional competence. Another example is topic development, which is
complexand difficult to codgAtkinson & Heritage, 1984 However,Galaczi (2014)

showed how issues with assessing this interactional practice could be circumvented by
providing listeners wih a limited number of topics shown on a handout that was
distributed to the tedtkes.

The third research implication is ththetask characteristics of each interaction
could havebeencarefully manipulated to stimulate greater interaction between
participants and more occurrences of interactional practtest ofthe discussions
displayed adequate mutuality between participamsthere were some interactions in
which participants showed little uptake of other particip@idesas (e.g., Excerpt 1), or
which certain participants displayed signs of social loafing (e.g., Excerpts 7 and 8).
However, f the task characteristics were altered to create interdependence between
participants thisnight havefosteed moreinteraction.Interdependence was described by
Forsyth (2018) aBMutual dependence, as when @eutcomes, actions, thoughts,

feelings, and experiences are influendedsome degree, by other peap(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 legqukggelan
monitor, or reporter. Third, individual group members could only receive part of the
information they need to complete a taskchas in thewell-knowninformation gap
activity. Fourth, group members could be assigned a role and be required to defend their
position, in what idooselyreferred to as Bdebated 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 sbarskE998) or
Robinson(2001).

There are disadvantagesn@nipulatingtask variables, howevdbesigning tasks
to elicit particular interactional practices and riggsly controling task characteristics
comes with a tradeoff iaxternal validity With eachsuccessivéimit or requiementon
what actions speakecanperform duringa taskthe taskmoves further awafrom reat
life interaction.Another disadvantage is that the careful manipulation of task variables
may fail to produce the intended behavj@s illustrated by He and Dai (2006).that
study, testakers were required to interact with each otheing a group discussiand
performvarious behaviors such as disagreeing, challenging, and persuéelidgspite

the inclusion of that criteridhe testtakersinteracted little with each othdrhave
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observed unexpected results in my own teaching context as well. During piloting for this
study; | requiredparticipants to reach a consensus decision for themihQte
discussionsSurprisingly,severalgroupscame to a unanimous decision aéibouttwo
minutes and sat in silence waiting fbe other groups to finish their discussioAs
alternativeapproachwould be to stipulate that the groups discussed the topic for at least
seven minutes beforting, but this illustrates mprior concerrabout taks which
increasingly diverge from reaborld encountersOne of the objectives of this study was
to observe participant behavior during a discussion task that resembledifa real
discussion as much as possible, albeitiwithe constraints of an L2 English classroom.
Even thoughhe behaviors of interest did not appear frequehtlid observe how
learners interacted with each other in a loosely structured discusgoahyproviding
insights for researchers who wish to usegtfmipdiscussion fodata collectionOne
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 Téaslstndy
underscores the importance of careful pedagogical design in group activities, cautioning
against the assumption that the mere use of Englishggroupdiscussionsiecessarily
leads to optimal language learning outcomes

The fourth research implication is thataddition to altering the characteristics of
the task itself, greater interaction could have been stimulated by having participants do
pre-task activitiesExamples of preaskactivities includedoingfreewrites andmind
mays abouta topic in order toige participants time to formulate their thoughts and recall

useful vocabularyOtheractivities can providearticipants with information about the
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topicsuch as byaving 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 vidspedikersliscusgg a topic

In other words, participants could see the task modeted video recording. Yet another
activity is to have learners first discuss the topic in pairs befeoaisking the topic in
small groupsHowever,Lam (2019) noted that providing extensive planning time to
speakers can make it more difficultaocuratelyassess interactional competence, as
speakers often pyglan 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 thteriactionapracticeof repair. Given these
concerns, | had optatbtto provide planning time to thgarticipantgprior to the

discussion tasks. Nevertheless,-fask planning is common in assessment contexts, and
these are just a few of the many-paskactivitiesthat English language teachers can
utilize prior to group discussions to foster greater interaction.

In summary, there afeur research implications based on the Hypothesis 4
results. First, data triangulation is a valuable approach, and obtaining adddromabf
datamight have strengtmed the validity of inferences that | drew from the data. Second,
a possible reason there was no statistiGtipificantresults for the treatment is that the
group discussioand IC Rating Scal@ppendix H)did not target a limited number of
interactional practices. Previous researchers have demonstrated the feasibility of

guantitative 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
practicesFouth, pretask activities could have been employed to foster greater
interaction during the group discussioHswing discussed the research implications, |
now turn to what the Hypothesis 4 results mean for teachers and other practitioners.
Pedagogical Implicationsof Hypothesis 4 Results

As described in the introductory chapter, one impetus for this study was my
observation about how students interacted during small group discugsiensost
interestingdiscovery forme waghatsome studentsianaged turtaking by attaching
fihow about you®to the end of each speaking turn axtending their palms taominate
the next speakeOf coursel.1 Englishspeakers do this as well, particularly at the
beginning of a conversation when exchanging pleasantries, or after one has spoken at
length anl decides to yieldhe 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 whenFurthermore, the overuse fiifow about you®@was not particularly
problematic, but rathemdicatedthat the students lacked knowledge of different ways to
manage turnKnowing that lower proficiency learners have limited tools for recipient
design and that interactional resourdarsify aslinguistic proficiency increases
(Pekarek Doehler & Pocheerger, 2015), Viewedthis as an opportunity to teach
studentslternative methods fanteraction Althoughthis studys treatmentvas 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, | taught the treatment group
participantghe following:formulaic sequences for backchannelifagmulaic sequences
for repair how to extend speaking turr@)dhow tomove from an initial topic to related
topics. In addition, | also taught the participants about thetailking system, and how
speakers usall the aforementioned skills to avoid long lapses duriteyattion, which
can be indicative of a problem. Given the short length of the treatment, focusing on fewer
interactional practices woulthve likely beemore effective. This raises the question
for teacher® what interactional practices should they teach and when (i.e., at what
proficiency level)?

Suggestionabout whainteractionalpractices to teach at different proficiency
levelscomes from CEFRCouncil of Europe, 2020)he frameworks organized around
fican do statements for a variety of activities and strategidsch range from simple,
easy actions at the Al level to compldifficult actions at the C2 levekor 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 alswan d statements for three interaction strategies: taking the
floor (turn taking), cooperating, and asking for clarificatiSome grenghs of the CEFR
are that it includea variety of activities and that tfiameworkacknowledges the €o
constructed nature of interactiddowever, one limitation dEEFRis that there are only
threeinteractional strategies (interactional practices) which have their ownd&cales

Taking the floor (Turntaking)Cooperating andAsking forclarification. This number is
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muchlowerthan the number of interactional practices included in other
conceptualizations of interactional competence such as Galaczi and Taylor (2018) and
Nakatsuhara et al. (201&notherlimitation of usingCEFRfor interactional practice
instructionis that the descriptors include a variety of skills and resources. For example,
thelnformal discussion (with friendslescriptors include speaking proficiency, listening
proficiency, topic management, and pragmatic competémaeher wordsthe CEFR is

a framework that is useful for describing the abilities of language users, not prescribing
specific courses of action. TIREFRCompanion Volume states that one of its objectives
is tohelp users to plan curricufatherthanfiell practitioners what to dar how to do ib
(Council of Europe, 2020, p. 268Yevertheless, the CEFR is useful for helping teachers
determine the approximate level of theindents anduggesting what they should be

able to achieve with further instruction.

More suggestions for @urriculumfocused orninteractionalpractices come from
Roever (2022)His developmentally sensitive pragmatics curriculcontains different
instructional targets and recommendatibased on stude@€EFR leves. The
curriculum focuses on pragmatics in four core areas: speech acts, implicature, routines,
and interaction, with the last item being most relevant for this discu$sioeach area,
at each proficiency level, Roever describes what most L2 learners can and cafoot do.
exampleusers at thé1 (basic level¥ind casual conversation very difficuindRoever
recommends that they learn routines (formus@quencggo communicate intended
social actions (e.gfiwater, pleas®. For learners with higher proficiency (e.g.,/BR

level) routines become less important, and they can focdsw@ioping 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, Roevés 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 realorld educational settings, and that implementationslavaequre that
teachers adapt treairriculumto suit both the needs of the students as well as limitations
of the educational contexthis study has adhered to that recommendation, albeit with a
greater focus on interactional practices than on pragmhtitise following section, |
discuss how teachers caseinformation from CEFR and Roew@rcurriculumto suit the
wants and needs of their students.

One way for teachers to adjust interactional practices instruction to the ability of
their students is tperformaneeds analys. This procedure enablésaches tomake
betterinformed decisions after collectimatawith methodssuch as observations,
interviews, and questionnaires (Brown, 2009t example, students could perform short
role-playsfocused on specific interactional practiedsile the teachenbserve how well
they perfornedthose taskdnteractions whictare regularly composed of sequences (e.qg.,
telephone openings and closings, service encounters) would bsutedl to this
approach. Alternatively, a more informal approach would be to administer a
guestionnaire about interactional practices to the stadBor example, questionnaire
items could be interactional practices, and students indicate how confident they feel about

performing each action ranging on a Likkke scale froml (Very unconfidentto 5
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(Very confidenj. Such a questionnaire could be easdypvertedo a wants analysis, with
participantsndicatinghow much theyesireto learnvariousinteractional practices.

These approaches woute appropriatavith 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 studentmight have little confidence to perforamy of the
interactionabpracticedisted on a questionnaire. such a situation, teachers couke

their intuition to selednteractonal practices that seem usefuch agxpressions to

open and close conversations, or strategies to managekimg.

Therecommendation that teachers focus on interactional practices in an L2
language course does maiply that linguistic competence should be excluded, however.
In general, the higher an individ@language proficiengyhe higher tkir interactional
competence will be. The relationship betwe#nractionakcompetence, general language
proficiency, andragmaticcompetenceemainsthefocusof much research, but recent
research indicates that proficiency accounts for a large amount of variance of
interactional competence (Roever & lkeda, 2022, 2023%. also widely accepted that
linguistic abilities develop through interaction (Long, 1996; Swain, 1985), and therefore
teachers should developefecompetencies in tandem.

A final pedagogical implication from the Hypothesis 4 results is that L2 learners
should regularly receive feedback from theschers oengage in selfeflection
activities. One reason is because students may not regularly receive feedback on their

interactionaktompetenceAs noted earliemostparticipants in this study did not use
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Englishoutsideof the classroom. Some participants had-paré jobs in which they
occasionallyspoke English with customers, and about a quarter of the participants had
studied abroad before. However, thesalentsvere the exception. Another reason
students should receive feedback from teachers or deefleiftions on their
interactional competence is because they might not attend to it during interaction. During
a conversation, speakers must perform numeroumadimultaneously such as
producingtheir own utterances, understanding the utterances of other speakers,
formulating questions, backchanneling, and monitoring their own and dtioergerbal
behavior. The many demands of online communication can easily ovenkneliah
languagdearners, and particularly lowsroficiency ones.

Teacher feedback and sedfflections can be provided in numerous wdysacher
feedback came eitheroral or written, provided to thendividual or group done
immediately after an interactipdelayedafter showing a video of theteraction, and so
forth. Selfreflections can also k#one in various way$:or example, learners can listen
or watch recordings of their interactions and rate themselves. When listeniegving
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, transkftmare or Al tools.An
even simpler selfeflection task is a quesnnaire with guided questions that students
complete after every lesson. For example, students are asked questiongQothdas
you say everything that you wanted to sagfd 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
wasnot statistically significantor improving the interactional competence of the
participants. Treatment group participants received instruction on five skillsaking,
backchanneling, topic development, topic extension, and checking confirmation (repair).
Raters used a rating $edo assess the participants on four criteria: Conversation
Involvement Developing and Maintaining Discussion, Tdaking/Backchannelinggnd
Communicative Effectivenes$here are several possible reasfumsvhy the treatment
wasnot statistically significanihcludingtheshort length of time, a lack of negative
consequences for displaying low interactional competence, aggdahe discussiotask
itself. To shownoteworthyoccurrenceand practices in the data, | described excerpts
showing thoséehaviors.

There were several research and pedagogical implications based omniltise res
The first research implication is that a longer treatment lengyhbmanore effective for
improving interactionatompetenceThe second research implication is that data
triangulation could provide more useful data, thergibgngtheninghe conclusioamade
basedon thedata The thirdresearch implication is thatig probably more beneficiab
examinehow well participants performed a single interactional practice rather than
looking at theimperformancesolistically. The third research implicah is that
researchers should carefully manipulate the task characteristic to create interdependence
and lead to greater interactidRegardingoedagogy, the firamplicationis that teachers

should teach single interactional practices ratiantry to improve several areas all at
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once, as | 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 &mtdifers
their interactional practice instruction for their own learning contexts.
Chap@&Summary

In this chapter, | discussed the resoltshe 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 refeat expressions were common in both
textbooks and the spoken corpus, but that stance expressions were rare in EAP textbooks.
| attributed this difference to the fact tHaAP textbooks primarily focus on
informational (e.g., lecturegicademic speedvents and student presentations. A
research implication is that researchers should create-teag lists of formulaic
language so that current research can be easily integrated into instructional materials. A
pedagogical implication is that textboplblishers should focus on a greater variety of
academic speech evemtsmnore accurately represent the language that L2 leannilérs
encounter in academiAnother pedagogical implication was that teachers shogddse
their students to more lexical bundles throegposurdo authentic academic events or
by incorporating word lists into course content.

Hypothesis 2 was th#te majority of formulaic sequences that appear in EAP
textbooks lack authenticity and this hypothesis was confiridedt formulaic sequences

that were typographicallgmphasizedlid 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 resuttsrisumer (i.e., teacher and
student) expectations, that publishersieed to create large amount of content ranigt
present a wide variety ¢dnguageand instructional targeté research implication is that
researchers should use corpus linguistics to verify the authemtidormulaic language
that appears iBEAP textbooks. A pedagogical implication is that teachers should also do
the same, and if this is not possible, carefully exaBie textbook formulaic language
using theirintuition. 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 wathat key interactional practices have a significant effect on
ratings of overall interactional competence and this was patrtially confirmed. The analysis
revealed that number of speaking turns, amount of speaking time, English backchannels,
and speaking pficiency were alkignificantfactors.The dher factors entered into the
regression model, Japanese backchannelsteowd about you®@utterances, were not
significant factors. In addition, other interactional practices did not occuewdhgh
frequency to be entered into the analy&ipossibleexplanation for the results that
many of the interactional practices were not necessary to succesdfkrfict in the
groupdiscussionAnother 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 groupshmaagoriented to the task as a
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brainstorming activity, possibly due to the singic limitation of the discussions.
There are several research implications from these results. The first research implication
is thatit is difficult to assess interactional competence because of its multifaceted nature.
The next research implicatiosithat there is a need for more research on the influence of
proficiency and noiverbal behavior on interactional competenidee last research
implication is that there is a need for more classrbased research studies such as this
one.Regardingpedagogythe implications are thae¢achershould not assume thigrget
formulaic language will emergiuringdiscussionsand thereforéearners should be
provided with activities focused on those expressibmaddition, teachers should follow
bestpracticedor vocabulary instruction while keeping in mind the greater learning
burden for multiword items over singtavord items.

Hypothesis 4 was thakplicit instruction ofinteractional practices in conjunction
with formulaic languagevill have a positive effecon participant interactional
competence scores assigned by raters during group discudsiegnkypothesis wasot
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 theyroupdiscussion taskised in this researchhe first researchmplication is
that datariangulationmay 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 isthat researchers should carefully manipulate the task charactaadsticst

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 waamsalysiswith their students. However, teachers should
not focus exclusively on interactional practices, they should also strive to improve their
studentélinguistic proficiency as well. Lastly, teachers should provide feedback on their

studentéinteractional competence or have students completeeskdttion tasks.

23t



CHAPTER 7
CONCLUSION

In this chapter, | begin with a summary of the findings before discussing several
limitations of this study. Following this, | provide suggestions for future research before
providing concluding comments.

Summary of the Findings

In this studythe first two analyses relate flarmulaic languagé EAP textbooks.
| identified a total of 3EAP textbooks availablewhich satisfied the criteria fanclusion
andusedaudio scriptandvideo scriptdrom those titlego create TEAPthetarget
corpus The TEAP corpus was compared to the reference corpus MICASE, a collection
of spoken academic North American EngliBbr the first analysis,dompileda list of
the40 most frequentexical bundlesn TEAP andclassified their functionasing the
taxonomy from Bibe Conrad, and Cortg2004). Thenl followed the same procedure
with the MICASE corpusand compared the twists. The second analysis | performed
wasto investigatdaf formulaic sequences IBAP textbooks were authentic, meanihgt
they exceeded a frequency threshold in the reference ¢OPOASE. To answer this
guestion, | manually searchédte EAP textbooksfor formulaic sequencebat were
presented as expressions to be learned, typwihyhighlighting or bolding The third
and fourth analysdavolvedinteractional competence assessment and instruction. Data
for these analyses were collected during tweariiute discussions in groupstbfee to
four participantsThe discussions occurradl the beginning and the end of the s{uatyd

constituedthe pretest and posttest, respectively. Video recordintgssédiscussions
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were assessed by raters using a rating scale hirdeahalysis was tmvestigatevhether
those human ratings correlated with counts of interactional praclicestainghose
counts | transcribed the discussioasd coded them for behaviors of interdste fourth
analysis was tinvestigatevhetherinstruction on formulaic sequences and interactional
practicessignificantly increased ratings of interactional competence.

ParticipantgN = 60) were recruited from a single university in western Japan.
The participants were divided into a treatment and control giidwgtreatment 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 | referred to as ttaking, backchanneling, topic
development, topic expansion, and confirmation checlatige¢initiated selfrepar).
Improvements in interactional competence from pretest to posttest were assessed
guantitatively, but qualitative data in the form of transcription excevpteprovided to
explain the results.

The study had four primary purposés) to investigate whether EAP textbook
lexical bundlesand the functions they perform accurately refi¢anhiguage used in
academic speaking situatigrib) toinvestigatevhetherE AP textbook formulaic
sequencesanbe considered authentic) to investigate possible relationships between
observed interactional practices and ratings of interactional compgaewaigd) to
investigatewhether thenstructionaltreatment on selected formulaic sequences and
interactionalpracticesvaseffective. These purposes motivated four hypotheses, which

are presentebelow with their respective findings.

237



For Hypothesis 1, | posited that lexical bundles in EAP textbooks would differ
substantially from lexical bundles in a corpus of spoken academic Erdyipbthesis 1
was confirmed as evidenced by substantial differences in the most frequent expressions
for each corpussawell asthe functions they perfornin the TEAP corpus, nearbll the
most frequentexical bundlegerformed discourse and referential functions, and few
lexical bundlegperformed stance functions. In contrast, in the MICASE cotpusal
bundledor referential functions were thargestgroup, andexical bundledor stance
and discourse functions appeared at roughly the paop@rtion 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 aide variety of interactions such as study sessions and meetings with
academic advisors. Another possible reason for this discrepancy is thdttheEAP
textbooks were created using corpus linguistics. The results provide further evidence in
supportof previous researchdisall for textbook publishers to incorporate more findings
from secondanguageaesearch, and particularly from the field of corpus linguistics.

For Hypothesis 2, | posited that the majority of highlighted formulaic sequences
that appear in EAP textboolgere notauthentic ad would not appear with sufficient
frequency in a corpus of spoken academic Englibis hypothesis was confirmed as
only 16.2% of highlighted expressions exceeded the low threshold otdixrenceper
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 thecaythe

of formulaic language in EAP textbooKihe results from Hypothesis @milar tothe
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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 manyeAP textbools incorporatesingleword vocabulary lists such as the
NAWL, formulaic language might be overlooked by textbook publishers.

For Hypothesis 3, | posited that kieyeractional practices that represent different
aspects of interactional competenaeuld have a significant effect on ratings of overall
interactional competencklypothesis 3 was partially confirmetihe key interactional
practices that hypothesizedvould positively correlate with interactional competence
ratings were total speaking time, total number of speaking turns, and English
backchannels. hypothesizedhat Japanese backchannels, and coded instanidesvof
are you®@and variants would negatiyecorrelate with interactional competence ratings.
The statistically significant predictors wergal speaking time, total number of speaking
turns, and English backchannelapanese backchannels and coded instandbswfare
youD and variants were not statisticaflignificantpredictors. In addition, | also counted
and measured additional interactional practices such as restartagafesrfollow-up
guestions, questions to check understanding (repair), questions to get participation from
others,and otherdirected word searchése., asking other speakers to provide a suitable
word/phrase)These other interactional practices occurred much less frequently than the
aforementioned onetherefore precluding their use in the quantitative anal$saed
another way, it appears that the rafimarily oriented to frequenelyased indicators of
interactional competencand that several of the observed interactional practicesdack

the stability and frequency necessary to be predictors of intaraciompetence ratings.
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For Hypothesis 4, | posited that instruction on formulaic sequences and
interactional practices would have a statistically significant effect on ratings of
par t i dnteq@aaional sodpetence. This hypothesis regasctedbecause there was
no statisticallysignificantdifference in treatment group pretest and posttest ratiugs.
the treatment group, there were positive trends for thueef 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 contralig ratings on all four
criteria dropped from pretest to posttest. Despitertignificantresults for the
treatment, the trends are positive and a replication of this study with a longer instruction
period could yield significant resultRegardinguseof the 10 targeformulaic sequences,
a productive written test indicated that both the treatment and control group could
producemost ofthe expression written form However participants used the
expressiongnly a handful of time during the discussions, and their low rate of usage
precluded the use of parametric statistics. A likabtorwhy the participants did not use
the expressions more often is that théngadyknew several other expressidos
accomplish the samections

Even thoughhe treatment was not statistically significant, this studyskaeral
positive characteristics. First, it #tla need for more research about interactional
competence instruction and assessment. Seitdrekded 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, dinatt teachershould carefully design
their activities for maximum interaction. Fourth, the use of mixed methods alfowed
comparisons to be made across large groups of participants. The picture that emerged was
that improvements in interactional competence were not shared equallg Hte groups,
and that designing effective pedagogical treatments and practical assessment tasks is a
complex undertaking.

Limitaotfi ame 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 wei€Q@8ears old. In addition,
randomization of students was not a possibility for this study and therefore intact classes
were used. Due to these factors, the resultsisétudy cannot be generalized to other L1
groups.

Thesecondimitation of the study is that data were collected small group
discussions, which issingle, naturalistic interaction. Thisasly one of many types of
academispeech eventhat speakers can hgwxamples of other interactiomglude
lectures presentations, study groups, gamdfessoioffice hour visits. Ifinteractions are
notlimited to academic speech everleere is an even wider array of situatieviach
speakersnayencounted serviceexchangestelephone conversations, andfedh. By

focusing on only small group discussions with minimal task requirements, | 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 exaspolar opposites for researcBeveral
researcherg.g., Dai, 2021; Ikeda, 2017; Youn, H)have shown that it is possible to
assess interactional competence in a reliable manner wsitfiiciently narrow research

topic, triangulation of methods, or repeated data collection. It goes witiygngghat

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 approagietdad 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 (Appendi which was designed fassessing interactional
competence during group discussiofss both thegroupdiscussion and the IC Rating
Scaleprioritize practicality, using more detailed ratings scales could be beneficial.
Examples ohssessment instruments that evaluate imbeeactional practicethan the
IC Rating Scale are the checklists from Nakatsuhara et al. (2018). Other examples are the
rating scalefrom Youn (2015) and Youn and Chen (2021), which were tailoreshtch
different task requirements.

Thefourthlimitation is related to the length and structure of the treatment. A
longer treatment with fewer instructiortargetscould yield statistically significant

results. Providing learner feedback in a more structured manner could also be helpful.
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Finally, the need to triangulate research methods has been discussed, but also varying the
types of teaching techniques woualido likelyprovide positive benefits for the learners.

Thefifth limitation is the incongruitypetween EAP textbook content and the
small group discussions. The formulaic sequences for backchanneling anthititited
selfrepairappeared in EARextbooks andvere chosen for the treatmexiter verifying
that they appeared with sufficient frequency in the reference cdfpugever, it is
difficult to describe the small group discussions about familiar topitacaslemia@ Two
justifications are in order. First, making the discussion tasks more acadendidiby a
additional components such aseadingpassager critical thinkingquestionsvould
introduce confounding variables into the data. For example, if a partiephifited
little interactional competenaiuring a discussion aboutecture, it would be difficult to
attribute this performance tow interactional competencgather than the inability to
understand the lectur8econdmaking 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 practicameans ofissedsfg interactional competenamuldbe computer
or Al-based system8ckey et al. (202) and Ockey and Chukharéiudilainen (2021)
explored the viability of using computbased avatars and compared human versus
machine ratings. In addition fwracticality, they foundseveraladvantages 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 tegtkers with a nonsensical questi@eng.,iWhat do you think about the
behema of sooken}, thereby forcing the tesaker to ask for clarification. They noted
thatin conversation, when speakers do not understand they often feign comprehension,
possibly leadindiuman raters to assume that their competence is higher (Ockey, 2001).
Another advantage aomputerbased models that they may be more reliable than
human raters, as human ratsosnetimesaccommodatéheir speecho match testaker
ability, a finding that has been noted in earlier studies (Nakatsuhara, 201& Ross
Berwick, 1992. In Ockey and ChukhareMudilainen (2021), the researchers noted that
computers and humans were able to rate fluency, pronunciation, grammar, and
vocabulary similarly. In this study as well, | employadchinebased assessment in the
form ofthe Versant English Test (Pearson, 2008)ich wasa quick and practicabay to
measurgarticipantspeaking and listening proficiendfowever assesing
interactionhcompetence is a much more complex affair, as demonstrated by the results
of this study. It is likely that in the near future comptiased 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 competengihough there arenanypersonality factors that
can discriminate between individuals, Dornyei (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., 18i8he examples of
personality factors that likely affect interactional competence include extraversien, self

efficacy, engagement, and willingness to communidatteir conceptualization of
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interactional competence, Galaczi and Taylor (2@it&) several studies of individual
differences and concluded ttidlhe role of personal characteristicglependentn a host
of personality and contextual factor®. 224).For thisresearclarea, gossible method
of inquiry is to investigate whaarticipantsdo in their L1 during discussionshich
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 dsatheduringan L2
discussionThis research method could prove more beneficial than measuring individual
differences via questionnaires frequently used research method within the field of
individual differencesln summary, the effect of individual differences on interactional
competence is a topic that merits further research.
Concluding Comment s

This study began with a question about the authenticity of the pfiedeput a
pin in that discussion until next tindayhich led me to examine the authenticity of
formulaic language in EAP textbooks. The results revealed that the majority of phrases
could not be considered authertiecauseheydid not appear with sufficient frequency
in a corpus of academic spoken English. However, complete authenticitydissiratble
from a pedagogical standpoihexical bundles such d@#he rest of theare very
common in oral communication, but it is difficult to claim that they should be taught
before more useful and salient vocabulary, and particularly singid 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 letlran singleword vocabulary itemdVierely exposing

L2 learners to unadapted materials such as TED Talks or online lectures intended for L1
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studentganbe ineffectiveor evendemotivatingIf anything, the resultsf this study
reaffirm the importance of the teacher in the learning probessadays, \ith the
widespreadhvailability of language learning materials, translation software, ariob&éd
resources, it is tempting to declare that L2 language teachers are nonleaded This
studyshows that teachers stilavea vital roleto playin helpinglearners to navigate
sheer number of available resourdasreasing awareness of commaitprns in
languageand providng helpful feedback.

Recent research in interactional competensguction and assessment has
shown that there are no shortcrggardingteaching and measuring the phenomenon.
Studies have shown thiateractional competence is neither easy to teach nor assess
becausét constitutesa complex variety ogkills, knowledge, and competenci#iseda,
2017; Neiriz, 2023; Vo, 2024J)or assessment, speaking proficiency has traditionally
beenmeasured wittmonologic tasks, but interactional competeramguires dialog
tasksas itincludesthe ability to interact with others. Roever and Kasper (2018)
succinctlydescribe these fundamentally different activitiefisgeaking andfitalkingo |
would claim that most no®xperts are more interested in reopleés ability of
individuals tofitalko rather tharfispeako For example,i common parlance, person
might be described dgasy to talk t@ or one might say that théad a good tatkwith
someone. The ability titalkdo would certainly includelescriptors ofluency® producing
speech smoothly and rapidly, and without much hesitation or effort (Skehan, 1996).
However, thenon-expertdefinition 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 havgypically intuited theinteractionalcompetene of ce
speakersvhile interactiors unfold. However, now researchers are beginning to seek more
reliable, accurate, and practical ways to teach and assess this fundamental human ability.
| anticipate thain the neafutureresearchrswill create suckystematianethodologies

andtherdoy improve the communicatie abilitiesof L2 learners.
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APPENDIX B
INTENSIVE ENGLISH COURSE SYLLABUS

Intensive English Syllabus
Fall 2022
Class time Monday 1 (8:5610:30)
Thursday 3 (13:205:00)
Friday 5 (17:0018:40)
Office hours: Monday 3 (13:2615:00)
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 higrequency vocabulary
- develop aspects of their communicative competence

Health
To prevent the spread of COVADD, 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 tostwilt
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 clasd% off your total class score fevery 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 facéo-face format with some course materials posted to Google
Classroom.

Grading
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Assignments$ 30%
Presentations20%
Xreadingi 20%
Quizzes 10%
Final Testi 10%
Participationi 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 areabsent six or more timg®u 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. | Unit 1: Animals Vocab Quiz #1
3,6
3 Oct. 7, 10, 13 | Unit 1: Animals Vocab Quiz #2
Unit 2: The Environment Xreading #1
4 Oct. 14, 17, 20 Unit 2: The Environment Vocab Quiz #3
5 Oct. 21, 24, 27 Unit 4: Customs and Vocab Quiz #4
Traditions
6 Oct. 28, 31, Unit 4: Customs and Vocab Quiz #5
Nov. 3 Traditions Xreading #2
Unit 5: Health and Fitness
7 Nov. 6, 7, 10 | Unit 5: Health and Fitness | Presentation #1
Vocab Quiz #6
8 Nov. 11, 14, | Unit 6: Discovery and Vocab Quiz #7
17 Invention
9 Nov. 18, 21, | Unit 6: Discovery and Xreading #3
24 Invention Vocab Quiz #8
Unit 7: Fashion
10 Nov. 25, 28, | Unit 7: Fashion Vocab Quiz #9
Dec. 1
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, | Preparation for Presentationl Vocab Quiz #12

22 #2
14 Dec. 23, Jan. | Presentation #2 Presentation #2
6, 16 Final Test + All Vocab

Test

*This schedule will change, and this document will not be updated from this date. For the
most upto-date class information, please see the course Google Classroom page. | will

try to inform you about any charogcenstactas soo
me with any questions or problems that you
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APPENDIX C
BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE (JAPANESE VERSION)

Neoy vV — -= ™= — L 1=00y ™M L.oveo, -0 %
s¥lkovf v e L %oeo=Ll A

Please answer this background questionnaire about your English study experience. If
you do not know the answer, please leave it blank.

Part 1
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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
nonbinary
| prefer not to answer
Other
6. First language:
- Japanese
- Other

Part 2

Read the statements below and choose the numbdrettadescribes 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 nat gake
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?
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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
21.1f you have studied abroad, please write where
22.1f you have studied abroad, please write the time period (Year, Mafaar, Month).
23.Besides study abroad, have you ever lived abroad?
- yes
- no
24.1f you have lived abroad, please write the country and/or city name
25.1f you have lived abroad, please write the time period (Year, MoYigar, Month)
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APPENDIX E
CONSENT FORM

DETAILED RESEARCH CONSENT [ 0 — ]

Title: The Effects of Formulaic Language Instruction on Interactional Competence in
Academic Discussions
StudentInvestigator: John Syquia
Principle Investigator: David J. Beglar

Osaka Ekimae Bldg. 3, 21st Floor143-21000, Kitaku,

Osakashi, Osaké&u, 530:0001

Japan
Daytime Phone Number:06-63430005
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 | know about this research + — -= ™

+2 ~Fe% ]

- The researcher will explain this research to you.

[=ho=%1<| 0

- Taking part in this research is voluntary. Whether you take part is up to you.

L I'f you donodot take part, it wono6t be h
L You can take part now and | ater drop
L I'f you donét understand, ask question

- Ask all the questions you want before you decide.

Why is this research being donepa -1 — & e—% «fe¥% ]

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
andhelp testers to score speaking tests more accurately.
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About 70 participants will take part in this research.
70

How long will | be in this research?[ | 2—o ™z < e % ]
We expect that your taking part in this research will last for 11 weeks.
I | 11 3 f-"s o= ™3 A9

What should | do if | agree to take part in this research] 1 — - A1 <s-

oV N LA p™MM_2 Lkel ]
This research is optional and is not a graded part of your class. It will be done outside of
normal class time.

Schedule 4|
- You will complete a background questionnaire at the start of the research.

- You will complete one dninute discussion at the beginning and end of the semester.
10

- You may be asked to complete a folloyw questionnaire later in the semester.
9

About the questionnaire = fi e > J - = ™=
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 TOEI C, TOEFL, et
the answer, you can leave the question blank.

10

TOEIC TOEFL

About the speaking tasks ¢ = @o e o ' fi 4 @ - = ™=
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
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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 i s important to do your best and speak
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 | take part in this research? { — - A -
| Laf pmmEae ]
If you take part in this research, you will be responsible for completing a background
guestionnaire at the beginning of the research and twoidOte discussion tasks.
10

Could being in this research hurt me71 —  ~ ~=™|<8s | =2
%Ne| -2 = e ¥% ]

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. Howeigeristhis
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.

l —_

- A #Nd | e- |t NovV¥% —@HD «fia% %Eo Ve V
8 SR YN 5 A9 =Y o8 | — e - - 4
<SNgd sF4d335F°53VeNonvV—es @cceo ' fid% - S = 4
%N 3 A° =¥ped — - td] ~a==- % Yl
A -F i ee| k= ims s f{qac
Will it cost me money to take part in this research?1 — -  A{ - |
| FAY% |

Taking part in this research will not lead to added costs to you.

IA
—
]

Will being in this research benefit meqt — - s=™] <8 ~
nl<so—#%-Fe¥% ]
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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 hslwv Engl
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 researchpi — —Vv Er

oV |2—frer 4 yqf-#-fex% 1 o
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 researcj? — ~ A | -

AJIl pM™M—_g o |=e Y9 |

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

IA
D

Can | be removed from this research without my approval] — & .
o Wi— Y td{i<%BN]|—2<Fe¥ ]
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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.
Peea! pfisefiror o™ 9
- It appears that you did not complete the speaking tasks in earnest. For example,
giving off-topic responses.

- ®@HD « fi ~ 2 @< L& o™ 9 g4 B -l Hee -
a=2FEFAS

We will tell you about any new information that may affect your health, welfare, or
choice to stay in this research.

What happens if | agree to be in this research, but | change my mind later?

[1— ~ Afis- -=le 2 % [V | 2ead54a% ]

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 asa parmal

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. |
understand that my participation is voluntary and that | can withdraw at any time.)

o (I agree)

- (I disagree)
Name

Signature

Date
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APPENDIX F

C-TEST
English Phrase Test
Section A1 (Ne™z L) — r~qtge™ — A =g e ™o —
=i hozesr- o e == oy ™O
1. A ltés a nice day today.
B:R WV ezh])
A Letdbs go for a wal k.
2. A: | need to study tonight.
B:ls o] 2).
A: I f have time after that 10611 watch You
3. A: Therebs a new drink at Starbucks.
B:T is i 9 ™EA | o)
A I heard that i1ités delicious.
4. A: | went to Kyoto with my friends last week.
B:T S fun.( =/ e#A )
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 isag p | ™M™ 2A

1)
A: Also, you can make friends with other workers.
SectonB: 4L A

5 — % % dam |8 - L o Ay k-
=+0 LA{ 1 <%# %00 - - =3 - = AL
$ TM= ITM9
6. A: Letds visit ~~~~~ this weekend.
B:la s A3 >Fe % Jowf VEA)
where do you want to go?
A: Letds go to the beach this weekend.
7. A: Do you want to see that new action movie?
B:Y m (= T""e—| ) 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 (No V% [ =™
< [ =) it was really difficult?
A Yeah, I donodét think | did well
9. A: | forgot my bag in the ~~~~.
B: D y s (~~< ™3 =V %)in

the classroom?
A: No, in the cafeteria.

10. A: I d6m really tired.
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B: You didnot sl eep at all | ast night,
?2( J=30% )

A: No, well, | slept only two hours.



APPENDIX G
GROUP DISCUSSIONINSTRUCTIONS

Pretest- Part-time Jobs (Japanese original version)
* i Puml =V Fe ¥ ™

Il —J HP e m= ™=38 4o @cpo " fid o=9 001 ™9 Nopn v 4 ™—
d 8 - % ™M= - 8 n mmt» 8 4248 @ 4 L5 M- 10
o ™ =950 ™M 8 10 d | Lo ™y <o

Pretest- Part-time Jobs (English translation)

Have a discussion in English about the fol
partt i me j obs?0 Using examples from yourself
and ideas. Without taking a memo or doing any other preparation, have a distarssion

10 minutes. Do not stop recording during the middle of the discussion.

Pretesti Study Abroad (Japanese original version)
| =V Fe ¥ ™l
Il =l Heer=T™=3s oo @ b0 fide=oows ™ Npvd 4 ™—
. 8 - EF™= — 8 s ot 8 g2 Ly~ 10
™k =5 00 T™™O

Pretest Study Abroad (English translation)

Have a discussion i n Ensgouldal bniverdityostudents he f ol
study abroad®sing 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)
ZJ' L3/8TMTM
< Lafvs aq->
Il =l Heer=T™=3s oo @c o fide=oowy ™ Npvd 4 ™—
d 8 - % ™= — s mmb=8 ga2ds g4 Ly~ 10
=N TMJ—L == 0 0 i ™9

Posttest Food (English translation)

Have a discussion i n Enwhichissbatteracbokingtor eatihge f o |
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 |

TREATMENT LESSONSOVERVIEW

Note: Pp = participants, P = participant, T = teacher

Time
Treatment Activity (min) Procedure
1 Comic strip 2 - Show comic strip on screen.
- Ask Pp to identify problem and elicit how to avoid.
Explicit 5 - PP read explanation in L1.
instruction - 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) activitiesii Speaki ng i n
andi Fi ghtingdofor a Turn
- Encourage Pp to take initiative and act quickly.
Discussion / 8 - Groups of 3-4 Pp.
Debate - 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 previ and§grelieerss s
Comic strip 2 - Show comic strip on screen.
- Ask Pp to identify problem and elicit how to avoid.
- Introduce question A short answer + extra
information.
Practice 1: 5 - Pp form pairs.
QA SA+EI - Distribute topic development cards.
- One P asks question on card.
- Other P gives a short answer + extra information.
Practice 2: 5 - Same procedure as above but Pp must give 2
QA SA+2EIlI+ pieces of extra information.
Q -Not e: Pp cannot say f#fAho
follow-up question.
(Pairs that finish early can practice giving 5 extra
pieces of information.)
Discussion 8 - Pp form groups of 3-4.
practice - 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 previ and¥ redies s
Comic strip / 4 - Show comic strip on screen.
Explicit - Ask Pp to identify problem and elicit to avoid.
Instruction -TshowsthatEngl i sh doesndét r
word like (un un un).
Practice 1: 5 - All Pp stand up.
Backchannel -When a P gives a backchannel phrase, they can

brainstorming

sit.
- T writes phrases on board.
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- T points out that they already know many
backchannel phrases.

Practice 2: 5 Pp form groups of 3-4.
Poker Chips -Discuss topic AWhat are
like? Why?0
- 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 / 8 - Pp form groups of 3-4.
Debate - Remind Pp of skills to practice then hide
directions.
-Read topic: f§dmgtocacalém b
karaoke?
- Pp do rock, paper, scissors to determine sides.
- Pp debate topic.

4 Review 4 -Pp recall previous |l ess

Comic strip 5 - Show comic strip on screen.
- Ask Pp to identify problem and elicit how to avoid.
Practice 1: 5 (using worksheet)
Brainstorming Brainstorm different aspects of questions.
Practice 2: 3 (using worksheet)
Discussion - Talk about topics on worksheet.
Discussion / 8 - Pp form groups of 3-4.
Debate - Remind Pp of skills to practice then hide
directions.
- PP do rock, paper, scissors to determine sides
- PP debate topic: A Whi ¢ h i T¥/mbviesor e
video games?

5 Review 3 -Pp recall previous |l ess

Comic strip 2 - Show comic strip on screen.
- Ask Pp to identify problem and elicit how to avoid.
Explicit 2 - Present target formulaic sequences and chorale
instruction 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 | Comic strip 3 - Show treatment #1: Turn taking strip.

1) - Ask Pp to identify problem and elicit how to avoid.
Real 4 - Show real, unscripted conversation from
Conversation YouTube from YouTube Channel: Film Courage
Example - Point out turn taking behavior, little or no silence

between speaking turns.
Practice 1: Talk | 5 (using poker chips)

as Much as - Pp form groups of 3-4.
You Can -Di scuss topic: AWhat ar
hobby would you |ike to
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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 / - Pp form groups of 3-4.
Debate - Remind Pp of skills to practice then hide
directions.
- PP do rock, paper, scissors to determine sides.
-PP debat Hyou anlg had time for one
activity, which would you choose: being in a circle
orworkingapart-t i me j ob?0
7 (Review | Comic strip - Show treatment #1: Backchanneling comic strip
2) - Ask Pp to identify problem and elicit how to avoid
Real - Show real, unscripted conversation from
Conversation YouTube from YouTube Channel: Fearless
Example Fluency Club
- Elicit the backchanneling expressions that
speakers used
Practice 1: (using poker chips)
Backchannel as - Pp form groups of 3-4
Much as You -Di scuss topic: fiWwWhat ar
Can 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 / - Pp form groups of 3-4
Debate - 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 | Comic Strip - Show treatment #5: Confirmation checks comic
3) strip.
- Ask Pp to identify problem and elicit how to avoid.
Explicit - Present target formulaic sequences and chorale
instruction practice.
Wasei-eigo (using worksheet)
matching - Waseieigo (Japanese-made English) expressions
matching exercise
Practice 1: (using worksheet)
Confirmation - Pair discussion practice using target formulaic
Checks 1 sequences
Practice 2: (using worksheet)
Confirmation - Pair discussion practice using target formulaic
Checks 2 sequences
Practice 3: (using worksheet)

Backchanneling

- Pp form groups of 3-4.
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-Pp discuss topic fAWhat
like (izakaya, fast food, family restaurant, etc.)?
Why?

- When P backchannels, they make a note.

- Winner is the person who backchannels most.

Conversation
Example

-Show YouTube c l-Frgnchéd@teat t
French Restauranto from
to show risks of not using confirmation checks.
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APPENDIX J

TREATMENT LESSON1: TURN-TAKING MATERIALS

Presentation Slides

(VAL

VEILARLHRESEROXEAR) Y ARVETLL
BNELLOXUYQNES RISHIRFETHNT €

CEPUGYE IR LT Y RN ER—
YARVEILNEGEIN O SHHRNBENG T

210

CEMWNICERMFTOY VSN FECINL—ALYLTS
EIXNg Y ARHILNFERY LECINEIY RN T

$9|nJ Supye-uing

aimsag puey ‘(69
T 1B S8y ‘((4Ck3t) ysiuy “89)

upyeads suop a.e A3yl 1ey) moys

0} suoi3oe/saseuyd |eanjeuun uisn -

@ — @ Y31 03 3| Wo} JapJo ul Supjeads -
q _ * ¢lednjeuun s eym
© -0

¢wa|qo.d
o4} S, 3eyM

g e i ok op s
19 Py B 51 500, LOSSNIE 0 W)

1 199

guiyel-uin|

294



awes siuua) e 3y ‘sl 3yl e
Juinow aq pnoys ||eq ay3 :[e09

(Qvg) 2auajis = ys3p ay1 uo ||eg
3upyeads = ||eg

)Sop 9yl uo yJeq Sn_ uayl ||eq syl qelo
uin| e Joj 3unysiq :y Anniy

oMol ‘yesp 3
¢ohoL
“'wn 0y 3
wuam i

I3

Aepames :q
uo 'y

[sweu 3oeyd] 03 uam | Aepanies up, asn

S9041]) Ul uyeads ¢ Aoy

40, :uohIang
ohyoy :4

01:3

wam :q

(9]

Aep.nies :g
up iy

J[aweu aoed] 0 Juam | Aepinies ug,, asn

S90J17) I Bupyeads :z Aoy

'([8]) sasned ou aney 03 Al *dnoJg e uj OT 03 3un0)

S9o41]) Ul upyeads :T Aoy

209¢



uiny Supyeads
B SE Junod 1,usaop (¢Aj|ea. yo 1easd ‘003 aw) 1yanziy ;310N

"9|q1ssod se sdiya Jjod Auew se jo pii 398 03 AJ] "3|qe}
a3y} jo Ja1uad ayy ut diyo sxjod e nd ‘yeads noA awiy Aieng

¢AJ3 03 31| noA pinom Aqgoy 1eym ¢saiqgoy JnoA ale jeym

:uonsanb ayj ssnasip ‘dnosgd JnoA u

Q_“_m _= UBD) NOA S Yon|A se el :/ Aoy
n

upyeads Jo Junowe 3seaJdul — UB) NOA SB YaN|A se el

uasoyd ag 03 Surem
ueyy Jay3ed suiny supyeads Suiyey — uiny e Joj uiysi4

sasned may yum Jayiadol 3upjeads — soJd Ul Suyeads

S3NIAIY 0139e1d JO Sasodind

{SIY1 op 3,u0p ‘BUO3WIOS Je
lleq ay3 Buimoiyy = ,¢noA Inoge moy, i

359p 3Y3 U yaeq 3 ind Jo
3U03WOS 0} ||Bg 3Y} puey ued noA 1ayy

asesyd e Aes pue |jeq e qeJo
uin] e Joj 3unysid :9 AjAndy

JJA3ARE] 03 UM | 3yBiucy,
J[oweu Aiunod] 01 08 euuem |,
saseayd Jayio

.| 1, @sedyd ay3 Aes ||eq e qelo
uin] e Joj 3unysid :g ARy

29¢



RIS NERYS
A RRYEQ I RN Y L L)L
BEOEBLVICE IS EHXGOMS MIF=[TE
VIRADINBAEALYLY F LD B *D\1C244 3402

<AHENIFH>
SVINNCEIZ LT GCR
¢Aliwey Jo spualij yym Suljanes) 481134 S| YRIYM

0ua|Is jo spouad Suo| aney -

/B3 01 2U0BLOS J0j 2unjsag - BuI0d uoNjesIaAUCD By} daa -

uinyJnoA pus 0} ;oA Inoge moy,, Aes - suonsanb yjsy -
((1[E] 4245 X) 3412 B U ssnasip - 1yanzie oq -
JuoqQ x oa O

¢Ajiwey a0 spuany yum Sujjpaesy 4anaq st yaym :aidog

(s9Inulw g) awi] uoissnasig

Juan|} aq 03 ueaw Asyy Ajjensn , Joyeads

poo3, e aq 03 Juem Ay Aes 3jdoad usym -
siyeads

aAIssed Jo peajsul siayeads aAljde alow 3ulaq -

Alyroows uoiyesiaauod o 3no pue ul gudwnf -
.NoA noge moy,, ajdwis

3uISn 3NOYYM UOIJSISAUOD Ul SuJny Supye) -

(psemdme 9q ued s32Ud|Is Suo|) IUB|IS SulploAe -
15|14 |eJaAas 3uidnoeld e

by

ustration

probl em?29o

he

t

A Wh at
https://www.aéillust.com.

Note

297



APPENDIX K

TREATMENT LESSON 2: BACKCHANNELING

Presentation Slides
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APPENDIX L

TREATMENT LESSON3: TOPIC DEVELOPMENT

Presentation Slides
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Topic Development Cards (Front)
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Topic Development Cards (Back)
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Are you interested in
ikebana?

Claus?
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APPENDIX M

TREATMENT LESSON4: TOPIC EXPANSION

Presentation Slides
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Topic Expansion Worksheet

Conversation Skills Week 4: Topic Expansion
Directions: With your partnefdook 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 patime 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:

31C



APPENDIX N

TREATMENT LESSONS: CONFIRMATION CHECKS

Presentation Slides
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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.

|l &m sorry, é
A: This is a measurement of the animal, right?
B: I'm sorrywhat is?

You meaneé
(Students are preparing a presentation)
A: Do we want to introduce how parents talk to their kids?
B: You mearlike success, of the father?

Youdre sayinge
1. He is a bad person, isthatwiiadb u 6 r €? sayi ng

2.AAYouodbretbayvyinwgudd prefer to write an
B: No no no, I...
Did you sayé
Didyousayt her eds a |l ong time for questions
éis that right?
We have final tests next weédehhtyighB o you
Activity 1
l 6m sorry You mean Youbre sayin
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 | ask one last question?
Professor: Sure, go ahead.
4. Student: | didnodét get much sl eep |
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
l 6m sorry You mean Youdre sayin
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, |l 6m going to watch a mov
B: You meanast night you watched a movie?

A: Oh right, | watched a movie. An action movie.

Student A

1. 1 édm going to eat |l unch at Big Grandma.
3. When | grow up, | want to be an office.

5. My shirt cost one hundred yen.

7. | have many boyfriends / girlfriends.

Student B

2. | live in a building.

4. My father is a bus.

6. Your hair is venynobita.

8. Tomorrow | will play boring.

Activity 3
Directions: You and your partner have different pictures. Take turns asking each other
guestions 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 VersiorB

Treatment Week 5 Confirmation Checks
Use these phrases to check your understanding of what somebody said.

|l &m sorry, é
A: This is a measurement of the animal, right?
B: I'm sorrywhat is?

You meaneé
(Students are preparing a presentation)
A: Do we want to introduce how parents talk to their kids?
B: You mearlike success, of the father?

Youdre sayinge
1. He is a bad person, isthatwiiadb u 6 r €? sayi ng

2.AAYouodbretbayvyinwgudd prefer to write an
B: No no no, I...
Did you sayé
Didyousayt her eds a |l ong time for questions
éis that right?
We have final tests next weédehhtyighB o you
Activity 1
l 6m sorry You mean Youbre sayin
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 | ask one last question?

Professor: Sure, go ahead.

4, Student : | didndédt get much sl eep |

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
Il 6m sorry You mean Youdre sayin
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, |l 6m going to watch a mov
B: You meanast night you watched a movie?

A: Oh right, | watched a movie. An action movie.

Student A

1. | 6m going to eat | unch at Big Grandma.
3. When | grow up, | want to be an office.

5. My shirt cost one hundred yen.

7. | have many boyfriends / girlfriends.

Student B

2. I live in a building.

4. My father is a bus.

6. Your hair is vennobita.

8. Tomorrow | will play boring.

Activity 3
Directions: You and your partner have different pictures. Take turns asking each other
guestions 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




Confirmation Checks/ BackchannelingWorksheet Week8 Version A
Treatment Week 8 Review #3 Confirmation Checks Version A

|l &m sorry, €
A: This is a measurement of the animal, right?
B: I'm sorrywhat is?

You meané
(Students are preparing a presentation)
A: Do we want to introduce how parents talk to their kids?
B: You mearlike success, of the father?

Youdre sayinge
1. He is a bad person, isthatwiadb u 6 r €? sayi ng
2AOYouolOretbBayiwguoéd prefer to write an
B: No no no, I...
Did you sayé
Didyousayt her eds a |l ong time for questions
éis that right?
We have final tests next weééehhtyighB o you

Activity 1: /English Matching
Directions: Match the Japanese waseieigord with its English name.

Zfd2od N free of charge; free

gd>f © N outlet (US); socket (UK)

cfiHD @ N creamer; milk
e D food truck
h™ eo* N dress shirt
Pem¢ fi = 0 concert
e Hfiae N dress
b)

ofi 8fis N stroller

VHe® N n  stapler

<2'>2 n n  air conditioner; AC
S I n  buffet; alkyou-caneat 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.

|l 6m sorry You mean Youdre sayin
Did you say Is that right?

Example

A: L et Ozsf ou9 ensteald ef the bicycle.

B:1 6 m syouwaryt to use th&rollerinstead of the bicycle?

A: Ah yeah, thatods right.

1. A: Thisgreenteas> ¢ ®.

2. B:

3. A: Have you ever been t0 ek, ?

4. B:

5. A: | 6m hungr ==sfo~.1 want to go to a
6. B:

7. A: Do you know where afi % fi » is? | need to charge my phone.

8. B:

9. A: ltds hoted'o@&n you turn on the
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 Let 6s
2. B:

3

4. B:

5. A I want
6. B:

7

8. B:

9

10. B:
Activity 4: Aizuchi Practice

me et i n

Ume d

to buy some

. A: llove USJ. It is very funny. (correct: fun)

. A My mother is very healthful. (correct: healthy)

a stat.i

. A: You are vengportsman(correct: good at sports OR athletic)

new cl

on at t he

B

othezzzzzz.

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?
| see That sounds (adj.) That dés int
That ds a. g Right Other (e.g., sure)
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Confirmation Checks / Backchanneling Worksheet Week 8 Version B
Treatment Week 5 Confirmation ChecksVersion B
Use these phrases to check your understanding of what somebody said.

|l 6m sorry, €

A: This is a measurement of the animal, right?

B: I'm sorrywhat is?

You meaneé
(Students are preparing a presentation)
A: Do we want to introduce how parents talk to their kids?
B: You meariike success, of the father?
Youbre sayingeé
1. He is a bad person, isthatwhab u 6 r €? sayi ng
2.AYouobretbayinwgubéd prefer to write
B: No no no, I...
Did you sayé
Didyousayt her edés a | ong me f or
eéis that right?
We have final tests next wesé¢hhtrigh® o
Activity 1: /English Matching

Directions: Match the Japanese waseiewgord with its English name.

Zy:)-:iﬁj:e:)
olf &
cfiHD ®

h™ e
P amt fl e
« PHAfio

b

« fi ¥fi

vViHe @

n

<2'H

J

Do A

J
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free of charge; free
outlet (US); socket (UK)
creamer; milk

food truck

dress shirt

concert

dress

stroller
stapler
air conditioner; AC
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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.

|l 6m sorry You mean Youdre sayin
Did you say Is that right?
Example

A: L et Ozsf ou9 ensteald ef the bicycle.
B:1 6 m syouwaryt to use th&rollerinstead of the bicycle?

A: Ah yeah, thatods right.
1. B:

2. A: Where did you buy your fi H> @?

3. B:

4. A: Would you liken™ e - = for your coffee?

5. B:

6. A: Have you bought lunch from thate # fi < > ?
7. B:

8. A:Whereismy # « @7

9. B:

10. A: | really like your wme * o .

Activity 3: Confirmation Checks Practice 2

Directions: Read part A to your partner. They will confirm their understanding using one
of the confirmation phrases.

. B:

. A: | want to eat for lunch. (correct: )

. B:

. A: In class, | am always very boring. (correct: bored)

. B:

. A: My father is a sushi. (possible answers: sushi chef, sushi fan, etc.)

. B:

. A: I live in Kobe. Where is your horse? (correct: house)

. B:

10. A: | 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.

O©CO~NOUTPA,WNE

What are some restaurants you like? (izakaya, fast food, family restaurant, etc.)

Why?
| see That sounds (adj.) That dés int
That déds a. g 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 Athe ability to adocompl i sh m
participantsd® previous actions and to make
and how they relate to their own actionso
concept differs from theories of communicative competence in that IC elypdicdounts
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 argdsractive 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 (&€ppwerful form of analysis
yet one that is very timeonsuming and requires consideraléening 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 aglability of a rubric for IC assessment.

Description of Rating Categories
Please see the rubiitthe separate fild-or ease of use, you might wish to print it out.
Pl ease | ook carefully about the rubric. It
explain briefly.

ConversationInvolvement

This criterionrefers to how active or passive speakers are during conversation. This
activity level is rather unclear, but can be shown with actions such as clarification
guestions, jumping into to fill awkward pauses, trying to involve less talkative members,
and everbody language. A participant with a high scorethis criterionmight 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 criterionr e f er s t o the extent that speakers caeé
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
reseachers such as GalaqZ014)that lowerlevel speaker conversations often proceed

as a disjointed set of ideas, with speakers saying their own simple thoughts and rarely
engaging with othersd ideas.

Turn -taking

32z



One of the findings from CA resear¢hrn-takingrefers 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 conversatiois,seen as significant, perhaps

showing the speakers disagrees with what wasujtested,or they need extra time to

think. Although L2 learners are experts in their own language, many demonstrate little t
no awareness of how to use the ttaking system in a second language. Conversation
might revert to &ircularstyle where speakers share their thoughts in a clockwise order

with |l ong pauses between different speaker
speakers in a rudimentary manner by saying
hand.

Backchanneling, whicmeango say a word/phrase boottake 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 exampleal&®r Asaysfil| went t o t he
storeéo and Speaker B says fAokayo and Spea
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 despSchmadt,| ow pr
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 rub
and try to assess the speakers. After you watch the video, assess the speakers and check
with how closely your answers ali gomed with
then itdés not a problem. However, if your
idea to reread the rubric descriptions or ask John for clarification. The purpose of this
study is to find weaknesses in thbric, so your criticisms are vemyelcome.

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 backchannel s

- Pay attention to breakdowns in communication. Which speakers come to the
groupdbds rescue?
- Do any speakers attempt to involve quieter members of the group?
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Now pleaseavatch the firstonversation and write yoscoreshere.

Developing/
Maintaining Overall
Participant | Conversation Discussion Communicative
(L>R) Involvement (content/ideas) = Turn-taking Effectiveness
1
2
3
4
Answers are on the next page
Developing/
Maintaining Overall
Participant | Conversation Discussion Communicative
(L>R) Involvement (content/ideas) @ Turn-taking 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 thecussion yesignals 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 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, | gave her a 4 because she did not call on quieter
members, unlike Speakér

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 noddirgrd! vy , shed
only there for the 50§en gift card not to advance SLA research.

Speaker 4 is very involved in the conversation and often expresses her own ideas and
agrees with othersé ideas. I n contrast wit
different actions while speaking (e.g., Speaker 2 talking about jobs in diféenteixts at

8:45). Forturntaking she responds relatively quickly after others finish speaking,

324



although not as quickly as Speaker 2. She is also a bit lackidgnmunicative
Effectivenessand struggles to give a coherent message at 2:50. | did not penalize her for
her annoying habit of pounding on the table.

Now, please watch another conversation and try assessing the students again.

Developing/
Maintaining Overall
Participant | Conversation Discussion Communicative
(L>R) Management (content/ideas) Turn-taking | Effectiveness
1
2
3
4
Answers are on the next page
Developing/
Maintaining Overall
Participant | Conversation Discussion Communicative
(L>R) Management (content/ideas) Turn-taking  Effectiveness
1 2 1 2 3
2 5 5 5 4
3 5 5 5 5

Speaker 1 is normally a quigersonand 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 duringdheersationbut 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 |l ots of backchanneling
answers. Still though there are a few things that are a bit unnatural suchygaéctide

Japanese backchanneh(un un and incorrect grammar here and there (e.g., simply

saying Ateach?0d wislkemDc hyeo u etad d oyh nmeeta ntth & oc r ¢

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 fretjuant, w
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 validconcernand speakershouldbe 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 multtpkks 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.

| dondét know whodés saying what, theyodre al
| know it is tough, but if you miss one ofr
affect your overall rating of a speaker mu
phrase repeatedly in case you cearlydrtoopi ck i

quietly, then adjust theCommunicative Effectivenessore accordingly.

Final Thoughts
Thank you again very much for your help on this project, | really appreciate it. It will
take some time to watch all the conversati
frustrating. Again, if you have any questions or suggestions for improvinglthe,
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 0s 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 fiho 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
A 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)



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 ; pointmeasure correlation

usort =1,3,2,4 ; sort residuals by 1=Speaker, 2=Rater, 3=Group, 4=Time

Model=?,?,?,?,?,?,#,R% observations are ratings in rang8.1

*

anchorfile =I1C_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=GGG0.087189
8=HHH,.4198588
9=111,-.0926049
10=3JJ1.401863

*

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=DvIp,0.084378
3=TT,.4126033
4=Efftv.,-.335433

*

Dvalues = 7,44
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.



APPENDIX R

OTHER-INITIATED SELF -REPAIR CODEBOOK

AND RECORDED INSTANCES

Treatment Control
Pr Post Pr Post m
Code W @ Sum©) | o T Sum (%) (Co?nubined)
ah? 0 1 1(09)| 1 1 2(2.8) 3
did you say 0 0 0(0) 0 0 0(0) 0
hm? 0 2 2(1.8)| o 0 0(0) 2
huh? 2 0 2(1.8)| o 0 0(0) 2
I'm sorry 0 1 109 o 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(26)| o0 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 0 109 o 0 0(0) 1
you're saying 0 0 0(.0)| o 0 0(0) 0
you mean 1 0 1(09)| o 0 0(0) 1
SUM 52 62 114 32 40 72 186

Note. Codes beginning with J indicate Japanese other-initiated self-repair.
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APPENDIX S

BACKCHANNELING CODEBOOK AND RECORDED INSTANCES

Treatment Control

Code F(’S’ P(?lit sum (%) F(’rrg P(?st sum (%) (Coi‘éﬁ?‘e 8
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
| agree 3 1 4(0.2) 0 0 0 (0.0) 4
| guess so 1 0 1 (0.0) 0 0 0 (0.0) 1
| know 0 2 2(0.1) 0 2 2(02) 4
| know (multiple) 0 0 0 (0.0) 0 1 1(0.2) 1
| see 4 12 16(0.6) 7 6 13(1.0) 29
| see (multiple) 4 1 5(0.2) 1 2 3(0.2) 8
| think so/too 4 5 9 (0.4) 5 3 8 (0.6) 17
| 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 1 0 1(0.0) 0 0 0(0.0) 1
point

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(0.2) 8
E]réz;%r)“o ni / honma 1 1 201 2 0 2002 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(.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
(g o sounds 0 1 100 | 0 0 0(00 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(0.2) 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 | 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
Personalil donét know i f
Impersonal i are more likely to
B. Attitudinal/modality stance
B1. Desire
Personal i if you want to
B2. Obligation/directive
Personal i you have to be
Impersonal i it is important to
B3. Intention/prediction

Personalil 6 m not going to
Impersonalii t &s goi ng to be
B4. Ability

Personal i to be able to
Impersonal i can be used to

II. Discourse Organizers
A. Topic introduction/focus i what do you think
B. Topic elaboration/clarification i has to do with

lll. Referential expressions
A. Identification/focusit hat 6 s one of t he
B. Imprecision i or something like that
C. Specification of attributes
C1l. Quantity specificationit her e6és a | ot of
C2. Tangible framing attributes i the size of the
C3. Intangible framing attributes i the nature of the
D. Time/place/text reference
D1. Place reference i the United States and
D2. Time reference i at the same time
D3. Text deixis i shown in figure N
D4. Multi-functional reference 1 the end of the

IV.Special conversational functions
A. Politeness i thank you very much
B. Simple inquiry T what are you doing
C. Reporting i | said to him/her

Note. See Biber et al. (2004) for the complete classification.
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