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ABSTRACT

Many learners express the desire to speak a language fluently, although in
practice this goal entails not only speaking relatively quickly and smoothly, but also
interacting in ways that are appropriate to the communicative context. However, it
remains an open question whether and how quickly learners can acquire such skills in an
EFL environment, in which opportunities to use the target language are often limited
outside the classroom. The main purpose of this study was to investigate the degree to
which Japanese university students’ speaking fluency and interactional competence (i.e.,
the ability to interact) developed over the course of one academic semester during a
communicative, twice-weekly speaking and discussion course. Another purpose was to
investigate any changes in speaking self-efficacy that occurred during the course, and to
relate this variable to the fluency and interactional competence data. Two additional
individual difference variables—speaking anxiety and extraversion—were also
investigated. The participants were 20 low-intermediate learners, selected from two intact
classes, with data gathered at three time points throughout the academic semester.

A mixed methods research design was used to investigate these issues.
Monologue activities were used to measure utterance fluency, which represents the
quantifiable features of fluency, such as speed and pausing. To triangulate fluency gains
and to investigate performance in the interactive context, fluency measures were also
taken from group discussions. These discussions were also used for native-speaker
ratings of perceived fluency. A combination of quantitative and qualitative analysis was

used to investigate interactional competence development, also based on performance in
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the group discussions. Finally, questionnaire data were used to investigate the individual
difference variables of speaking self-efficacy, speaking anxiety, and extraversion.

Results indicated that speaking fluency significantly improved over the course of
the semester. Early gains in utterance fluency were mainly due to a reduction in pausing
time. In the second half of the semester, however, an accumulation of marginal gains
across various measures indicated that discrete aspects of speech production were
integrating and thus working more efficiently. Furthermore, these utterance fluency gains
were matched by gains made in the interactive context, especially in the first half of the
course. Specifically, there was an increase in the number of syllables produced during the
group discussions, as well as a reduction in the number and length of inter-turn pauses.
These gains were also detected by the raters, who judged the participants significantly
higher in fluency at the end of the course. Taken together, these findings present a
powerful case for the fluency-enhancing benefits of communicative interaction in an EFL
environment.

Results also indicated that interactional competence developed during the
semester. Quantitative analysis revealed a significant increase in the number of turn and
topic management moves over time, indicating an increase in collaborative behavior as
well as a greater willingness to take the initiative in managing the interaction. In contrast,
there was a significant decrease in the number of topic extension (i.e., content generating)
statements, with the participants producing longer and more complex contributions over
time as they adapted to the demands of the discussion tasks. These developments

appeared to create a positive feedback loop, as longer topic extensions and more efficient
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turn-taking facilitated more speaking practice, thus creating the conditions necessary for
fluency development.

The development of interactional competence was further highlighted by
qualitative analysis, which confirmed the shift from short, often sub-clausal, topic
extensions to longer, multi-clausal extensions. It also revealed a gradual progression
towards the smoother use of turn and topic management features, and a diversification of
techniques for marking agreement and disagreement. In addition, techniques for
negotiating meaning were applied to a broader range of situations, and several instances
of collaborative turn completions emerged at the final data collection point. Finally, there
was a reduced reliance on L1 when negotiating meaning and transitioning between turns
and topics. Many of these skills and techniques were presented and practiced during the
course; moreover, their use was not related to the participants’ levels of fluency,
suggesting that these aspects of interactional competence can be directly taught.

The third main finding was that, although anxiety remained stable, speaking self-
efficacy increased significantly in the first half of the course, indicating that affective
benefits resulted as students grew accustomed to the communicative environment. This
increased measure correlated with several of the performance variables—specifically
utterance fluency, number of syllables produced in the discussions, and length of topic
extension—at the mid point of the course. However, these positive correlations
disappeared at the end of the course, indicating that students lower in positive affect had
caught up with their peers in these aspects. Therefore, the results of this study indicated
not only that fluency and interactional competence can develop during a single semester
of communicative EFL instruction, but that the benefits of this pedagogical approach can
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extend to learners with various types of affective profiles. In terms of personality,
however, extraverted students consistently performed more fluently, and participated
more fully, than their introverted peers. Furthermore, the fact that the extraversion
correlations were the most stable of all the individual difference variables over time
supports the idea that, as a dispositional personality trait, its effects are more predictable

than contextualized characteristics such as self-efficacy and anxiety.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, I describe the background to the study and set out the main issue |
aimed to investigate—the extent to which students in an English as a Foreign Language
(EFL) context develop their speaking fluency, interactional competence, and speaking
self-efficacy during a single semester of study in a communicative speaking class. After
introducing the main constructs of interest, I briefly discuss the main theoretical and
methodological issues involved in such research. I then outline the specific aims of this
study, as well as its intended audience, delimitations, and the organization of the study.

Background of the Issue

One of the primary goals for many foreign language learners is the ability to
speak fluently. Indeed, for many people spoken fluency is almost synonymous with
language proficiency (Lennon, 1990). A simple definition of fluency is the ability to
express one’s ideas smoothly and quickly, although a more precise definition is necessary
in order to quantify the construct. In other words, fluency has to be broken down into its
various component parts before it can be measured and its development investigated.

Fluency is a multidimensional construct and in its broadest sense goes beyond
linguistic features. It encompasses such wide-ranging elements as topic familiarity and
cultural knowledge, because the ability to speak fluently presupposes adequate
knowledge of appropriate content matter. Put simply, one cannot speak fluently, in any
meaningful sense, without having something relevant to talk about. The multidimensional
nature of fluency makes defining it a challenge for researchers, although Segalowitz’s

(2010) triadic framework, which divides the construct into cognitive, utterance, and
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perceived fluency, is widely used. Encompassing both cognitive and social perspectives,
it provides a useful starting point and is referred to throughout this study.

Cognitive fluency refers to the efficiency with which a speaker integrates the
various mental processes that underpin speech production (Segalowitz, 2010). Utterance
fluency represents the observable, quantifiable features of fluency, such as speed and
pausing, from which cognitive fluency can be inferred. In cognitive-based SLA research,
utterance fluency is commonly subdivided into three further components: speed of
delivery, which refers to how fast a sample of speech is articulated; breakdown fluency,
represented by the number, duration, and placement of pauses; and repair fluency, which
is the number of repetitions and self-corrections made by a speaker (Tavakoli & Skehan,
2005). Finally, perceived fluency refers to a listener’s impression of a speaker’s fluency.
This element, although external to the learner, cannot be overlooked given the interactive
nature of speech in most situations. In other words, speaking is an inherently social
activity, and this characteristic should be reflected in any comprehensive definition of the
construct. Furthermore, perceived fluency addresses the limitations of utterance fluency,
as objective measurements do not capture whether speech appears fluent to a listener,
which is likely to be influenced by the unquantified elements of pronunciation and
prosody. To sum up, fluency encompasses all aspects of this triadic framework and
therefore clearly involves more than just speaking quickly.

Given its status among learners, L2 fluency research has attracted growing
interest in recent decades. Most of this research has been focused on individual
monologue activities, despite the fact that speaking almost always takes place in an

interactive context, with two or more people contributing to the discourse. There are
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obvious methodological advantages to this approach, as extended stretches of speech can
be produced without interference from an interlocutor (Tavakoli & Wright, 2020). Any
form of response or feedback can affect the output of a speaker, for instance causing them
to pause or reformulate a comment if the listener indicates a lack of comprehension. Even
non-verbal feedback, such as facial expressions, can influence a speaker’s output, thereby
undermining any inferences that can be drawn regarding the speaker’s underlying
cognitive fluency. Moreover, it cannot be assumed that research findings from one
context transfer to another, so fluent performance during a monologue might not be
repeated during interaction. There is, therefore, a strong case for measuring fluency not
only during monologues but also in the kinds of social environments in which
communicative discourse naturally takes place. However, such research has been lacking
thus far.

One aspect of learner performance that is self-evidently related to communication
is interactional competence (Kramsch, 1986), which focuses on turn-taking and problems
of understanding (Wong & Waring, 2021), and emphasizes the social context of
discursive practices (e.g., Young, 2011). Interactional competence has been defined as
the ability “to participate in courses of action involving two or more speakers, and which
crucially has to do with turn-taking dynamics” (Pallotti, 2019, pp. 6—7). This construct is
inherently social, as any form of interaction is by definition co-constructed by its
participants. It includes interactional resources, such as the ability to manage multi-party
sequences, and has become increasingly recognized as an important aspect of second
language development (Galaczi & Taylor, 2020). In theory, utilizing these resources

should allow the group as a whole to construct more fluent interactions, with less pausing
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between turns, while maintaining mutual comprehension. According to Young (2011),
“[Interactional competence] is how those resources are employed mutually and
reciprocally by all participants in a particular discursive practice” (p. 428). In order to
participate fully and actively in extended stretches of discourse, learners need to be aware
of such techniques as how to initiate discourse, encourage others to participate, and
overcome breakdowns in communication. These techniques can be broken down into
various micro-features, such as asking questions, indicating agreement, and confirming
comprehension, which can then be used for pedagogical or assessment purposes (Galaczi
& Taylor, 2018).

Some foundational aspects of interaction, such as the cooperative system
underpinning turn-taking, appear to be universal and hence transferrable from the L1
culture, with language-specific resources mapping onto these basic structures during L2
learning (Hall, 2018). However, the most salient point from a pedagogical perspective is
that these features do not always emerge naturally in a second language. Interactional
strategies and micro-skills, such as how to manage repair, can be directly taught
(Richards, 1990), which enables learners to generate more cohesive output, as it provides
them with a means of initiating and sustaining interaction. In other words, practicing and
raising awareness of techniques related to interactional competence can build upon pre-
existing competencies to improve the smoothness and efficiency of L2 interaction (Wong
& Waring, 2021). Moreover, the existence of such culturally universal competencies
means that low linguistic proficiency does not automatically imply low interactional
competence (Waring, 2019). Even if the phrases used are basic and the delivery lacks

smoothness, teaching learners to understand and use the elements that occur in effective

4



interaction—such as indicating agreement or asking questions—allows even lower-
proficiency learners to improve their ability to interact in the L2, thereby circumventing
issues of linguistic proficiency.

These interactional features can also be quantified, although this point has proven
controversial among researchers. For example, Schegloff (1993) argued that the
contingent nature of interaction makes quantification of such features reductive, as
whether a feature is produced or not depends not only on the ability or willingness of the
speaker to produce it, but also on its relevance in that particular context. Schegloff’s
research was conducted with L1 data, however, and was therefore not concerned with
learner development. Other researchers—working with L2 data—have maintained that
highlighting how often different types of interactional moves (e.g., topic extensions)
occur can illuminate the development of interactional competence, assuming that more
competent speakers exhibit different patterns of interaction from their less competent
peers. For instance, Galaczi (2008) found quantitative differences in the use of
interactional features among learners of different proficiency levels.

Nevertheless, any quantification of such features has to be complemented by
qualitative analysis. Quantification provides measurable information about such features,
including how often they are used, but it does not show how effectively they have been
used because an increase in use does not necessarily imply improvement (Lam, 2018).
On the contrary, the overuse of an interactional strategy or formulaic phrase can be
counterproductive and lead to “functionally impoverished” output (Lennon, 2000, p. 28),
which, even if superficially fluent, is inappropriate for the demands of the task. Carefully

selected exemplars of learner output can not only illustrate how L2 interaction proceeds
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but also whether particular phrases and techniques have been used effectively. In other
words, these exemplars can be used to highlight and analyze the practices, such as turn-
taking and repair, that represent the “observable incarnation” of interactional competence
(Waring, 2018, p. 59).

As well as the linguistic variables of fluency and interactional competence, the
individual difference variable of self-efficacy is also relevant to learner performance
during interaction. Self-efficacy refers to the belief of individuals in their ability to
successfully undertake an activity (Bandura, 1997). Given that fluency development is a
goal for many learners, it is logical to assume that taking steps towards that goal would
increase feelings of competence and self-efficacy. A positive feedback loop can result, as
self-efficacy affects people’s disposition, behavior, and motivation to continue an activity
(Bandura, 1997). In the field of education, positive learning experiences are widely
believed to have long-term motivational benefits (e.g., Dornyei & Ushioda, 2011), so it is
important to explore whether speaking self-efficacy develops during a course of study
and, if so, how it relates to fluency and interactional competence.

Finally, regarding personality traits, it is often assumed that extraverts are better
equipped to develop their L2 speaking ability than more introverted personality types.
This belief is commonly held despite findings that extraversion is negatively related to
academic success in general, as extraverts tend to develop less conscientious study habits
than their introvert peers (O’Connor & Paunonen, 2007). However, the results of research
investigating L2 speaking and extraversion are complex. Extraverts have been found to
perform more fluently than introverts during speaking activities, especially in formal or

stressful situations (Dewaele & Furnham, 1999). Consequently, L2 spoken interaction,
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with its potential for heightened stress and anxiety, is likely to place a higher burden on
introverts. Therefore, whether the personality trait of extraversion is positively related to
the performance variables of fluency and interactional competence is also important to
ascertain.

Statement of the Problem

There is a growing body of research on the development of fluency as measured
during monologic activities (e.g., De Jong & Perfetti, 2011; Nation, 1989). Researchers
have looked at the effects of task repetition on fluency within the theoretical framework
of skill acquisition theory, which focuses on the proceduralization and automatization of
linguistic knowledge (Anderson, 1992; DeKeyser, 2007). This approach assumes the
primacy of individual cognition in language acquisition and acknowledges that
automaticity, and the retrieval of ready-made chunks of language, is an essential element
of fluency. Nevertheless, speech is almost always produced in a social context; therefore,
if the desired outcome is fluent performance during interaction, it is necessary to examine
performance in such an environment, not only in the more controlled setting of
monologue delivery.

Fluency is usually considered to be an individual attribute, although fluent
interaction must be jointly constructed during multi-party talk as participants alternate
between speaker and listener roles (Kasper, 2006). So integral is turn-taking to the
smoothness and efficiency of interaction that McCarthy (2010) has coined the term
confluence, described as “the joint production of flow by more than one speaker, focusing
in particular on turn openings and closings” (p. 1). In other words, rather than producing

a series of individual turns, successful interaction requires speakers to contribute to the
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flow of the discourse by responding contingently and relating their utterance to a
previous speaker’s turn. This conception of fluency as co-constructed during interaction
underlines the need to examine it in social, as well as individual, contexts. Despite the
appeals of numerous researchers (e.g., Tavakoli & Wright, 2020), such research has not
been forthcoming, perhaps due to the methodological complications mentioned
previously.

Interactional competence, on the other hand, can only be examined in social
settings because it is only manifested during interaction (Roever & Kasper, 2018).
Attempts to quantify it have tended to focus on high-stakes oral examinations, with
coding schemes tailored to the tasks and kinds of language produced in such contexts
(e.g., Galaczi, 2014). However, it has not been quantified during unassessed speaking
activities in EFL classrooms. It is also unclear how interactional competence develops
over time in the classroom, as studies based on high-stakes exams are by nature cross-
sectional rather than longitudinal.

To what extent interactional competence pertains to the individual, or
alternatively is reconstituted during each interaction, has also proven controversial
(Bachman, 2007). This issue is of fundamental importance because it addresses the
question of whether the knowledge acquired in one context can be redeployed in another.
Some researchers have argued that interactional competence is entirely co-constructed
and context-dependent, and hence unavailable for transfer to other situations (He &
Young, 1998). Others have maintained that, although contextual constraints clearly exist,
individuals bring their own resources—Ilinguistic or otherwise—to any instance of

communication, and that it is these resources that constitute interactional competence
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(Fulcher, 2010). Given the need for learners to transfer their skills to different contexts,
with different interlocutors, this latter view better informs the current study.

Pedagogical interventions can enhance communicative performance if learners are
made aware of specific techniques, such as initiating repair, that enable them to sustain
cohesive L2 discourse (Wong & Waring, 2021). Talking for extended periods, with fewer
and shorter gaps between turns, represents more fluent output in the group context,
whereas the increased use of interactional strategies demonstrates improved interactional
competence. There is thus scope for investigating when and how such techniques are
used by learners and how their use changes during a semester of study.

Self-efficacy is associated with positive educational outcomes, as students with
higher self-efficacy tend to expend greater effort, persist in the face of setbacks, and have
lower levels of anxiety than students with low self-efficacy (Pajares & Schunk, 2001).
Bandura (1997) proposed four sources of self-efficacy—mastery experiences, vicarious
experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological and affective states—although he
identified mastery experiences as the most powerful of the four because they provide the
most direct evidence of the ability to succeed. L2 speaking self-efficacy can be fostered
in classroom settings by giving learners repeated opportunities to exchange information
and opinions with their peers in a comfortable environment (Mills, 2014). Given the
perceived lack of motivation for studying English in Japanese universities (Ryan, 2009),
and the link between self-efficacy and motivation (Bandura, 1997), a communicative
speaking course that results in increased speaking self-efficacy could be beneficial for

students in terms of motivation and ultimately speaking ability.



There is also scope to clarify the role of more stable personality traits in this kind
of communicative language learning. Although research regarding the relationship
between extraversion and language learning outcomes has been mixed, Dewaele and
Furnham (1999) maintained that this ambiguity is due to researchers failing to account
for the effect of context, such as not distinguishing between written and verbal language
criteria. To clarify this picture, it is necessary to link the variable of interest to specific
contexts and activities. For example, there is evidence that extraverts are more suited to
open-ended group speaking activities (Nakatsuhara, 2013), such as the ones used in this
study.

Purposes and Significance of the Study

The main purpose of this study is to investigate the degree to which Japanese EFL
students’ fluency and interactional competence develop during a one-semester
communicative course. These two variables are investigated together because both could
plausibly develop in such a course. Regarding fluency, extensive opportunities for
speaking practice create the conditions necessary for development. In contrast, prior to
university many students experience heavily form-focused English lessons with limited
opportunities to speak (Koizumi et al., 2022; Nishino & Watanabe, 2008). The emphasis
in such lessons is on reading and grammar, as they are primarily geared towards passing
university entrance exams. Although this goal is important as a proximal objective, it
differs from any ultimate goal of achieving spoken fluency.

Regarding interactional competence, development could be facilitated by the
teaching of individual strategies and techniques. Interactional competence in this

academic EFL context is operationalized as consisting of fopic development and support
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moves. Topic development moves consist of statements and questions that drive the topic
forward, as well as turn taking moves that facilitate transitions between speakers and
topics. Support moves consist of backchannels, agree/disagree markers, confirmations of
comprehension, and repairs of misunderstandings. The choice of interactional features to
be analyzed reflects the roles of speaker and listener in this context, in which students are
expected to express their own opinions, as well as respond to the opinions of others.

Examining how learner-language develops is a fundamental aspect of SLA,
although measuring development during communicative courses has been under-
researched to date. The major significance of this study lies in attempting to address this
gap. Specifically, measuring the development of fluency and interactional competence,
and how they relate to each other, allows the communicative methodology underpinning
such courses to be analyzed. By extension, it also allows the effectiveness of activities
included in communicative courses to be investigated.

An additional purpose is to explore the extent to which objective measures of
fluency and interactional competence correlate with subjective ratings of fluency and
communicative adequacy. Speech rate, hesitation, and repair phenomena are objective in
that they can be measured and do not rely on qualitative judgement. Aspects of
interactional competence, such as the types of contributions (e.g., topic extension
statements and active listening responses) a participant makes, can also be quantified.
The issue of whether such measures correspond with the impression made on listeners is
examined by comparing them with the subjective judgements of raters. Positive

relationships would suggest that the relevant features contribute to the impression made
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on listeners, thereby further supporting the pedagogical value of fluency development
and/or the teaching of interactional techniques.

Another purpose of this study is to explore any changes in speaking self-efficacy
and anxiety that occur during the course, as self-efficacy can trigger a virtuous cycle of
positive feelings, motivation, and behavior, as well as reduced anxiety (Pajares &
Schunk, 2001). Communicating directly in an L2 is known to be a face-threatening
activity, which is likely to cause anxiety among students unfamiliar with predominantly
English-speaking environments (Horwitz et al., 1986). Therefore, if improvements in
speaking self-efficacy—and a reduction in anxiety—can be observed during a single
semester of study, these findings would provide further support for the effectiveness of
such a communicative course. The issue of whether the individual difference variables of
speaking self-efficacy and anxiety, and the personality trait of extraversion, correlate with
the performance variables of fluency and interactional competence is also examined.

A final purpose of the study is to explore the influence of the pedagogical
intervention provided in this communicative, discussion-based course. Interactional skills
and strategies were presented and practiced in pairs and small groups, with the aim of
developing fluency and the ability to interact in the L.2. Students were encouraged to use
specific phrases and techniques, for example when giving opinions and asking follow-up
questions. Analyzing how and when these phrases and strategies are used during
unassessed interaction, as opposed to during a test, allows researchers to infer which ones
are valued by the participants themselves. The issue of whether their use demonstrates

improved interactional competence and/or contributes to more fluent output in the group
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context is also investigated. Presenting detailed exemplars of learner output from the
beginning, middle, and end of the course helps to illuminate this process.

If positive outcomes are associated with the intervention implemented in this
study, this finding would have important pedagogical implications. The explicit
presentation and practice of strategies and techniques aimed at fostering L2 interactional
competence provides a systematic way of focusing communicative classes beyond
unstructured talking for its own sake (Dornyei & Thurrell, 1994). For example, in this
course students are taught interactional techniques such as how to give and support
opinions, express agreement or disagreement, and deal with communication breakdowns.
If these and other techniques appear to promote the development of speaking skills, this
finding would have significance for curriculum designers and teachers alike.

Research Questions and Methodology

To address these issues, this one-semester study investigated the development of
speaking fluency—as measured in monologue activities, group discussions, and as
perceived by native-speaker raters—and interactional competence, as well as the
relationship between these two variables. It also investigated the extent of any changes in
speaking self-efficacy and anxiety. In addition, the relationships between speaking
fluency and the individual difference variables of speaking self-efficacy, anxiety, and
extraversion were examined. The relationships between these individual difference
variables and the quantified aspects of interactional competence were also investigated.

The data for this study was collected from a twice-weekly speaking course for
low-intermediate freshman university students. One lesson each week was discussion-

based, in which interactional skills and techniques were introduced and practiced. The
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other lesson was textbook-based, although many opportunities for spoken
communication, whether in pairs or small groups, were provided in both lessons. A
repeated monologue activity was also used in both lessons.

Twenty participants were selected for analysis from two intact classes, with data
gathered at three points in the semester—near the beginning, middle, and end. This
longitudinal design therefore allowed the development of fluency, interactional
competence, and self-efficacy to be tracked throughout the semester. The relationships
between these variables were also examined to ascertain whether having a higher degree
of one construct provided any advantage regarding another.

Data collection activities consisted of audio-recorded monologues and video-
recorded group discussions, consisting of three members, which were used to investigate
the development of fluency and interactional competence. All recorded monologues and
discussions were transcribed, with the latter additionally coded in terms of topic
development and support moves. The individual difference variables were investigated
using self-reported questionnaire data.

Theoretical Perspective

The main theoretical perspective adopted in this study is that the performance
variables of fluency and interactional competence can be quantified and that they
represent distinct elements of speaking proficiency. Although fluency is often used
interchangeably with general speaking ability (Lennon, 1990), many SLA researchers
view it as part of the wider complexity, accuracy, and fluency (CAF) framework used for
the comprehensive analysis of speech production. For measurement purposes, fluency is

commonly divided into the three subcomponents of speed of delivery, breakdown
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fluency, and repair fluency (Tavakoli & Skehan, 2005). These elements can be tallied and
fluency development inferred from the results. Various types of interactional moves, such
as topic extensions and listener responses, can also be tallied during interaction (Galaczi,
2014). Patterns of use can then be observed and the development of interactional
competence similarly inferred. Qualitative analysis complements the quantitative data by
revealing how the interactional moves have been interpreted by other participants, and
whether they have been used in pragmatically appropriate ways.
Audience for the Study
The findings of this study should be of interest to second language acquisition
researchers, curriculum developers, test-designers, language teachers, and, by extension,
second language learners. If the performance variables of fluency and interactional
competence are influenced by pedagogical interventions, language practitioners can use
this information to design courses that help learners develop these elements of their
speaking ability. For example, interactional strategies and techniques can be integrated
into lessons and form the basis of interactive speaking tests that incorporate such features
in the rubric. Furthermore, if gains can be observed in a single semester, this finding
should interest researchers concerned with observing how language develops in
classroom contexts. Finally, if any gains are related to improvements in speaking self-
efficacy and/or a reduction in anxiety, such findings should interest practitioners and
learners interested in the affective dimension of language learning.
Delimitations
Delimitations refer to the external validity of a study; in other words, the degree

to which it is generalizable or transferrable to other contexts. I hope this study benefits
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the audiences mentioned above and that it advances the understanding of how L2
speaking fluency and interactional competence develops in a communicative classroom
environment, and how this development is related to the individual difference variables
of interest. Inevitably, however, its generalizability depends on the context under
consideration and it has greater relevance in similar contexts. Below, I outline the context
of the current study and the implications for its generalizability.

First, all participants were drawn from one specific context, as they were all first-
year students at a private Japanese university. Moreover, they were all Japanese students,
with a shared linguistic and cultural background, which restricts the degree to which the
results can be applied to other contexts. There is a considerable degree of linguistic
distance between Japanese and English, which have very different phonological, lexical,
syntactic, and morphological structures; therefore, there is no guarantee that speakers of
other languages or cultural backgrounds would produce similar results. Furthermore, all
students were drawn from the same proficiency level, as measured on the university’s
placement test (see Chapter 3: Participants), so the results cannot automatically be
generalized to learners of other proficiency levels.

A further delimitation is in the use of students from intact classes rather than
randomly assigned participants. A fully experimental design, with learners drawn at
random from the population of interest, would be preferable in terms of enhancing
generalizability. However, the fact that this study was conducted in a classroom setting
adds a pedagogical authenticity that randomized, laboratory-based experiments
sometimes lack in the field of educational research (DeKeyser & Botana, 2019). In other

words, the fact that the participants were acquainted with each other reflects the reality of
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the classroom, as well as discourse in most naturalistic settings. Nevertheless, if group
members had been unacquainted, different results could have been produced. For
example, if speakers feel more relaxed in each other’s company, gaps between turns
could be shorter and they might feel more comfortable with repairing each other’s
utterances.

The fact that groups of three were used to gather the interaction-based data is
another delimitation. This number was chosen as the intervention consists of a classroom-
based discussion course and many of the techniques and phrases taught are less
applicable to dyadic interaction. The interactional competence coding system in the
current study (see Chapter 3) has been adapted from one specifically developed for high-
stakes pair interaction (Galaczi, 2014) due to the differences between the two contexts.
The fact that it has been modified for use in the current context means that the results
should be interpreted cautiously, as the differences inherent in small group interaction
mean that the results might not be applicable to dyadic or larger group contexts.

Organization of the Study

Chapter 2, Review of the Literature, consists of the following main sections:
Defining Speaking Fluency, Researching L2 Speaking Fluency, Interactional
Competence, Speaking Self-Efficacy, Language Anxiety, and the Role of Extraversion.
At the end of the chapter, I present the gaps in the literature, purposes of the study, and
research questions. In Chapter 3, Methods, I describe the context of the study, the
participants, instrumentation, procedures, and analyses used. In Chapter 4, Preliminary
Analyses, I describe how validity evidence was gathered and analyzed for the

instruments. In Chapter 5, Results, I present the results of the study, which are interpreted
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in Chapter 6, Discussion. At the end of that chapter, I discuss the theoretical and
pedagogical implications of the findings. Finally, in Chapter 7, Conclusion, I summarize
the main findings of the study, point out its limitations, and offer suggestions for future

research.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In this chapter, I review the literature on fluency, interactional competence, and
the individual difference variables of speaking self-efficacy, anxiety, and extraversion. At
the end of the chapter, I identify gaps in the literature, state the purposes of the study, and
list the research questions the study is designed to answer.

Defining Speaking Fluency

The multidimensional nature of fluency has made defining it a challenge for
researchers. A simple definition is the ability to express one’s ideas smoothly and
quickly, although producing fluent speech is far from a simple achievement, as it requires
sociolinguistic and pragmatic knowledge, in addition to sufficient knowledge of grammar
and vocabulary (Koponen & Riggenbach, 2000). Although formulated for L1 research,
Fillmore’s (1979) wide-ranging definition of fluency is regarded as a seminal starting
point:

fluency is the ability to talk at length with few pauses, the ability to fill

time with talk... the ability to talk in coherent and semantically dense

sentences... the ability to have appropriate things to say in a wide range of

contexts... [and] the ability some people have to be creative and

imaginative in their language use (p. 51).
Another landmark definition directly related to L2 research was provided by Lennon
(1990), who distinguished between broad and narrow senses of fluency. Broad fluency
refers to general oral proficiency, often perceived holistically, whereas narrow fluency
applies specifically to the flow of speech and hence the more objective and measurable
elements. This distinction was expanded upon by Tavakoli and Hunter (2018), who used

second-language teachers’ definitions of fluency to construct a four-point model
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consisting of very broad (general L2 proficiency), broad (general L2 speaking ability),
narrow (ease, flow, and continuity—as distinct from grammatical complexity and
accuracy), and very narrow (the measurable aspects of fluency).

Among SLA researchers, Segalowitz’s (2010) triadic framework is widely used
because it encompasses both cognitive and social aspects of fluency. This framework
consists of three intertwined elements: cognitive fluency, utterance fluency, and
perceived fluency. Taking cognitive fluency first, this element refers to the efficiency
with which speakers integrate the various mental processes that underpin speech
production. According to Suzuki and Kormos (2023), cognitive fluency consists of two
dimensions: speed of processing and linguistic resources. Sentence construction (i.e.,
syntactic encoding) is the key to the former, whereas productive vocabulary size is the
main component of the latter, as efficient output also depends on the breadth and depth of
semantic knowledge. Due to the difficulty in directly measuring cognitive processes, little
research has been conducted with relation to L2 speaking; however, some researchers
have used reaction times to written or visual prompts to investigate how efficiently
individuals process language. These measures can then be compared with utterance
fluency measures (see below) to ascertain whether underlying cognitive processes are
related to the observable aspects of speech production (e.g., Kahng, 2024; Segalowitz &
Freed, 2004).

Utterance fluency represents the observable, quantifiable features of fluency in its
narrowest sense. Cognitive fluency can then be inferred from temporal measures, such as
speed and pausing, as more efficient processing should lead to more efficient output. In

cognitive-based SLA research, utterance fluency is commonly subdivided into three
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further components: speed of delivery, which refers to how fast a sample of speech is
articulated; breakdown fluency, represented by the number, duration, and placement of
pauses; and repair fluency, which is the number of repetitions and self-corrections made
by a speaker (Tavakoli & Skehan, 2005). However, the wide range of possible variables
can make generalizing findings difficult, as researchers have not been consistent in the
variables chosen or the measures used, such as minimum pause duration (De Jong &
Bosker, 2013).

Finally, perceived fluency refers to a listener’s subjective impression of a
speaker’s fluency. In other words, it is the inference that listeners make about a speaker’s
cognitive fluency based on the utterance fluency of a speech sample (Segalowitz, 2010),
thereby encompassing all aspects of the triadic framework. Its importance lies in
highlighting the social dimension of speech and the fact that fluency is more than a
learner-internal, psycholinguistic construct (Tavakoli & Wright, 2020). Measures of
perceived fluency can be obtained by having raters use a rubric to assess a speaker’s
fluency. Subjective ratings have been found to correlate with objective pause and speed
measures of fluency (Bosker et al., 2013), as well as with speakers’ self-ratings
(Prefontaine, 2013). However, research has also shown the difficulty of obtaining reliable
measures of perceived fluency as raters sometimes prioritize different factors, such as
speech rate, lexical choice, and accuracy, when making their judgements (Kormos &
Denes, 2004). Such disparities highlight the importance of providing training to ensure

that raters are assessing the same construct.
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Speech Production

As mentioned above, cognitive fluency refers to the efficiency with which
speakers integrate the mental processes that underpin speech production. These processes
have been divided into distinct stages, most influentially in Levelt’s (1989, 1999)
speaking model (see Figure 1). Although originally devised for L1 speech, it has been
adapted and applied to L2 speech production (De Bot, 1992; Kormos, 2006), dividing the
process into three stages: conceptualization, formulation, and articulation. In Levelt’s
model, these three stages are modular; that is, they are hypothesized to operate relatively
autonomously, sequentially transmitting their output to the next stage of production. In
proficient speech these processes operate in parallel, almost simultaneously, and with
little cognitive effort. This system explains the ability of humans to talk smoothly and
rapidly in languages in which they are proficient. On the other hand, in less developed—
particularly L2—speech, the processes are not yet automatic and are more likely to
operate serially, requiring greater time and effort (Tavakoli & Wright, 2020).

The first stage of the process is conceptualization of the message, in other words
deciding what to say based on the speaker’s knowledge of the world as well as
knowledge of the interlocutor’s state of mind. This stage is language-independent
because it involves generating concepts rather than linguistic information; therefore, no
L2-specific fluency issues occur at this stage (Segalowitz, 2010). According to Levelt’s
(1989) model, this pre-verbal message is then passed on to the next stage, the formulator,
where it is encoded into grammatical, lexical, and phonological form. It is here that
vocabulary knowledge is required and rules are applied, such as about verb tense or

plural marking on nouns, which has obvious implications for L2 fluency. Finally, this
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speech plan progresses to the articulator, where it is converted into overt speech,
requiring motor control of the muscles and physical features that produce speech sounds.
This stage can also affect L2 fluency if these sounds cannot be articulated smoothly or
with appropriate pronunciation. At every stage of this process, the various types of output
are monitored and mistakes or unintended forms can be repaired or adjusted as necessary.
This monitoring process also has implications for the rate of speech that is ultimately

articulated and produced.
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Figure 1. lllustration of Levelt's Speech Production Model (Tavakoli & Wright, 2020)

In summary, Levelt’s (1989) model is widely accepted among cognitive SLA
researchers as the most comprehensive model of L1 speech production, while it also
accounts for many of the disfluencies that L2 speakers experience. Such disfluencies are
thought to mainly occur at the formulation stage, especially when lexical-grammatical
features can only be recalled via effortful and conscious processing, rather than automatic

parallel processing (Kormos, 2006). What this model lacks, however, is an explanation of
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how speaking skills develop over time, as well as any indication of how the environment
or interlocutors influence speech production and the cognitive processes that underpin it
(Segalowitz, 2010).

Automaticity

Based on Levelt’s (1989) model, the key to speaking fluently is parallel
processing because this skill allows the different stages of speech production to operate
simultaneously. For example, the ability to articulate one message while at the same time
conceptualizing a subsequent one minimizes pauses and allows speech to proceed
smoothly. Given the inability of humans to pay conscious attention to several things at
once (Kahneman, 1973), parallel processing relies on the various stages of speech
production becoming automatic, thereby requiring little cognitive effort.

Stating that a process has become automatic implies not only an increase in speed
but also greater processing efficiency. In other words, underlying cognitive mechanisms
are assumed to have been restructured such that there is less reliance on controlled
supervisory and decision-making functions (Segalowitz & Segalowitz 1993). According
to Segalowitz (2003), the characteristics of automaticity, in addition to speed, are that it
is: ballistic, so it is impossible to stop the information being processed even with
conscious effort; load independent, meaning that processing is unrelated to the amount of
information involved; effortless, so that processing does not require attention or effort;
and unconscious, meaning that processing is not encoded in conscious memory.

For L2 learners, fluency depends not only on the amount of lexical and
grammatical knowledge they have, but crucially on automatizing access to that
knowledge (Kormos, 2006; Suzuki & Kormos, 2023). Rule-based theories, such as
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Anderson’s (1992) Adaptive Control of Thought (ACT) theory, posit that automaticity
results from the proceduralization, and ultimately automatization, of declarative
knowledge. By this account, the first stage of skill acquisition involves obtaining
declarative knowledge about how to perform the skill in question, such as playing a
musical instrument, driving a vehicle, or learning a second language. The next stage—
developing procedural knowledge—involves performing the skill by drawing on the
consciously held declarative knowledge. During this stage, micro-elements of the skill
are chunked into larger representations that can be accessed as a whole, thus reducing the
burden on working memory. The final stage is automatization, whereby the skill can be
performed without conscious effort and at which point the original declarative knowledge
might no longer even be available for recall. In terms of language learning, this process
explains why advanced speakers can use a grammatical form accurately even if they
cannot remember the initial rule (Kormos, 2006). The key to this process is large amounts
of deliberate practice, through which “knowledge that” becomes “knowledge how”
(DeKeyser, 2007).

Although rule-based theories offer a convincing explanation of how consciously-
held knowledge becomes automatized, not all learning involves the transition from
declarative to procedural knowledge. According to Logan’s (1988) instance theory,
although novice learners initially use algorithms to complete tasks, single-step retrieval
from memory eventually overwhelms slower algorithmic processing. During fluent
speech, for example, the application of grammatical rules is outpaced by direct retrieval
of the completed form, given sufficient practice and exposure to that form. As stated by

Logan (1988), “Automatization reflects a transition from algorithm-based performance to
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memory-based performance” (p. 493). One problem with this theory, however, is that it
does not account for how morpho-syntactic rules are generalized to novel situations for
which learners have no memory representations to access (Kormos, 2006). It appears to
be more clearly applicable to lexical knowledge, including formulaic language, which
requires no rule to be processed and is retrieved on the basis of association with co-
occurring items (Ellis, 2001). Therefore, although rule-based and instance-based theories
both relate to automaticity neither type is comprehensive, as they arguably explain
different aspects of the language-learning process. Similarly, Skehan (1998) argued that
language processing relies on both rule- and memory-based retrieval, which he referred
to as dual-mode processing. Nevertheless, all these theories offer support to the intuitive
notion that L2 fluency development requires extensive practice of previously taught items
(Nation, 2007).
Formulaic Language

The use of formulaic language has long been recognized as an important element
of fluent speech production (Pawley & Syder, 1983). Although precise definitions vary,
researchers agree that formulaic language consists of sequences of words that often occur
together and are retrieved as a single item (Kormos, 2006). Wray and Perkins (2000)
identified as many as 40 terms used in the literature to describe such sequences, including
collocations, idioms, phrasal verbs, and fixed expressions. If such prefabricated chunks
can be swiftly recalled from memory, as hypothesized in Logan’s instance theory,
cognitive burden is reduced and the parallel processing necessary for fluent production is
facilitated. For example, the expression “I’m sorry to hear that” consists of several
discrete syntactic and lexical elements and would therefore be difficult for a novice
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speaker to assemble piece by piece using rule-based processing. On the other hand, if
such expressions are stored and retrieved as single items processing effort is reduced,
allowing speakers to focus on other aspects of the communicative context (Wray, 2002).

This processing advantage was confirmed by Yan (2020), who used elicited
imitation tasks to investigate the effect of formulaic sequences on speech rate and
pausing among L1 and L2 speakers of English. Participants were asked to repeat
sentences, half of which contained three- and four-word lexical bundles, such as “what
I’m saying” and “have a question.” Results revealed that, although overall speech rate
was unaffected, formulaic sequences significantly reduced the number of silent pauses,
especially in longer sentences and for L2 intermediate speakers. This finding, and the fact
that both L1 and L2 speakers rarely pause in the middle of formulaic sequences
(Tavakoli, 2011), suggests that they facilitate oral fluency.

There is currently a lack of research investigating how L2 learners acquire
formulaic language, although in an exploratory study, Wood (2009) found that an
intermediate Japanese learner of English was able to borrow formulaic sequences from
models provided during lessons. The result was increased speech rate and mean length of
run, as measured on a monologic narrative task performed after the treatment. The
borrowed chunks also became more complex, including phrases such as “When I was a
little girl...” and “The interesting thing is that...” In a subsequent study of 11 ESL
students, Wood (2010) also found that the amount of formulaic language increased as
learners became able to complete a narrative retelling task more fluently.

A positive relationship between formulaic language use and fluency was also

demonstrated in a larger study of 56 L2 English learners during a high-stakes oral exam
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(Tavakoli & Uchihara, 2019). The authors found a moderate correlation between
articulation rate and the use of high-frequency multiword sequences (MWSs), which
supports the idea that such sequences are stored and retrieved as individual items
(Kormos, 2006). Furthermore, speakers who used a larger proportion of MWSs paused
less mid-clause, which is associated with disfluencies related to lexical retrieval (Kahng,
2014). In pedagogical terms, if learners internalize such sequences to the point of
automatization, attentional resources can then be diverted to other aspects of
performance, such as monitoring and articulation, resulting in more fluent output
(Kormos, 2006).

Researching L2 Speaking Fluency
Repeated Monologue Activities

Fluency development has traditionally been researched on an individual basis,
often using pedagogic activities in which speakers are asked to repeat a monologue under
increasing time pressure. One such technique is the 4/3/2 activity, in which speakers
attempt to repeat the same content within a reduced time frame—four minutes, then three
minutes, then two minutes. This activity creates positive conditions for promoting
fluency because, with the need for content generation removed after the first iteration, the
speaker can focus entirely on delivering the content at a faster rate.

Nation (1989) used the 4/3/2 activity in a landmark exploratory study, in which
six participants recalled a personal experience. Only two fluency measures were used:
number of words per minute; and the combined number of hesitations, repetitions, and
false starts per 100 words. However, using words per minute, rather than syllables, only

gives an approximate measure as the number of syllables that words contain is variable.
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Furthermore, the threshold of pause duration was not stated. Despite these limitations, the
results showed that speech rate increased significantly between the first and third
iterations, whereas the number of hesitations, false starts, and repetitions significantly
decreased. Although this study played an important role in popularizing the 4/3/2 activity
in the literature, methodologically it has been much improved upon since.

A variant of the 4/3/2 activity, using a more fine-grained methodology, was
adopted by Thai and Boers (2016). Speech rate was calculated as the mean number of
syllables per minute, with both raw and trimmed measures presented—the latter referring
to syllables per minute after filled pauses, repeated syllables, and false starts have been
excluded. A third measure of fluency was nonphonation/time ratio, which refers to the
proportion of silent pauses per minute, with the pause threshold set at 300ms. However,
the most important innovation was the inclusion of a comparison group, which allowed
the effects of the reduced time condition to be contrasted with straightforward task
repetition.

Results showed that the reduced-time (3/2/1) condition produced a much higher
rate of speech than the constant-time (2/2/2) condition, although syntactic accuracy and
complexity improved in the latter condition only. These findings are consistent with the
idea that increasing time pressure promotes fluency development, although the authors
claimed that these findings support Skehan’s (2009) Trade-off Hypothesis, which states
that increases in fluency come at the cost of accuracy and/or complexity. However, this
conclusion is debatable, as there were no significant changes in either complexity or
accuracy in the reduced-time condition. Overall, despite the relatively small sample size
of 20 students, and the adapted nature of the activity (i.e., 3/2/1, rather than 4/3/2), this
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study has contributed to the growing body of evidence that reduced-time repeated
monologues are an effective way to promote spoken fluency, especially rate of speech, at
least in the short-term.

In psycholinguistic terms, the positive effects of task repetition on fluency are
related to proceduralization and eventual automatization (DeKeyser, 2007). Repeating
lexical and syntactic items has the effect of gradually embedding them in the learner’s
mind in association with the function they are used to perform. Such items then become
easier to retrieve when called for in similar situations in the future. This process helps to
explain the importance of formulaic speech for fluency development, as prefabricated
phrases that are available for rapid use allow speakers to assemble units of discourse
more quickly than if each phrase has to be reassembled item by item (Wray, 2002).

Using this theoretical justification, De Jong and Perfetti (2011) compared a group
that talked about the same topic for each round of 4/3/2 with a group that was given a
different topic each time. Results showed that students in the repetition group made
improvements in long-term fluency, as measured on delayed posttests, which crucially
transferred to new topics. Specifically, the repetition group made gains in terms of length
of fluent run (i.e., number of syllables produced between pauses) and reduced length of
pauses, whereas those in the changing topic group did not. The authors interpreted these
results to mean that the repeated use of linguistic forms had precipitated changes in
underlying cognitive processing mechanisms (i.e., proceduralization), resulting in long-
term improvements in fluency. Moreover, few topic-related words from the 4/3/2 training
activities were repeated on the posttests, indicating that, rather than the retrieval of

specific lexical items, long-term proceduralization concerned sentence structure more
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generally. It also suggests that improvements made under these circumstances might be
transferrable to novel topics.
Measuring Fluency During Interaction

As mentioned above, most studies measuring L2 fluency have primarily been
focused on monologic speech performance. There are clear methodological advantages to
measuring fluency in this way, as extended stretches of speech can be produced without
overt interference from an interlocutor thereby facilitating a more predictable form of
output (Tavakoli & Wright, 2020). Moreover, this approach accords with Levelt’s (1989)
three-stage model, which is based on the cognitive processes underlying individual
speech production. In contrast, interaction-based tasks produce less predictable and more
fragmented output. They also produce interaction-specific features, such as inter-turn
gaps or overlaps, which are unattributable to any individual (Tavakoli, 2016).

Nonetheless, some researchers have attempted to investigate L2 fluency using
dialogue tasks. In a study of 64 learners of L2 Dutch, Michel (2011) found that a
telephone conversation task elicited more fluent output than a monologic task that
required leaving a message on an answering machine. Specifically, the dialogue activity
produced a faster rate of speech, as well as fewer pauses and repairs, than the monologue
activity for the L2 learners. The difference between the two modes reached statistical
significance for all measures, with repair and pausing producing larger effect sizes
(partial #? > .25) than speech rate. The author explained these results by arguing that
dialogues are cognitively less demanding than monologues because interaction allows
additional planning time during an interlocutor’s turn, while also providing opportunities

for sharing linguistic items, thus freeing up attentional resources (Michel, 2011).
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Similarly, in a study of 35 EAP students, Tavakoli (2016) found that dialogues generated
more fluent output than monologues in terms of speed, repair, and length of pauses,
although not number and location of pauses. The author suggested that the collaborative
nature of interaction promotes fluency not only by providing more planning time, but also
by encouraging participants to consider the needs of their interlocutors. This
accommodation therefore results in faster speech, as well as fewer repetitions and
hesitations, in an attempt to facilitate smoother interaction (Tavakoli, 2016).

Although traditionally viewed as an individual attribute, fluency during
interaction is co-constructed, as participants alternate between speaker and listener roles
(Kasper, 2006). Moreover, McCarthy (2010) coined the term confluence to highlight the
fact that successful communication relies on speakers relating their comments to previous
turns, rather than producing a chain of disconnected comments. However, in terms of
methodology, Tavakoli (2016) pointed out that the interaction-specific features of fluency
have yet to be systematically investigated. She also questioned whether fluency
represents the same construct in monologue and dialogue performance, given that the
speaker’s attention is additionally focused on the needs of the interlocutor during
interaction. Moreover, Peltonen (2017) argued that some traditional indicators of
disfluency, such as repetitions, filled pauses, and lexical fillers, are positively utilized
during interaction to avoid silence and hold the floor. Viewing these micro-elements as
“potentially fluency-enhancing resources” (p. 2) used to maintain the interactional flow
underlines the need to examine fluency in social, as well as individual, settings. There has

been a lack of such research to date, perhaps due to the methodological complications
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mentioned previously; however, in this study I measure aspects of fluency in both
monologue and interactive activities.
Perceived Fluency

Interaction, of course, requires interlocutors as well as speakers. Perceived
fluency, defined by Segalowitz (2010) as the “inferences listeners make about a speaker’s
cognitive fluency based on their perception of utterance fluency” (p. 48), constitutes the
third element of his widely used triadic framework. The way in which speech is
perceived by listeners is an essential aspect of fluency in a holistic sense, as it brings
together all three elements of this framework.

Several researchers have attempted to relate objective measures of utterance
fluency to subjective ratings of perceived fluency, thus reinforcing the intertwined nature
of these elements. A groundbreaking early attempt was made by Riggenbach (1991), who
found that speakers rated as highly fluent spoke faster and with fewer pauses than those
rated as lacking fluency. Subsequent studies have confirmed the relationship between
utterance and perceived fluency—regardless of whether the raters were teachers, experts,
untrained, native or nonnative speakers—with pausing phenomena and speed of delivery
consistently found to predict raters’ perceptions (De Jong et al., 2013; Suzuki et al.,
2021). For example, Suzuki and Kormos (2020) found that frequency of unfilled mid-
clause pauses was most strongly associated (i.e., negatively correlated) with perceived
fluency. This finding is important because such pausing reflects fluency development
more generally, as L2 learners often pause longer and more frequently than L1 speakers
mid-clause, but not at clause boundaries (Tavakoli, 2011). With reference to Levelt’s
(1989) model, Skehan et al. (2016) hypothesized that clause-end pausing indicates pre-
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linguistic planning at the conceptualizer stage, whereas mid-clause pausing is associated
with linguistic micro-planning, and hence disfluency at the formulator or articulator
stages.

In the above studies, perceived fluency has been related to traditional measures of
utterance fluency, that is, speech rate, breakdown, and repair. However, in an innovative
study, Van Os et al. (2020) related perceived fluency to turn-taking behavior during
interaction. Given that speakers of various languages tend to avoid overlaps and
minimize gaps between turns (Stivers et al., 2009), the authors had raters judge samples
of Dutch that had been manipulated to include these features. They found that
overlapping caused native speakers to be negatively rated, whereas extended gaps
between turns caused non-native speakers to be negatively rated. In other words, fast
speech with overlaps was seen as too fast, whereas slow speech with gaps was seen as too
slow. Due to the effect of turn-taking behavior on fluency ratings, the authors argued that
Peltonen’s (2017) term dialogue fluency should be adopted as an additional category of
utterance fluency when measured during interaction. They also argued that turn-taking, as
an aspect of fluency, should be reflected in language pedagogy and assessment. By
highlighting the co-constructed nature of fluency in interaction, not only has this study
broadened understanding of the construct, it has also bridged the gap between fluency
and interactional competence research.

Subjective ratings of fluency have traditionally been measured using numerical
rating scales (Suzuki & Kormos, 2020). However, the scores obtained are inevitably
influenced by the instructions given. For example, if raters are instructed to pay attention

to pausing and speech rate, these elements are more salient and therefore more likely to
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be reflected in the results. On the other hand, if no instructions are given, raters simply
define the construct in their own—perhaps idiosyncratic—way, thus undermining the
validity of the results (De Jong et al., 2013). In other words, what raters perceive as fluent
(or disfluent) is not necessarily related to the speaker’s underlying cognitive ability. To
counter this threat, some researchers have provided an analytic rating scale, with
descriptors that clarify what the raters should focus on when making their judgments
(e.g., Nitta & Nakatsuhara, 2014). This approach is adopted in the current study.

Taking an even wider perspective, it has been argued that fluency forms part of
overall communicative adequacy, defined as “the degree to which a learner’s
performance is more or less successful in achieving the task’s goals efficiently” (Pallotti,
2009, p. 596). For example, speech that is superficially fluent but irrelevant or difficult to
comprehend, whether grammatically accurate or not, cannot be described as functionally
adequate. Despite this fact, few researchers have reported whether a task’s
communicative aims were achieved. In one study that did address this issue, Révész et al.
(2016) assessed the impact of fluency, as well as accuracy and complexity, on ratings of
communicative adequacy in a variety of communicative situations. Raters assessed
whether speakers were easy to understand, delivered the message effectively and
appropriately, and provided sufficient detail. Fluency was found to be the strongest
predictor of communicative adequacy—regardless of task type—with frequency of filled
pauses alone explaining 15% of the variance; that is, speaking was rated higher if it
contained fewer filled pauses. No other significant predictor accounted for more than 7%
as an individual factor. These results support the authors’ assertion that the dominance of

lexical and grammatical issues within SLA is unwarranted, especially in communicative
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settings, as messages can be conveyed without the use of complex or completely accurate
language. In the current study, raters scored participants on their communicative
adequacy, as well as fluency, during the interactive activities.
The Effect of the Learning Context

Another approach to researching fluency development is to investigate the role of
context, with researchers often comparing development across different contexts. For
example, Segalowitz and Freed (2004) investigated differences in cognitive and utterance
fluency among 40 students studying Spanish, either through study abroad or a foreign-
language course at their home university. Utterance fluency data were obtained from oral
proficiency interviews, while cognitive fluency was measured on reaction time tests of
word recognition. Results at the end of one 13-week semester showed that although both
groups made improvements in cognitive fluency, only the study abroad group had made
significant gains in oral proficiency and utterance fluency. The study abroad students
were enrolled in more language classes and had far greater opportunities to use the
language than the domestic students, but the authors stated that cognitive readiness, as
shown on word recognition pretest scores, rather than the amount of language contact
was the decisive factor, given the short-term nature of the program. In other words, only
those students who had reached a threshold of cognitive fluency prior to departure were
able to take advantage of the communicative opportunities on offer during study abroad.

In another single-semester study, this time with learners of French, the same
researchers contrasted fluency development in three contexts: domestic foreign language
study, study abroad, and a domestic immersion program (Freed et al., 2004). Contrary to
the authors’ expectations, the immersion students made greater utterance fluency gains
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than the study abroad group, despite the fact that they had a similar number of classroom
hours. The foreign language study group made no such gains at all, even though
communicative learning was emphasized in the curriculum. The authors explained this
result in terms of time spent using the target language outside of class, which had also
been recorded. The immersion students used the language significantly more than those
studying abroad, who tended to use their native language with fellow students, despite the
greater opportunities for target language use afforded by the environment. In conclusion,
the authors stressed:

it is not the context per se that promotes various types of learning but

rather... the nature of the interactions, the quality of the experiences, and

the efforts made to use the L2 that render one context superior to another
with respect to language gain (Freed et al., 2004, p. 298).

Rather than the primacy of context, therefore, these findings support arguments in favor
of skill acquisition theory (Anderson, 1992; DeKeyser, 2007) and time on task in terms of
fluency development.

Another comparative study, using a variety of CAF measures to contrast the effect
of study abroad and EFL contexts, was conducted by Mora and Valls-Ferrer (2012). The
researchers investigated a group of 30 students over a two-year period, comparing any
initial development made in the EFL context with subsequent gains made after a three-
month period of study abroad. No improvements were observed during the EFL period,
whereas robust fluency gains, as well as moderate gains in accuracy, were observed
following the study abroad program. The authors concluded that improvements in mean
length of run and pause duration indicate that during the study abroad period the

participants had proceduralized previously learned explicit linguistic knowledge.
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In order to understand these differences in outcome, however, it is necessary to
examine the nature of instruction and opportunities for communication provided in both
contexts. Importantly, the authors stated that during the EFL period there was no specific
focus on oral communication skills and that instruction largely consisted of traditional
grammar instruction. Furthermore, the learners had limited, if any, opportunities for L2
use outside the classroom. Given these circumstances, it is hardly surprising that no
fluency gains were observed. In contrast, during the period of study abroad, there were
many opportunities for communicative L2 interaction beyond the classroom. The results
of this study therefore emphasize the influence of context by highlighting the learning
opportunities provided in each type, although previously mentioned arguments about
time on task and cognitive readiness (Segalowitz & Freed, 2004) must also be borne in
mind.

Indeed, a lack of opportunities for spoken production has been a common theme
in foreign language teaching contexts. A limited amount of instruction time, combined
with limited L2 input, peer interaction, and use outside the classroom (Mufioz, 2008),
means that such settings are often unsuitable for the development of oral proficiency.
Nevertheless, fluency gains have been reported in EFL contexts, even within a limited
time frame. In one such study, Hanzawa (2021) recorded 50 Japanese university students
delivering a personal narrative at three points during an academic year. Although no
development was observed regarding articulation rate or pause frequency, length of
pauses declined significantly. The author suggested that this result reflected the early
stages of fluency development and that it would take longer for pause frequency to

additionally decline. Moreover, although between-clause pause length had only declined
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by the end of the academic year, within-clause pause length fell during both semesters. In
addition, Doe (2025) reported significant gains in phonation/time ratio and mean length
of pause during 3/2/1 activities recorded over a single semester, also in a Japanese
university. Furthermore, although the gains were moderate, they were detected by raters
using a five-point analytic scale. In sum, these studies suggest that aspects of fluency can
improve during one semester of study, even in an EFL environment, as is the case in the
current study.

Pedagogical Interventions

Given the reported disparity between fluency development in EFL and study
abroad contexts, the question arises as to whether it can be bridged by pedagogical
interventions. Based on theories of fluency development, several pedagogical
frameworks have been suggested by researchers (e.g., Gatbonton & Segalowitz, 1998;
Nation, 2007). However, the practical implications of fluency research are rarely
reflected in teaching resources, syllabi, or the activities found in commercially available
textbooks (Rossiter et al., 2010; Tavakoli, 2023).

In his influential four strands pedagogical approach, Nation (2007) suggested that
roughly one quarter of instruction time should be devoted to activities specifically aimed
at fluency development. These activities should be meaning-focused and should
incorporate an element of time pressure so that learners are encouraged to perform the
skill faster than they were previously able to. Activities should not include any unknown
lexical or grammatical items as the intention is to proceduralize existing knowledge,
rather than learn new items, at this stage. The previously mentioned 4/3/2 activity is an

archetypal example of a speaking activity aimed at fluency development.
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The other three strands of a balanced language curriculum consist of meaning-
focused input, meaning-focused output, and language-focused learning, of which only the
last prioritizes a deliberate focus on linguistic form. Classroom conversations and
discussions come under the domain of meaning-focused output, as the emphasis is on
conveying meaning through largely familiar language, but without the added time
pressure element that fluency development activities require. Nevertheless, such activities
should incidentally improve fluency—if sufficient opportunities for output are
provided—as learners become more comfortable productively using linguistic items they
have previously studied. According to Nation, each strand should account for roughly
25% of the curriculum. Although he conceded that this number is somewhat arbitrary, the
emphasis on fluency development and productive language use holds great appeal for
language teachers working within EFL contexts such as Japan, in which students
experience heavily form-focused instruction during formal education prior to university
(Koizumi et al., 2022; Nishino & Watanabe, 2008).

An earlier attempt to create a theory-based framework for fluency development
activities can be found in Gatbonton and Segalowitz’s (1988) work on creative
automaticity. The authors specified five principles to be considered when designing
activities that aim to promote automaticity, which are that activities should: be genuinely
communicative; incorporate aspects of authentic communication, such as time pressure;
focus on real-world language functions, such as describing or giving directions; require
the use of short formulaic utterances; and be inherently repetitive, such that the activity
can be repeated with different partners. The authors emphasized the use of prefabricated

chunks of language in these activities, given that “memorized clauses and clause-
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sequences form a high proportion of the fluent stretches of speech heard in everyday
conversation” (Pawley & Snyder, 1983, p. 208).

This framework was built on and developed in the same authors> ACCESS
fluency development methodology (Gatbonton & Segalowitz’s, 2005), in which a free
communication phase was added to the more controlled practice activities in the original
model. This free communication phase relates to the concept of transfer appropriate
processing (TAP) because if information is retrieved from long-term memory more easily
in situations resembling those in which it was acquired, classroom activities should
reflect real-world communication as much as possible (Lightbown, 2008). In other words,
using language in unstructured situations outside of class will likely prove difficult if
practice in class consists solely of highly structured and predictable activities.

An innovative approach to fluency development was investigated by Tavakoli, et
al. (2016), who compared the effects of awareness-raising activities and fluency strategy
training with a control group focused on the general development of listening and
speaking skills. This training included metalinguistic and awareness-raising activities,
such as recording and evaluating the fluency of learners’ speech, and practicing lexical
fillers (e.g., “Let me see...”). The treatment group made significant gains on four of the
nine fluency measures over a four-week period with rate of speech having the largest
effect size (partial #° = .40). The authors suggested that a combination of declarative
knowledge, facilitated by the awareness-raising activities, and proceduralization, afforded
by the practice activities, was probably responsible for these gains, and therefore that

pedagogical interventions can influence fluency development. However, as the authors
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pointed out, it would be useful to ascertain whether these gains were sustained beyond
the short-term duration of the study.
Summary of L2 Speaking Fluency

The traditional psycholinguistic view, reflected in Levelt’s (1989) model and the
use of monologue data, is that fluency is a component of individual L2 proficiency. This
idea is related to theories of skill acquisition and the need for extensive practice to
proceduralize, and gradually automatize, linguistic knowledge (DeKeyser, 2007).
However, the realization that fluency is a multi-faceted construct, and exists at least
partly in the ear of the beholder (Freed, 2000), has led to broader definitions that include
the element of listener perception in addition to learner-internal elements (Segalowitz,
2010). This development has led some researchers to attempt to relate objective measures
of fluency to subjective measures, whereas others have measured aspects of fluency
during interaction. Moreover, the notion that fluent interaction is a co-constructed
achievement that has to be collaboratively maintained highlights the fact that fluency has
a sociolinguistic, as well as a psycholinguistic, dimension. Pedagogical frameworks have
been devised that account for the role of context and the requirements of transfer
appropriate processing, while promoting automatization in communicative settings
(Gatbonton & Segalowitz, 2005). These principles form the foundation of the
pedagogical intervention underpinning the current study, in which fluency is measured in

individual and interactive contexts, both objectively and subjectively.
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Interactional Competence

Originally coined by Kramsch (1986), the term interactional competence
refers to the ability to manage turn-taking and problems of understanding (Wong &
Waring, 2021), and has become widely used to emphasize the importance of the social
context in which language is typically used. Interaction is inherently co-constructed in
that each contribution must be understood in terms of how it relates to the ongoing
discourse and how it builds upon previous contributions, while also providing the context
for subsequent contributions (Salaberry & Burch, 2021). According to Young (2008),
interactional competence refers to the relationship between participants’ resources and
the context within which they are utilized. These resources are not only linguistic (e.g.,
grammar and vocabulary) and interactional (e.g., turn-taking and repair), but also the
context-specific identities (e.g., novice or expert) that participants adopt during the
interaction.

The idea that language use is inherently social recalls Canale and Swain’s (1980)
application of communicative competence to SLA, and its focus on the knowledge—
grammatical, sociolinguistic, discourse, and strategic—required for successful
interaction. However, constructivist researchers (e.g., He & Young, 1998) have criticized
its emphasis on the static acquisition of knowledge within the individual, rather than the
dynamic co-construction of knowledge during interaction According to Young (2011):

the fundamental difference between communicative competence and IC is

that an individual’s knowledge and employment of these resources is

contingent on what other participants do; that is, IC is distributed across

participants and varies in different interactional practices. And the most

fundamental difference between communicative and interactional

competence is that IC is not what a person knows, it is what a person does

together with others (p. 430).
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In other words, an emphasis on context and the joint performance of all participants is
what distinguishes interactional competence from communicative competence.

In practical terms, however, the key question is the extent to which the resources
that participants bring to one context can be redeployed in others. If, as argued by He and
Young (1998), interactional competence is jointly constructed by participants making use
of their shared resources, it cannot therefore be attributed to any individual (Young,
2011). This perspective presents an obvious dilemma in terms of generalizability, as it
suggests that the construct is entirely local and context-specific. Moreover, Bachman
(2007) has pointed out the contradiction between conceptualizing interactional
competence as co-constructed and distributed among participants, but also consisting of
resources brought by individuals. In an attempt to reconcile this apparent contradiction,
Lam et al. (2023) advocated “a hybrid individual/social view, which recognises
interaction as a co-constructed, shared achievement that is enabled by individuals’
linguistic and embodied resources.” (p. 14).

Furthermore, the notion that interactional competence is disembodied from the
individuals participating in the interaction has been rejected by Fulcher (2010), who
argued that this view conflates an individual’s ability to communicate with the act of
communication itself. According to Fulcher (2010):

No one would wish to deny that each instance of communication, each

instance of new discourse, arises within a context and is dependent upon

the variables at play. But this does not mean that the competence to

engage successfully in these new interactions is also newly generated in
each instance of communication (p. 110).

I believe that this account offers more hope to practitioners and learners alike that the
ability to interact, so fundamental to L2 speaking proficiency, can be transferred to novel
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contexts consisting of different participants. Moreover, viewing interactional competence
primarily as a suite of abilities that each individual brings to the interaction, rather than
something entirely co-constructed and ephemeral, makes the construct measurable and
allows its development to be tracked over time for pedagogical or assessment purposes.
This perspective also informs the current study, as the aim is to measure and track
interactional competence longitudinally.

Nevertheless, focusing on the resources of the individual does not mean
neglecting the role of context. On the contrary, familiarity with aspects of a particular
context—such as activity type, participant role, or conventional behavior (Hall &
Pekarerk Doehler, 2011)—is bound to aid individual performance, reflecting the complex
relationship between variable context and more stable ability attributes (Chalhoub-
Deville, 2003). In other words, the more familiar learners are with a given context the
more efficiently they can activate their latent knowledge. However, the contingent nature
of interactional competence means that it is only observable during interaction (Roever &
Kasper, 2018); therefore, how well an individual can demonstrate their competence
depends to a large extent on how a specific interaction unfolds and how the other
participants behave. Lam (2018) used the analogy of a champion tennis player being
unable to demonstrate the full range of their skills when playing against a novice who is
unable to return the ball, as opposed to a fellow professional. In terms of language
testing, studies by Roever and Kasper (2018) and Ross (2018) have shown how oral
examiners shape interaction in ways that constrain candidates’ opportunities to

demonstrate their interactional competence.
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The fact that interactional competence is contingent on the behavior of others
raises the issue of whether it can be measured reliably. One way to address this point in
an individual testing situation is to tightly control the contributions of the interlocutor
(i.e., the examiner). Adopting this principle, Van Batenburg et al. (2018) found that by
using tasks designed to elicit specific communicative strategies, such as including
unfamiliar words in the examiner’s script, they were able to achieve high levels of
agreement among raters regarding candidates’ performance. The authors concluded that
these high correlations—observed across all six tasks—suggest that interactional ability
can be measured reliably and can therefore be regarded as an individual trait.
Nevertheless, in the case of freer speaking activities there is no guarantee that specific
aspects of interactional competence will be manifested. For example, Kley at al. (2021)
found that, during assessment tasks designed to elicit spontaneous talk with an L1
speaker, American university learners of L2 Chinese did not use some of the repair
practices they had been taught. The authors speculated about possible reasons, such as
mutual understanding not being threatened or potential misunderstandings being
preempted by the interlocutor. To sum up, although researchers disagree over the extent
to which interactional competence pertains to the individual, what can be observed about
one’s interactional ability is undeniably co-constructed (Lam, 2018). This fact makes
measuring and assessing the construct a challenge in all but the most tightly controlled
contexts.

The competing views of interactional competence outlined above make
operationalizing the construct a challenge, especially because, like fluency, it can be

conceptualized in both broad and narrow terms. According to Galaczi and Taylor (2018),
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on a macro-level interactional competence can be defined as “the ability to co-construct
interaction in a purposeful and meaningful way, taking into account sociocultural and
pragmatic dimensions of the speech situation and event.” (p. 226). Pallotti (2019),
meanwhile, has defined interactional competence as “that competence which is
specifically needed to inter-act, that is, to participate in courses of action involving two or
more speakers, and which crucially has to do with turn-taking dynamics™ (pp. 6-7).
This definition is more applicable to the current study as it is based on one specific,
largely monocultural EFL context; therefore, pragmatic and sociocultural factors are
likely to be greatly reduced. In other words, the fact that the students are familiar with
this particular classroom environment means that the focus of development is on turn-
taking elements, rather than issues of politeness and formality, for example.

In its narrower sense, interactional competence can be divided into a range of
skills used to accomplish various social actions, such as turn-taking and repairing
breakdowns in communication. Galaczi and Taylor (2018) listed these skills as topic
management; turn management; interactive listening; breakdown repair; and non-verbal
or visual behavior, which they presented in the tree illustration shown in Figure 2 to

represent the organic nature of spoken interaction.
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Figure 2. Defining Interactional Competence (Galaczi & Taylor, 2018)

The roots of the tree represent the macro-level context of the speech situation, as well as

the micro-level context of the speech event and the individual speech act. The trunk

represents the participants in the interaction, whether dyadic or group-based, whereas the
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skills listed above are represented by the larger branches. Finally, the smaller branches
represent micro-features of each skill; for example, interactive listening consists of what
the authors call backchannelling, comprehension checks, and continuers. Not only does
breaking interactional competence down in this way provide a more practical and
comprehensive definition, it is also a necessary precursor to assessing or measuring the
construct. All the features mentioned above—topic management, turn management,
interactive listening, breakdown repair, and non-verbal or visual behavior—are relevant
to the current study because they are all fundamental aspects of group-based interaction
(see Chapter 3 for an explanation of how these skills have been adapted for coding and
analysis).
L1 versus L2 Interactional Competence

A key concept in interactional competence research is that of intersubjectivity. To
communicate successfully, participants must not only share sufficient knowledge of the
world and the external context, but they must also construct a “shared internal context”
(Kramsch, 1986 p. 367) by negotiating, anticipating, and clarifying intended meaning.
Intersubjectivity, therefore, is “the conscious attribution of intentional acts to others and
involves putting oneself in the shoes of an interlocutor” (Young, 2011, p. 430). In other
words, communication, at its most fundamental, represents the attempt to transfer the
contents of one mind to another, which presupposes an innate ability to understand what
another person is thinking. This concept clearly precedes L2 learning
and is the foundation of what Levinson (2006) has called the “interaction engine,”
which enables learners to draw on universal pre-linguistic communication abilities when

interacting in an L2. For example, Carroll (2004) has shown that L2 learners often
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establish recipiency, that is, the readiness of an interlocutor to receive talk, by waiting for
gaze alignment before beginning a speaking turn. This kind of feature is independent of
language or proficiency level, yet it forms part of the turn-taking system that studies have
shown is remarkably similar across unrelated cultures (Levinson, 2022).

However, acknowledging that the ability to interact precedes L2 learning presents
a dilemma because, as several researchers (e.g., Kasper, 2009) have pointed out, it
implies that interactional competence is both the object and resource of learning. In other
words, social interaction not only shapes the learning process but is shaped by it (Pekarek
Dochler, 2018). In order to resolve this ambiguity, different labels have been proposed to
distinguish between innate and learned forms of interactional competence. For example,
Kecskes et al. (2018) suggested the term basic interactional competence (BIC) to
describe features that begin developing in pre-linguistic infancy and applied interactional
competence (AIC) for culture-specific features. Alternatively, Hall (2018) referred to the
underlying form as universal interactional competence and interactional repertoires for
the objects of L2 learning, which include the micro-skills proposed by Galaczi and Taylor
(2018). Learning new skills and techniques, thereby diversifying these repertoires,
enables learners to adapt to local circumstances and deal with a wider range of
interactional contexts, which is arguably the key to the development of L2 interactional
competence (Pekarek Doehler & Pochen-Berger, 2015). These repertoires or micro-
skills—the objects of L2 learning—are what is referred to as interactional competence in
the current study. They include features such as follow-up questions, comprehension
checks, and backchannels (see Chapter 3 for a full inventory of the interactional features
adopted in this study).
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Researching Interactional Competence

Interactional competence researchers have typically focused on one micro-skill,
using conversation analysis (CA) techniques to highlight its use either in a naturalistic or
classroom environment. Using CA to explain L2 learning shifts the focus away from
abstract linguistic structures such as verb tenses or morphemes—which have traditionally
been prioritized in SLA—and towards the processes of interaction, such as turn-taking
and sequence organization (Hellermann, 2009a). As the current study is classroom-based,
the studies reviewed in this section are limited to that context.

In one such study, Hellermann (2011) examined instances of two novice learners
of English either directly repairing their partner’s talk, or initiating such repair, over a 50-
week period. By later time points, the participants had expanded their repertoire of
methods for doing other-initiated repair to include such techniques as spelling out a
trouble-source word and providing alternative examples. Furthermore, the objects of
repair expanded from mainly lexical items in the initial stages to broader aspects, such as
orientation to a role-play task, by the end of the study. It is noticeable, however, that even
in the beginning stages of learning, the participants attempted peer repair at the earliest
available opportunity (i.e., in the immediately subsequent turn) indicating that the transfer
of an underlying L1 competence was taking place.

In another such study—in this case cross-sectional—Pekarek Doehler and
Pochon-Berger (2011) found that advanced secondary-school learners of French
demonstrated a wider range of techniques for expressing disagreement than lower-
intermediate learners. The advanced learners regularly used ‘yes-but’ constructions, in

which the disagreement was delayed until later in the turn, while also mitigating them
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with accounts and explanations. This kind of elaboration mirrors L1 discourse, in which
disagreement—as a dispreferred action—tends to be downgraded or prefaced by an initial
agreement token (Pomerantz, 1984). The lower-intermediate learners, by contrast, were
more likely to express strong disagreements using simple polarity markers such as ‘no’.
This finding supports that of an earlier study by Bardovi-Harlig and Salsbury (2004), who
observed that adult learners of various L1 backgrounds progressed from short, direct
disagreements to more elaborated forms during an intensive ESL course. This
development occurred without any direct instruction in pragmatics, although the authors
suggested that it could be enhanced by explicit teaching. It is important to note, however,
that in both studies rudimentary methods of disagreement were not simply replaced by
more sophisticated forms at later stages of development. Rather, more advanced learners
continued to produce direct, turn-initial disagreements at times, presumably when they
judged it appropriate to do so, indicating an expanded repertoire of resources.

This finding is congruent with Hellermann’s (2009b) study showing that
unmitigated ‘no’ tokens, which might be considered inappropriate in some contexts, are
oriented to as appropriate by participants in a language-learning task. For example, they
can be used for overt correction or to initiate peer repair, so that misunderstandings are
not drawn out over several turns. Therefore, learners who are able to use various forms of
disagreement—both direct and mitigated—have diversified their available resources for
accomplishing this particular skill. It is this diversification that allows learners to adapt to
the local contingencies of interaction in context-sensitive ways (Pekarek Doehler &

Pochon-Berger, 2011).
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Mining the same extensive data set as in his previously mentioned (2009b, 2011)
studies, Hellermann (2008) also analyzed how learners at different proficiency levels
approached task openings. He found that novice learners tended to launch directly into
the activity, whereas intermediate learners were more likely to engage in prefatory talk
such as confirming their co-participants’ readiness to begin. This prefatory talk occurred
even if there had been no indication of any trouble understanding the task, which
Hellermann interpreted as participants “establishing interpersonal alignment for face-to-
face interaction” (p. 64), rather than any perceived need to clarify instructions. In other
words, the participants were establishing their shared status as learners within a
community of practice. The use of prefatory talk by higher-proficiency learners when
beginning a task recalls the tendency of such learners to mitigate their disagreements and
push them further back in the speaking turn (Pekarek Doehler & Pochon-Berger, 2011).
These kinds of elaborations, as opposed to the more abrupt forms of communication
observed at lower levels, entail the ability to recipient-design talk and demonstrate
sensitivity to the interactional context, which Pekarek Doehler (2019) has argued is
central to L2 interactional competence development.

Another key index of interactional competence is the ability to take the initiative
during interaction, with research showing that higher-proficiency learners tend to be more
proactive, whereas lower-proficiency learners are more passive and often wait to be
invited to participate (Pallotti, 2019). For example, Young and Miller (2004) investigated
an adult ESL learner during a series of weekly writing conferences and observed the
learner moving from peripheral to fuller participation. After only four weeks, the learner

was able to perform many of the acts the instructor had initially performed, such as
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identifying problems with the writing and suggesting revisions. Despite claims that this
kind of situated learning is practice-specific, Hellermann (2007) has argued that strategies
used in one learning context, such as procuring an interlocutor, can be observed in similar
contexts and therefore might be applicable to situations outside the classroom.

As well as managing one’s own talk, being proactive also applies to how learners
attend to the contributions of others. When investigating the development of Turkish
undergraduate learners of L2 English, Sert (2019) observed extended inter-turn silences
and few examples of active listening, such as tokens of acknowledgement, confirmation,
or agreement, early in the course. However, by the end of the semester, the participants
were displaying more attentive listening and collaborative turn sequences, such as
elaborating on previous speakers’ comments following confirmation tokens. In addition,
the length of inter-turn silences was reduced and more lexical offers were made to assist
the speaker. For example, on one occasion when a speaker appeared to be struggling to
express an idea, another participant suggested the word experience, which was then taken
up by the speaker in the following turn.

To sum up, researchers face several major challenges when investigating the
development of interactional competence. These challenges include how to choose
relevant units of analysis, as well as how to disambiguate observed changes in
performance that are due to learner development from those that are due to changes in the
local context of interaction (Hall & Pekarek Doehler, 2011). Nevertheless, taken together,
the studies reviewed in this section suggest that L2 interactional competence
development entails a diversification of techniques, with learners at higher levels of

proficiency able to incorporate more elaborate forms of communication, as well as abrupt
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or direct forms, into their repertoires. This diversification, in addition to facilitating more
proactive and fuller participation, provides learners with the flexibility to adapt to the
local context of interaction while taking into account the needs of co-participants.
However, given the classroom-based nature of these studies, a key question remains the
extent to which such techniques can be explicitly taught and practiced in classroom
environments (Pekarek Doehler, 2019).
Quantifying Interactional Competence

It is uncontroversial to state that some form of qualitative analysis is necessary to
analyze the micro-features and patterns of interaction to observe how language is used
“resourcefully, contingently, and contextually” (Firth & Wagner, 1997, p. 296).
However, whether quantitative methods are also appropriate for researching interactional
competence has proven far more controversial. Some researchers are skeptical, arguing
that the highly contingent nature of interaction makes quantification of such features
reductive. For example, Schegloff (1993) pointed out that whether an interactional
feature, such as backchanneling, is produced or not depends not only on the ability or
willingness of the speaker to produce it, but also on its relevance in that particular
context. In fact, withholding a feature would demonstrate greater interactional
competence than using it inappropriately or at an irrelevant juncture, although this kind of
competence would not be revealed by statistical data. Other researchers, working with L2
data, have maintained that quantification can complement qualitative analyses to
illustrate the development of interactional competence, assuming that more competent
speakers exhibit different patterns of interaction from their less competent peers (Galaczi,

2008). In other words, using quantification to highlight trends, involving multiple
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participants, helps to address the thorny issue of how to disentangle individual
contributions from a co-constructed format, given the contingent nature of interaction.
Tracking the proportion of specific interactional moves learners make and how this
proportion changes over time, therefore requires the kind of systematic analysis provided
by the quantification of extensive data sets (Wagner et al., 2018).

Most attempts to measure interactional competence to date have come from the
perspective of language assessment. For example, using data from paired speaking tests
to differentiate the interactional patterns of higher- and lower-proficiency speakers,
Galaczi (2014) found that higher-proficiency learners developed topics initiated by other
speakers much more than lower-proficiency learners, who preferred to develop their own
topics. The author explained this difference in terms of the increased cognitive burden
required to develop other-initiated topics, as speaker and listener roles must be kept
simultaneously active. In other words, it appears to be too demanding for lower-
proficiency learners to decode an interlocutor’s utterance at the same time as composing
their own (Field, 2011). Therefore, changes in the way learners develop topics could
reflect the development of interactional competence.

These results confirmed those of an earlier study, in which Galaczi (2008)
identified the following four interactional patterns—collaborative, asymmetric, parallel,
and blend—drawing on Storch’s (2002) analysis of ESL written discourse. According to
Galaczi, a collaborative pattern consists of participants cooperatively extending both their
own and their partner’s topics, demonstrating alignment in terms of mutuality (i.e.,
engagement with each other’s contributions) and equality (degree of control over the

task). This pattern consistently resulted in the highest test scores. A parallel pattern
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involves participants developing their own topics but not each other’s, whereas an
asymmetric pattern exists when one participant takes a dominant role in the interaction.
Finally, a blend is characterized by two interactional patterns emerging within the same
stretch of discourse. In a study carried out at a Turkish university, Artunc and Hart (2019)
found that pairing speakers of different proficiency levels together led to asymmetrical
patterns of interaction, whereas low-low pairs generated balanced but parallel patterns.
Only high-high pairs achieved collaborative patterns, in which the participants extended
each other’s topics and listened supportively. The results of both studies support
Galaczi’s (2008) conclusion that learners can benefit from the explicit teaching of the
features of collaborative interaction, such as responding to a prior speaker’s turn or
asking follow-up questions. These are the kinds of skills taught in the course on which
the current study is based and are therefore coded and used for analysis. Coding
terminology is based on the system used by Galaczi (2014), although adapted for the
current context (see Data Coding Procedures in Chapter 3).
Speaking Self-Efficacy

Self-efficacy is the belief of an individual in their ability to successfully undertake
an activity (Bandura, 1997). The concept emerged from social cognitive theory and the
notion that individuals’ beliefs about themselves enable them to manage their own
thoughts, feelings, and actions (Bandura, 1986). Self-efficacy is, therefore, chiefly
viewed from a cognitive perspective, as opposed to linguistic self-confidence, which is
more socially situated and relates to the ability to communicate and identify with the L2
community (Dornyei & Ryan, 2015). As well as reflecting positive affect towards a task,

its importance is underscored by findings that it predicts success to a greater degree than
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even previous achievements, skills, or knowledge (Schunk, 1991). It is primarily fostered
by what Bandura (1997) called mastery experiences, which are previous performances
perceived as successful and therefore interpreted positively by the learner. A positive
feedback loop can result, as self-efficacy affects people’s feelings, behavior, and
motivation to continue an activity.

In educational research, it has been found that self-efficacy consistently predicts
academic achievement, as students with high self-efficacy tend to expend greater effort,
persist in the face of setbacks, and have lower levels of anxiety (Pajares & Schunk,
2001). In terms of language learning, researchers have mainly focused on the relationship
between self-efficacy and either general or reading and listening proficiency. For
example, Mills et al. (2007) used hierarchical multiple regression to investigate the
relationship between self-efficacy and the learning outcomes of over 300 undergraduate
learners of French. The authors found that self-efficacy for self-regulation, that is, the
belief of students in their ability to plan, monitor, and complete tasks, was the strongest
predictor of final course grades (S = .14), although no causal inferences can be made due
to the correlational nature of the analyses. The importance of self-efficacy to language
learning achievement was confirmed in Goetze and Driver’s (2022) meta-analysis. Based
on 37 studies, they established a mean correlation of » = .48, which is considered a
medium-sized effect (Plonsky & Oswald, 2014), although when subdivided by skill the
strongest relationship was with speaking self-efficacy (» = .56).

In speaking classes, self-efficacy can be developed by providing learners with
repeated opportunities to exchange information and opinions with their peers in a

comfortable environment (Mills, 2014). Another advantage of communicative activities
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is that learners can observe their peers using the target language, thus providing a second,
vicarious route to self-efficacy. As Phipps (2024) has pointed out, the 4/3/2 fluency-
building activity combines both of these benefits as the frequent change of partner allows
numerous opportunities for vicarious experiences, in addition to the potential mastery
experiences afforded by the repetition aspect of the activity. Furthermore, observing and
interacting with peers can also create what Mills (2014) has referred to as a sense of
collective efficacy, or the belief that the group can cooperate to successfully complete
similar tasks in future.

An example of how these principles work in practice was provided by Leeming
(2017), who investigated how speaking self-efficacy developed among 77 Japanese
university students with little previous experience of English oral communication.
Working in small groups, communicative objectives were prioritized over accuracy with
regular positive feedback also provided. Self-efficacy grew significantly over the course
of the academic year, albeit from a low starting point, with questionnaire data backed up
by qualitative interviews. Comments such as the following (translated from the original
Japanese) reveal the student perspective in such a course: “It was the first time [to have
an oral English class] so I was worried at first, but I felt that it was fun and that I would
be able to pass. I got used to it and felt that it was fun to speak English.” As a
counterpoint, Busse and Walter (2013) found that speaking self-efficacy and motivation
decreased among British university learners of German, who complained about a lack of
oral practice and opportunities to engage with the target language. As well as providing

negative evidence for the benefits of communicative teaching methods, this study
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highlights the fact that increased self-efficacy cannot be taken for granted during a course
of study.

In another study based on communicative pedagogy—in this case with pre-
vocational Dutch EFL learners—van Batenburg et al. (2019) compared the explicit
teaching of interactional strategies with form-focused instruction. The authors reported
that the former condition increased learners’ “self-confidence” (assumed in this case to be
synonymous with self-efficacy) significantly more than form-focused instruction,
whether or not the latter was combined with communicative activities. The strategy-based
treatment included compensation strategies (e.g., circumlocution), meaning negotiation
strategies (e.g., clarification), and audience awareness strategies (e.g., active listening),
which the authors noted are commonly absent from EFL textbooks around the world.
However, the teaching and practicing of such strategies forms the core of the course on
which the current study is based; therefore, whether their use correlates with speaking
self-efficacy is investigated.

Language Anxiety

In a general sense, anxiety is “the subjective feeling of tension, apprehension,
nervousness, and worry associated with an arousal of the autonomic nervous system”
(Spielberger, 1983, p. 15). In terms of language learning, anxiety is seen as situation-
specific, of a similar type to test anxiety or stage fright (Horwitz, 2010). Specifically in
classroom learning contexts, it has been defined as ““a distinct complex of self-
perceptions, beliefs, feelings, and behaviors related to classroom language learning
arising from the uniqueness of the language learning process (Horwitz et al., 1986, p.
128). Although Maclntyre and Gardner (1989) claimed that foreign language anxiety
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(FLA) is unrelated to anxiety as a personality trait, this idea has since been challenged
(Dewaele, 2013). For example, Simsek and Dornyei (2017) found a strong association
between general and language anxiety (» = .60), indicating that learners with high levels
of trait anxiety might be especially susceptible to FLA. Highlighting the complex nature
of the construct, Dewaele (2007) has suggested that it lies somewhere between a trait and
a state because it is “more sensitive to environmental factors than personality traits and
yet more stable than states because it remains relatively stable across [a learner’s]
languages” (pp. 405—406).

The most frequently used instrument to measure FLA in classroom contexts has
traditionally been Horwitz et al.’s (1986) Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale
(FLCAS), although skill-specific scales have emerged more recently (Maclntyre &
Wang, 2022). Based on such studies, several recent meta-analyses have confirmed that a
negative relationship exists between foreign language classroom anxiety and academic
achievement. Teimouri et al. (2019) analyzed 97 studies and found a mean correlation of
r=-.39, whereas Botes et al. (2020) included 66 studies with a mean correlation of » =
-.36, both of which are considered medium effect sizes. However, despite participants in
various studies stating that speaking generates more anxiety than other L2 skills (Baran-
Lukarz, 2022), in neither meta-analysis did speaking produce the highest effect size. In
Teimouri et al.’s (2019) analysis, listening and writing produced larger effects, whereas
Botes et al. (2020) found that oral achievement had the lowest mean effect size ( = -.26).
In the latter case, the researchers pointed out the heterogeneity of correlations found
among speaking studies, which implies that this relationship was influenced by other

factors, such as the type of activity being used for assessment. Yet another meta-analysis,
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conducted by Zhang (2019), found an average correlation between FLA and performance
of r =-.34, although in this case speaking anxiety was not reported independently of
other skills.

These meta-analyses reveal a clear overall pattern, although to explore the
relationship between language anxiety and L2 speaking performance more closely
examining individual cases is also informative. In one such study, Phillips (1992)
recorded anglophone university learners of L2 French performing two assessment tasks—
free speech and a role play. Test scores were correlated with results from the FLCAS,
revealing an effect size of » = -.40. This effect is slightly higher than the average reported
by Botes et al. (2020), although the context is significant. The test comprised 10% of the
course grade and was conducted individually, with the teacher taking part in the role play.
Despite attempts to relax the participants beforehand, qualitative analysis revealed how
stressful they had found the experience, including one who had broken down in tears
causing the test to be delayed for several minutes. This study has since been replicated
with Spanish university learners of L2 English (Hewitt & Stephenson, 2012). Similar
results were obtained regarding the relationship between an oral test and FLCAS scores
(r =-.49). The similarities even extended to witnessing a participant cry during the test,
suggesting that such an apparently extreme reaction might not be exceptional in such
circumstances. Woodrow (2006) also found a significant negative relationship between
L2 speaking anxiety and performance, as measured on an IELTS-type oral assessment,
although the major stressor identified by participants was interaction with native

speakers, rather than with other learners. Variation among nationality groups also
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emerged, with Japanese, Korean, and Chinese participants found to be more anxious than
their European or Vietnamese peers.

Of particular relevance to the current study, Pan and Zhang (2023) conducted a
longitudinal study of FLA and enjoyment during a single semester of communicative
teaching with 55 upper-intermediate English majors at a Chinese university. Although
enjoyment fluctuated throughout the semester, anxiety remained relatively stable
following an initial drop in the first week of the course. The authors speculated that
enjoyment is more context dependent than anxiety and therefore more prone to the
influence of external factors, such as the behavior of teachers and peers. Inferential
statistics were not conducted with the longitudinal data, although the authors did report
relatively strong negative correlations between FLA and both self-efficacy and
extraversion (7 = -.54 and -.55, respectively).

Some researchers have also found a negative relationship between language
anxiety and utterance fluency. In a study of low-level learners of Spanish, Pérez
Castillejo (2019) found that FLA was a strong predictor of both speed and breakdown
fluency under oral exam conditions. The fact that FLA was a much stronger predictor
than overall oral proficiency suggests that it can negatively affect cognitive processing to
the extent that it overrides linguistic competence. Similarly, Bielak (2022), in a study of
mid- to upper-intermediate learners of English, also observed negative correlations
between FLA and several speed and breakdown fluency measures, indicating that the
effect is not limited to lower-proficiency learners.

In sum, it is clear that speaking in a foreign language can lead to anxiety, although

the context in which the speech event takes place is of critical importance. Even within
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the classroom, some activities are bound to be more stressful than others. For example, a
one-to-one examination with a teacher is likely to generate more anxiety than an
unassessed group discussion conducted with peers, such as those recorded in the current
study. Furthermore, according to social cognitive theory, anxiety—including in academic
contexts—is stimulated by a weakened sense of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997).
Conversely, learners with higher levels of self-efficacy tend to exhibit lower levels of
anxiety (Pajares & Schunk, 2001), suggesting the existence of a direct negative
relationship. Regarding foreign language learning specifically, this relationship was
confirmed by Zhou et al.’s (2023) meta-analysis. Although the 37 studies included were
not limited to those based on speaking, a strong negative correlation (» = -.70) was found
between the two variables. Both speaking self-efficacy and speaking anxiety are
measured in the current study.
The Role of Extraversion

It is often assumed that extraverts have an advantage when speaking a second
language due to the sociability and talkativeness associated with that personality trait.
Furthermore, extraversion has been found to correlate positively with speaking self-
efficacy (Leeming, 2017) and negatively with language anxiety (Dewaele, 2013; Pan &
Zhang, 2023). On the other hand, extraversion is negatively related to academic success
in general, as extraverts tend to be less conscientious and more easily distracted than their
introverted peers (O’Connor & Paunonen, 2007). However, it is notoriously difficult to
draw firm conclusions about personality and academic achievement. Even in studies that

have reported significant correlations between personality factors and learning outcomes,
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they rarely account for more than 15% of the variance, implying no more than a moderate
effect (Dornyei & Ryan, 2015).

The lack of a linear relationship between personality and achievement can be
explained by the myriad contextual factors that interact with personality, such as the
learner’s age and the teaching methodology used. It makes intuitive sense that some
personality types are advantaged by more communicative environments, whereas others
might favor studying alone in quieter surroundings, yet many studies do not account for
such contextual differences. Indeed, Dewaele and Furnham (1999) suggested that the
reason extraversion is held in low regard as an explanatory variable in applied linguistics
is that researchers have often failed to distinguish between written and verbal language
criteria, thereby neglecting the essential element of context.

When extraversion is correlated with linguistic variables derived solely from
speaking activities a clearer pattern emerges, which is that extraverts perform more
fluently than introverts, especially in formal or stressful situations (Dewaele & Furnham,
1999). According to Eysenck (1981), introverts suffer from over-arousal of the
autonomous nervous system, which can affect parallel processing as working memory
becomes overloaded during complex verbal operations. As a result, the speech production
of introverts becomes inhibited and utterances become slower and shorter, with an
increased number of hesitations (Dewaele & Furnham, 2000). This situation is
compounded by the fact that introverts have weaker working memory skills than
extraverts to begin with, as measured on short-term recall tasks (Lieberman, 2000). It is

also exacerbated during stressful situations, possibly due to introverts expending greater
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effort to avoid misunderstandings owing to their generally more anxious disposition
(Dewaele & Furnham, 2000).

Overall, although results from studies attempting to link personality to L2
learning outcomes have been mixed, this ambiguity is less surprising if we acknowledge
that language learning consists of many discrete activities and processes, with some
likely to suit extraverts more than introverts and vice versa. For example, Nakatsuhara
(2013) found that in a group speaking test, extraverts performed better in open-ended
tasks, whereas introverts performed better in more structured activities. This finding
suggests that freer spoken interaction, with its potential for heightened stress and
demands on working memory, favors extraverted personality types while placing a higher
burden on introverts. In addition, Ockey (2011) found that assertiveness, which he
defined as one facet of extraversion, was a significant explanatory variable of rated
performance in group discussions, especially communication skills and fluency. Ockey’s
explanation was that assertive participants are more likely to take the lead during
interaction and obtain more speaking opportunities, thus also improving their fluency.
The relationship between extraversion and speaking performance is also investigated in
the current study, which is based on open-ended interaction within a communicative
environment.

Gaps in the Literature

Due to its status as a global lingua franca, English as a second language is widely
taught around the world. However, there is still much to be learned about how L2
learners develop speaking skills, especially in the case of EFL learners who tend to have

limited contact with English speakers and limited opportunities to use the language
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outside the classroom. This study is therefore designed to address several gaps in the
literature.

The first of these gaps relates to the way speaking fluency is measured. Although
fluency development has attracted increasing attention in the literature, the focus has
largely been on individual learners performing monologue tasks, with the influence of
interlocutors removed or minimized. A small number of researchers have attempted to
measure L2 fluency using dialogue tasks, with findings indicating that dialogues produce
more fluent output than monologues in terms of speed, length of pause, and repair (e.g.,
Michel, 2011). However, fluency development during group interaction has not been
researched, despite the ubiquity of group speaking activities both inside and outside the
classroom. Furthermore, the interaction-specific features of fluency have yet to be
systematically investigated (Tavakoli, 2016). Therefore, a gap exists in terms of
examining fluency development during multi-party interaction, particularly in EFL
contexts.

The second gap concerns the quantification of interactional competence in
classroom settings. There is a growing body of literature on the development of
interactional competence among L2 learners, which reflects the increasing focus on social
interaction in SLA. Although this research has its roots in qualitative methods of analysis,
there have been some attempts to quantify the features of interaction, such as topic
development and listener support moves. However, such studies have focused mainly on
high-stakes oral examinations, with coding schemes tailored to the tasks and kinds of
language produced in these contexts (e.g., Galaczi, 2014). Interactional competence has

not been quantified during unassessed group discussions in EFL classrooms, nor has the
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effect of teaching formulaic phrases and interactional techniques on the development of
interactional competence been investigated.

The third gap concerns the relationship between speaking fluency and
interactional competence. Some studies have found moderate correlations between
ratings of interactional competence and general speaking proficiency as measured on the
TOEFL iBT test (Ockey et al., 2015; Roever & Ikeda, 2021). These findings suggest that
the two constructs, although overlapping to some extent, are not completely aligned.
However, little is known about the relationship between quantitative measures of
interactional competence and, specifically, the fluency of individual learners’ speech.

The fourth gap relates to speaking self-efficacy and anxiety in a communicative
EFL classroom. In addition to the performance variables of fluency and interactional
competence, how students feel about participating in a course based on spoken
interaction is also relevant as positive learning experiences are widely believed to have a
beneficial effect on learner motivation (Dornyei & Ushioda, 2011). However, little is
understood about how individual difference variables relate to the development of
speaking skills. Therefore, the issue of whether affective changes—relating to speaking
self-efficacy and anxiety—can be observed during a single semester in a communicative
environment is also addressed in this study. The influence of extraversion, as a more
stable personality trait, is also examined.

The fifth gap concerns measuring the development of speaking skills in
communicative EFL classrooms. Although communicative approaches have been
proposed to improve L2 speaking skills for several decades, it is debatable to what extent

they have been adopted in EFL environments around the world (Gatbonton &
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Segalowitz, 2005; Wei et al., 2018). Furthermore, measuring development in
communicative classrooms remains under-researched.

The final gap relates to the impact of pedagogical interventions based on
interactive strategies and formulaic language. Several pedagogical frameworks have been
suggested for developing L2 fluency, including Nation’s (2007) four strands and
Gatbonton and Segalowitz’s (2005) ACCESS methodology, in which meaning-focused
communication is prioritized. Gatbonton and Segalowitz (2005) also proposed the use of
prefabricated chunks, given the association of formulaic language with fluency
development (Wood, 2010). Another approach to developing speaking skills is to teach
interactional strategies, such as paraphrasing or asking for clarification (e.g., “What do
you mean?”’) to deal with communication problems and to facilitate smooth interaction
(Dornyei & Thurrell, 1994). The development of speaking skills during such pedagogical
interventions has been under-investigated empirically, although Nakatani (2010) found
that use of active listening responses was the most significant predictor of oral test
performance among Japanese university students, following a 12-week course of
communicative strategy training.

Purposes of the Study

In this study, I aim to investigate students’ fluency development during one
academic semester in a communicative classroom environment. Data were collected at
three points—at the beginning, middle, and end of the semester—allowing progress to be
tracked longitudinally. In addition to the monologue data that is traditionally associated
with L2 fluency research, data were also collected from group discussions and analyzed

in terms of the number and mean length of inter-turn gaps. These measures reflect the co-
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constructed nature of fluent interaction and the fact that turn-taking is integral to the
smoothness and efficiency of multi-party talk.

A second purpose is to investigate the development of interactional competence
during a single semester. The same group discussions—recorded at three points in the
semester—are analyzed in terms of topic development and support moves (i.e., the use of
interactional micro-skills), and whether the proportion of these moves changed over time.
This approach requires the categorizing and quantification of interactional features,
which represents what Firth and Wagner (1997) called the etic—or external—perspective
of the researcher. However, it is complemented by qualitative analysis, which provides a
necessary emic—or insider—perspective, as the next-turn-proof procedure reveals how
participants themselves interpret an utterance. In other words, qualitative analysis
illuminates how participants orient to the interactional techniques and strategies that form
the basis of the pedagogical intervention provided in this study. The data gathered from
learner discussions are also compared with data from a discussion recorded by highly
proficient speakers of English, to ascertain to what extent they differ.

An additional purpose is to investigate the extent to which the objective measures
of utterance fluency and interactional competence correlate with subjective ratings of
perceived fluency and communicative adequacy. The issue of whether any development
indicated by such objective measures corresponds with the impression made on listeners
is examined by comparing them with the subjective judgements of native-speaker raters.
Positive relationships would imply that the relevant features contribute to the impression
made on listeners, thereby supporting the pedagogical value of fluency development

and/or the teaching of interactional techniques and strategies.
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A final purpose is to explore any changes in speaking self-efficacy and anxiety in
a communicative classroom environment. Communicating directly in an L2 is known to
be a face-threatening activity, which is likely to cause anxiety among students unfamiliar
with predominantly English-speaking environments (Horwitz et al., 1986). On the other
hand, learners with high self-efficacy experience less anxiety (Pajares & Schunk, 2001)
and increased motivation (Bandura, 1997). Therefore, if increased speaking self-efficacy
and reduced anxiety can be observed during a single semester of study it would provide
further support for the effectiveness of such a course. The issue of whether individual
difference variables, including the personality trait of extraversion, correlate with the
performance variables of fluency and interactional competence is also examined to
ascertain whether having a higher degree of one construct offers any advantage regarding
another.
Research Questions
The aim of this study is to address the following research questions:

1. To what extent does speaking fluency develop during a one-semester course of spoken
interaction?

e as measured in monologue activities

e as measured in group discussions

e as perceived by native-speaker raters
2. To what extent does interactional competence develop during a one-semester course of
spoken interaction?
3. To what extent does speaking self-efficacy and anxiety change during a one-semester

course of spoken interaction?
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4. To what extent is speaking fluency related to interactional competence?

5. To what extent is speaking fluency related to speaking self-efficacy, speaking anxiety,
and extraversion?

6. To what extent is interactional competence related to speaking self-efficacy, speaking

anxiety, and extraversion?
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CHAPTER 3
METHODS

In this chapter, I explain the methods used to answer the six research questions.
First, I describe the context of the study and the participants, including ethical
considerations. I then describe the instruments and procedures used to gather data, and
finally how those data are analyzed.

Context of the Study

The speaking course in this university forms part of the first-year English
curriculum. It is a required course, taken twice a week, in both the spring and fall
semesters. However, data were only gathered during the spring semester because the
intention was to ascertain whether changes could be observed during a single semester.
Moreover, students are likely to have different experiences during the summer vacation
and their use of English could vary widely, thus undermining the validity of the study if
data were gathered over the whole year. Two other required English courses, also held
twice a week, are taken in the first year across both semesters: a listening course and a
reading and writing course. Although these courses are intended to develop other skills,
some opportunities for spoken communication in English are usually provided.
Nevertheless, the required speaking course represents the vast majority of the students’
spoken English production during the first year in this department.

These classes meet 27 times over 14 weeks for 100 minutes each time. Each class
consists of about 20 students, who are expected to use English only in class. Meeting
twice a week provides an obvious advantage in terms of speaking opportunities compared

with the standard once a week class offered in most departments in most Japanese
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universities. According to the syllabus, the main objective of the course is to enable
students to talk confidently in English about a wide variety of academic and non-
academic topics. The development of fluency and communicative ability is also
emphasized. Such skills are less likely to have been prioritized prior to entering the
university due to the influence of the university entrance examinations. These high-stakes
exams dictate that formal English instruction in junior high and high school is primarily
geared towards the development of receptive knowledge. The result is that many learners
develop uneven skill profiles and enter university with relatively weak speaking abilities
due to insufficient practice (Koizumi et al., 2022).
Participants

The participants were first-year Japanese university students in a relatively
prestigious, co-educational university in Tokyo. All were members of an interdisciplinary
department focusing on liberal arts and social sciences. This department is known for its
extensive English curriculum, which is therefore likely to attract students who are
receptive to the idea of studying English. Students from my own intact speaking classes,
consisting of about 20 in each class, were sought to participate in the study. Although
more were recorded, 20 core participants were selected for analysis, to allow for attrition
or non-attendance in one or more of the recorded or data collection sessions. Only
students who completed all of the recorded activities and questionnaires were considered.
In addition, selection aimed to reflect a range of speaking ability and individual
difference factors (i.e., extraversion, self-efficacy, and anxiety), based on the recorded

activities and questionnaires completed during the study. An equal gender balance was
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also targeted, although only 9 male participants met the criteria for selection; therefore,
the final list of core participants comprised 11 female and 9 male participants.

Prior to enrolment, all students had completed a minimum of six years of formal
English study in junior and high school. First-year students in this department are placed
in their required English classes based on their scores on a standardized test, the TOEFL
ITP, which contains listening, reading, and writing elements. The test is taken in April,
prior to the first semester, with students then divided into three levels. According to the
university, these levels approximately correspond to CEFR levels B2 (upper-
intermediate), B1 (intermediate), and A2 (low-intermediate), with textbooks and teaching
materials selected on this basis. Cut-off points vary depending on each year’s intake, and
are not disclosed by the university, although the average score obtained in the year this
study was undertaken was 496.52. All student participants in the current study were
drawn from two Level 3 classes, which is the lowest level in this department. As the
sample size is relatively small, using participants from the same level enhances the
generalizability of the study, albeit primarily to learners of a similar level. However, the
fact that the placement test does not contain a speaking component means that classes are
often mixed in terms of their speaking proficiency.

Although a fully experimental design—with learners drawn at random from the
population of interest—would enhance generalizability, the fact that it was conducted in a
classroom setting adds pedagogical authenticity to the study (DeKeyser & Botana, 2019).
The participants were divided into groups of three for the recorded group discussions, as
they often were during discussion activities conducted in the regular lessons. Groups

consisting of more or less than this number were not used for analysis. Non-core
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participants were not analyzed individually, although their participation in the group
discussions means that their behavior influenced the data taken from that context.

Informed consent was sought prior to the study and participants were notified that
this consent and cooperation could withdrawn at any time (see Appendix A for the
English version and Appendix B for the Japanese version—the Japanese version was
used). Furthermore, the participants were informed that materials collected would not be
used for purposes other than this study, such as promotional or any other purposes of the
university, and they were given the right to request that their data not be used. As the
participants were drawn from my own regular classes, it was ethically imperative that all
students in these classes knew that they would not be penalized in any way if they did not
agree to participate in the study. Permission to conduct the study was also obtained in
advance from the head of the relevant university department. This was sufficient for IRB
(Institutional Review Board) purposes at that university, although a letter confirming this
permission was sent to the Temple University IRB office as part of that application
process.

In addition to the student participants, three native-speaker English teachers were
recruited to rate samples from the recorded group discussions. The raters were required to
undergo online CITI (Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative) training in human
research before watching the video recordings. I completed the same online training
course prior to data collection. Three highly proficient Japanese speakers of English were
also sought to record a single group discussion for comparison purposes. They were

recruited from Temple University Japan’s postgraduate courses in education or applied
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linguistics, in which a minimum TOEFL score of 90 (Internet-based test) or 575 (paper-
based test) is required for matriculation.
Instrumentation

In this section I introduce the instruments and materials used—both for
pedagogical and analysis purposes—in this study. The main pedagogical instruments
were the textbook and the supplementary discussion-based activities provided by me.
Analysis was based on video-recorded activities, which were recorded during class time,
as well as the speaking self-efficacy, anxiety, and extraversion questionnaires.
Background Questionnaire

A background questionnaire was administered at the beginning of the course, to
ascertain the students’ previous experiences of learning English. It included formal test
scores (e.g., TOEIC and TOEFL), overseas experience, and English study experience
both in and out of class (see Appendix C for the English version and Appendix D for the
Japanese version). The students were given the Japanese version of the questionnaire to
complete during the first week of the course. The purpose of this questionnaire was to
shed light on students’ performance during the recorded activities. For example, it might
be the case that higher-performing students had more study-abroad experience or had
studied English extensively in cram schools. Also, if some students had previously
experienced communicative English lessons they might be better prepared for this kind of
communicative course. It could also help to explain discrepancies between linguistic

proficiency, as evidenced on the placement test, and speaking proficiency.
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The Course Schedule

The course was based on a variety of topics related to university life and the wider
society, provided both by myself (as the instructor) and a textbook assigned by the
university. The first lesson of each week was a discussion-based lesson, with the topics
and activities chosen by myself, based on my previous experience of teaching such
classes (see Table 1—textbook and non-discussion-related topics are in italics). Several
discussion skills (also shown in Table 1) were introduced during the course, focusing on
both speaker and listener roles. These skills were presented either via formulaic phrases
(e.g., for giving and supporting opinions) or interactional techniques (e.g., asking follow-
up questions). Students were then encouraged to use these phrases and techniques during
pair and, especially, group discussions (see Appendix E for a full list of the formulaic
phrases and questions introduced).

The order in which these skills were introduced was arbitrary, although the
intention was to present the most fundamental ones earlier in the course. For example, as
the heart of any extended interaction is the content generated by the participants, giving
opinions and reasons both appeared very early. Once the ability to produce an extended
turn had been established, organizational skills (Joining a Discussion and then Choosing
Topics) were introduced. Also, some foundational interactional techniques (agreeing and
disagreeing, asking follow-up questions, using response tokens such as “Uh-huh” and “I
see”, and checking understanding) had already been briefly introduced in Lesson 1
(Course Introduction), so if they appeared later in the course the purpose was to reinforce
and expand on their earlier introduction. Paraphrasing appeared last because

reformulating a comment is a relatively complex linguistic skill. It is also arguably less
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fundamental than some of the skills introduced earlier because it is highly contingent on

the interlocutor and therefore not always necessary.

Table 1. Course Schedule

Week Lesson topic Discussion skill
1 Course Introduction
Questionnaire *
2 The Importance of Communication Giving Opinions
Family Connections
3 Making Friends at University Giving Reasons
Music
4 Going to University Agreeing and Disagreeing
Good Design
5 University Entrance Exams Joining a Discussion
Inspiration
6 Environment Giving Examples
Presentation Preparation *
7 Country vs. City Life Review of Skills
Presentation 1
8 Discussion Test 1 —_
Ethical Choices
9 Becoming Independent Follow-up Questions
Giving
10 Social Pressure Talking about Possibilities
Nature
11 Face-to-Face vs. Online Communication Choosing Topics
Better Cities
12 Technology Paraphrasing
Presentation Preparation *
13 Learning Values Review of Skills
Presentation 2
14 Discussion Test 2

Note. * = data collection point.

Students were assessed on their class participation (20%), homework reading and
other assignments (20%), two presentations (20%), and two discussion tests (40%)— the
latter two held in the middle and at the end of the semester. Participation was expected to
be in English only and included the use of the target discussion skills. In regular

discussion lessons, I monitored and provided feedback on students’ use of the skills and

79



formulaic language introduced. In discussion test lessons, I observed individual groups
(of three or four members) one at a time during an extended (10- to 15-minute)
discussion. A numerical score for each participant was generated based on the following
five categories: speaking turns, questions, response tokens (including reactions,
agreement tokens, and clarification moves), discussion skill use, and avoiding L1 use or
incomprehensible turns. All turns and interactional moves were tallied, up to a maximum
of five in each category, giving a raw score out of 25. This raw score was then converted
to a score out of 20 for grading purposes. See Appendix F for an example discussion test
scoresheet.
Lesson Activities

Meaning-focused output was heavily prioritized in the discussion-based lessons.
A typical lesson was centered around a single content theme and consisted of the
following activities. Prior to the lesson, the students read an 800-1,000-word, level-
specific text for homework, from which they were required to note three interesting ideas
or facts. These lessons began with a homework check, followed by a warm-up speaking
activity, conducted in pairs, related to that lesson’s theme. For example, in Week 7, the
discussion-based lesson’s theme was Country versus City Life. The warm-up questions,
displayed on the board or a screen, were as follows:

1. What do you like and dislike about your hometown?

2. Where would you like to live in the future?

Following the warm-up, a discussion skill—with any associated formulaic
language—was presented and practiced in a semi-controlled manner in pairs or small

groups. For example, the Week 7 discussion skill was Agreeing and Disagreeing (see
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Appendix G for the lesson handout). In this lesson, after the skill was presented, the
students discussed the Practice questions (page 1 of the handout) in pairs. The questions
in this semi-controlled activity were not always directly related to the lesson theme, as
the purpose was primarily for the students to practice using the formulaic language. I
monitored and ensured that the skill and associated language was being used
appropriately. Feedback was given on the spot or at the end of the activity as necessary.

The two group discussions were preceded by preparation activities (see Appendix
G, on pages 2 and 3 of the handout). These preparation activities were designed as pair
work speaking activities, although one was usually conducted in the form of a repeated
monologue activity to further encourage fluency development (Nation, 1989). Discussion
preparation activities were geared towards providing ideas and generating content for the
extended group discussions, which consisted of either three or four members (or five in
exceptional circumstances) and lasted from 10 to 15 minutes at my discretion. Either two
or three question prompts were provided for each group discussion (see Appendix G, at
the bottom of pages 2 and 3), although students were made aware that it was their
responsibility to sustain the interaction. In principle, I did not intervene during group
discussions and feedback was generally given after the activities had finished, so as not to
interrupt the flow of communication.

Throughout the lesson, feedback was typically centered on the students’ use of the
discussion skills, especially the one introduced in that lesson. Such feedback could be
given during any stage of the lesson and often consisted of pointing out effective use of a
target phrase or question, thus positively reinforcing its use. It could also consist of

pointing out when a target form would have been appropriate but was not produced, as it

81



is during meaning-focused communication that the need for linguistic elements is at its
most salient, and thus memorable, for the learner (Long, 1998).

However, in keeping with the student-centered ethos of the course, feedback did
not have to be teacher-fronted. Alternatively, students—either individually or in pairs or
small groups—could reflect on their use of the target skills and language, as well as how
they could improve in future activities. Students could also be asked to reflect on the
content of a group discussion, for instance by raising their hands in answer to one of the

question prompts. Table 2 shows the lesson flow of a typical discussion-based lesson.

Table 2. Regular Discussion Lesson Flow

Time Activity

5 mins Homework check

5 mins Warm-up activity (pair)
10 mins Skill presentation
10 mins Semi-controlled practice (pair)
10 mins Discussion 1 preparation (pair)
15 mins Discussion 1 (group)

5 mins Break
15 mins Discussion 2 preparation (monologue)
20 mins Discussion 2 (group)

5 mins Wrap-up

Review lessons differed from regular lessons only in that previously introduced
skills were reviewed and practiced further, rather than a new skill being presented.
During test lessons, I listened to each group one at a time, while the other groups waited
outside, and tallied the contributions of each participant. The first lesson was also distinct

in that the aims and expectations of the course were laid out and four basic interactional
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techniques were introduced and briefly practiced in this lesson: agreeing and disagreeing,
asking follow-up questions, using response tokens, and checking understanding. It was
made clear to students that they were expected to use these techniques in every lesson
when appropriate. Students also performed a repeated monologue activity and a 10-
minute group discussion, both of which were likely to be unfamiliar activities.

Textbook lessons were always the second lesson in the week and differed from
the discussion-based lessons in that they covered a wider range of skills. A typical
textbook lesson included short reading or listening, writing, grammar, and vocabulary
exercises—in addition to speaking and presentation activities—all related to that unit’s
theme (see Table 1). A repeated monologue activity was also included in the textbook
lessons, based on the lesson theme. Pedagogically, these lessons contributed to all
elements of Nation’s (2007) four strands framework, although speaking was prioritized.
In sum, a large amount of meaning-focused output—recommended in several
pedagogical frameworks that aim to develop L2 fluency (e.g., Gatbonton & Segalowitz,
2005; Nation, 2007)—was provided throughout this twice-weekly course. Fluency
development was further promoted by the regular use of repeated monologue activities
appropriate to the learners’ proficiency level.
Recorded Activities

The recording sessions began with a two-minute monologue delivered by each
participant (see Appendix H for an example from Time 3), followed by a group
discussion (see Appendix I for an example excerpt from Time 3). Although these
activities were unfamiliar to the participants prior to the course, the fact that monologue

and group discussion activities had been conducted in Lesson 1 meant they had
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experienced them prior to the first recording session. The total duration of each recorded
group discussion was nine minutes, so that in theory each member had approximately
three minutes’ speaking time. Each group consisted of members from the same class,
although the groups were mixed so that each group consisted of different members during
at each recording point.

There are several advantages to mixing the group members in this way. First, it
minimizes the problems of attrition and non-attendance that could be caused by
attempting to keep all members consistent. Second, it can be observed whether changes
in performance occur independently of the interlocutors. In other words, if all groups
consisted of the same members each time it could be argued that any changes over time
were contingent on that particular group dynamic and might not have occurred with
different interlocutors. Third, the students were used to this procedure from regular in-
class group discussions. Finally, it mitigates the possibility that improved performance is
due to increased familiarity with each other. Communicative language learning takes
place socially, so personal relationships are bound to affect this process and the
development of these relationships is likely to influence the development of interactional
competence (Taguchi, 2014). For this reason, participants who often work together in
regular lessons were not placed in the same recording groups, which always consisted of
at least one male and one female participant. In regular lessons, male and female students
rarely sat together so they were less likely to be familiar with talking to each other.
Another benefit of this approach is that it is easier to distinguish between voices when

listening to the recordings.

84



The main purpose of recording the monologues was to observe whether the
participants’ utterance fluency developed during the course. A secondary purpose was to
investigate whether any changes that occurred in the group context—in either fluency or
interactional competence—corresponded to changes in utterance fluency, as measured
during the monologues. Conversely, little or no change in performance during the
monologue activities over time would imply that any changes that occurred in the group
context were likely to be unrelated to the underlying fluency of the individual.
Pedagogically, the monologue activities also functioned as a warm-up for the group
discussions. Ideas and content generated by the participants for the monologue could be
recycled during the group discussions, in the same way that discussion preparation
activities served to generate content for group discussions during regular lessons. The
same procedure was strictly adhered to in all three recordings.

The three topics chosen for the recording sessions were: seasons, places to visit in
Japan, and high school life versus university life (see Appendix J), which were selected
on the basis that they should be familiar enough for first-year university students to talk
about with relative ease. Regarding fluency, the aim was to measure the participants’
output as accurately as possible. Conceptually difficult topics, requiring more complex
ideas, were therefore avoided so as not to distort this measure due to increased cognitive
load (Skehan, 2009). Furthermore, it was considered unlikely that these topics would
require sophisticated vocabulary, which could hinder fluent performance for students at
this proficiency level (Nation, 2013).

Another important consideration was that these topics were different from those

used for group discussions during the regular lessons. If previous topics were used, even
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several weeks apart, fluency gains could arguably be explained by the priming effects of
task repetition (Bygate, 2001). On the other hand, if such gains are observed across novel
topics, this provides greater evidence that the processes underlying speech production
have been affected (De Jong & Perfetti, 2011).
Speaking Self-Efficacy and Anxiety Questionnaires

The speaking self-efficacy and anxiety questionnaires were administered before
each recording session, to ascertain any changes in reported self-efficacy or anxiety (see
Appendices K and M for the English versions and Appendices L and N for the Japanese
versions—the Japanese versions were used). The self-efficacy items were adapted from a
questionnaire that has previously been used with Japanese university students,
demonstrating acceptable validity in that context (Leeming, 2017). All items were
specific to the learning context, as recommended by Bandura (2006) in the case of self-
efficacy, and Zhang (2019) in the case of anxiety. The participants were asked to indicate
how confident, or anxious, they felt about speaking English in a variety of situations
related to the speaking class they took. A six-point Likert scale was used, with
participants selecting Strongly disagree, Disagree, Moderately disagree, Moderately
agree, Agree, or Strongly agree in response to a series of statements. An even number
was chosen to avoid a middle option that might be relied on too heavily by respondents
(Dornyei, 2010). Whether there is any relation between speaking self-efficacy/anxiety
and fluency or interactional competence could then be empirically investigated via
correlation analysis. The participants were also asked to answer open-ended questions

after the final recording to investigate what aspects of the course they felt were most
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useful and in what ways, if any, they felt they had improved the most. Comments from
this section were used to supplement the empirical findings mentioned above.

In terms of a hierarchy of difficulty, I hypothesized that the self-efficacy items 1, /
can express my opinion in English, and 3, I can speak English when talking to a partner
in pair work activities, would be the easiest for participants to endorse. My reasons were
that giving an opinion is a fundamental aspect of communication and generalizable to all
discussion activities, whereas talking to a partner is less face-threatening than talking in a
group. In contrast, I expected that items 6, I can solve communication problems in
English, and 8, I can speak English only for a whole lesson, would be the most difficult to
endorse. My rationale was that the students would not be used to speaking English for
such a long time, whereas solving problems is contingent on what happens in the
discussion and implies that something has gone wrong and needs to be fixed.

Regarding the anxiety section, I hypothesized that items 13, I am worried about
making mistakes when speaking English, and 14, [ feel nervous when someone doesn’t
understand what I say in English, would be more likely to be endorsed (i.e., agreed with).
In the former case, this is because accuracy tends to be heavily prioritized in pre-
university formal English learning, whereas the latter case is an example of the
communication problems mentioned above, and therefore likely to induce anxiety. On the
other hand, I expected that items 9, I feel nervous when speaking to a partner in pair
work activities, and 11, I feel nervous because other students speak English better than [
do, would be less likely to be endorsed. My rationale was that, as mentioned previously,

pair work activities are less likely to be anxiety-inducing than group activities, whereas in
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the latter case students would be aware that they had all been placed in the same
proficiency level.
Extraversion Questionnaire

The extraversion questionnaire was administered once, as dispositional
personality traits are considered more stable than contextualized characteristics such as
self-efficacy (McAdams & Pals, 2006), and are therefore less likely to change during a
single-semester course of study. The items in this questionnaire were directly taken from
one that had previously been used with Japanese university students and demonstrated
acceptable validity (Apple, 2011). As with the speaking self-efficacy questionnaire, the
participants indicated whether they agreed with a series of statements, with the same six
options ranging from Strongly disagree to Strongly agree provided as above (see
Appendix O for the English version and Appendix P for the Japanese version—the
Japanese version was used).

Regarding the hierarchy of difficulty, I hypothesized that items 3, / start
conversations, and 6, I talk a lot, would be the easiest to endorse because they do not
specify the communicative context. For example, talking a lot could apply equally to
being at home and being outside with a large group of people. In contrast, I expected that
items 1, [ am the life of the party, and 4, I can get along with almost anyone, would be the
most difficult to endorse. In the former case, by definition not many people can fulfill this
role, whereas the latter case implies an ability to interact smoothly with people outside
one’s own family or social circle, even complete strangers. I expected the other items (2,
5,7, and 8) to be moderately difficult to endorse because they either imply an active role

but not necessarily in a large group (for example, I am skilled at dealing with people), or
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being in a large group but not necessarily taking an active role (for example, / feel at ease
in a large group of people).
End of Course Questionnaire

The end of course questionnaire was issued after the final recording session. It
consisted of only four questions (see Appendix Q) and participants were instructed that
they could answer in either English or Japanese. Questions were open ended and allowed
participants to state which activities and formulaic phrases they found most useful, as
well as in what way or ways they improved, during the discussion course. This
questionnaire was not obligatory and was conducted anonymously to encourage the
participants to answer frankly. Although the answers could not be attributed to any
individual, it was hoped that comments would provide an emic perspective and illuminate
the participants’ feelings about the course in general. Such comments could then be used
to supplement findings from the other forms of data, whether performance- or
questionnaire-related.
Highly Proficient Speaker Comparison

To provide a point of comparison, data were also gathered from three highly
proficient Japanese speakers of English. It must be emphasized, however, that the aim of
this comparison was not to highlight deficiencies in the lower-proficiency learners’
speech production, but rather to facilitate a deeper understanding of the constructs of
interest in this study. As Japanese speakers of English, they also represented a more
realistic target for learners who are still developing their own language skills.
Furthermore, unplanned speech is often challenging even for highly proficient speakers,

and apparent disfluencies—such as hesitations and repetitions—are not only
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commonplace but can facilitate successful communication (De Jong, 2016). Therefore, if
such features are observed among highly proficient speakers, it forces researchers to
challenge the notion of what constitutes proficient or competent speech. Comparing low-
intermediate learner and highly proficient speaker data also allows assumptions regarding
what constitutes the development of interactional competence to be tested.

A group of three highly proficient speakers were recorded discussing the topic
about favorite places to visit in Japan (see Appendix J). This topic was chosen as there
are a wide range of possible answers, which might stimulate such speakers more than
talking about seasons. The high school versus university topic was avoided because, as
postgraduate students, it would require these participants to talk about their experiences
in a different tense than freshman undergraduates.

Research Design

Quantitative analysis was used to answer the research questions relating to
fluency and individual differences—speaking self-efficacy, speaking anxiety, and
extraversion—as numerical data were produced. These data were either in the form of
temporal and utterance fluency measures, or Likert scale rating and questionnaire
responses. However, to answer the second research question—regarding the extent to
which interactional competence develops during a one-semester course of spoken

interaction—a convergent mixed methods research design was employed (see Figure 3).
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Figure 3. The Convergent Research Design

Mixed methods research involves collecting and integrating both quantitative and
qualitative data, based on the assumption that combining research paradigms provides a
deeper understanding of the phenomena in question than relying on either approach alone
(Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Convergent designs are typically used when two separate
sets of data—one quantitative and one qualitative—are collected and then merged in
order to compare or combine the results. Such designs are popular in mixed methods
research because they are efficient and allow both types of data to be collected during the

same phase of the research, rather than sequentially. Convergent designs are also useful
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for corroborating or illuminating quantitative results with qualitative findings (or vice
versa). However, it can be challenging to merge different types of data (e.g., numerical
and textual) and resolve contradictions between them (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). In
the current study, both quantitative and qualitative data sets came from the same source—
recorded group discussions—which were transcribed and coded based on the features of
interaction. These features were then counted, thus transforming the transcriptions into
numerical data, which were then compared with the qualitative data (see Analyses,
below, for a fuller explanation).

The rationale for using a convergent design in the current study was that
qualitative methods could complement the interactional quantitative data by providing
some context and revealing how the participants themselves had interpreted an utterance.
For example, although tallying the use of specific interactional moves (e.g., questions or
response tokens) at different points in the course allows development to be tracked
longitudinally, it does not reveal the context in which they are used. Therefore,
qualitative analysis was used to confirm whether participants had used these interactional
features in a pragmatically appropriate way. Due to the relatively small number of
participants and the lack of a comparison group, no causal claims can be made regarding
any such development; therefore, it is a descriptive, rather than an experimental study.
However, having a limited number of participants allows the issue to be approached from
multiple perspectives, which has been called for by many researchers in the field (e.g.,
Galaczi, 2014; Segalowitz, 2010). It also allows a deeper analysis of their output to be

conducted, given the limited time available to an individual researcher.
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Three criteria need to be considered when conducting a mixed methods study: the
timing, weighting, and mixing of the quantitative and qualitative elements (Creswell &
Plano Clark, 2007). Regarding timing, although the same data source was used for both
types of analysis, the quantitative analysis preceded the qualitative analysis because the
latter was used initially for confirmatory purposes. The former also has greater weighting
within the design as not only is it used to answer more of the research questions, but it
was also used to draw provisional conclusions regarding the development of interactional
competence. Regarding mixing, in a convergent mixed methods design quantitative and
qualitative data are typically merged when interpreting the results (Creswell & Creswell,
2018). Accordingly, following the analysis of the qualitative data the two types of
analysis are integrated during the discussion section, when the provisional conclusions
drawn from the quantitative results are interpreted in light of the qualitative findings.

Procedures

In this section, the procedures for collecting and recording data are described.
Video and audio recordings were made of nine-minute group discussions, preceded by
two-minute (audio only) monologues made by each participant. These recordings were
made during class time in the regular classroom. At the beginning of those lessons, the
students were assigned to a recording group and given specific times to return to the
classroom. Two groups were recorded simultaneously, which means that between six
students were in the classroom at one time, unless there was an odd number of groups in
which case one group was recorded separately. Audio recordings were used for a

homework reflection activity (described below).
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Participants first recorded the monologue, having been given the topic on a piece
of paper. They were instructed to say as much as they could—no guidelines were given
regarding formulaic language or skill use because this activity was for fluency-measuring
purposes (see Appendix J for the topics and instructions). One minute preparation time
was allowed. The participants were each given an IC recorder and, after being shown
how to use it, dispersed around the classroom to record their monologues, which they
began by stating their name for voice identification purposes. All monologues were
recorded without an interlocutor present so that an extended stretch of speech could be
produced without interference or assistance (Tavakoli & Wright, 2020).

After completing the monologues and saving their output, the group discussions
were then recorded. The two groups sat at opposite ends of the classroom and were
recorded on separate video recorders. The classroom was large enough for each group not
to be distracted by the other. IC recorders, placed on a small desk in front of each group,
were also used for audio-only recordings. The topic was the same as for the monologue
and the participants were given the discussion questions on a new piece of paper (see
Appendix J). It was imperative for the group discussions to reflect the ability of the
learners to speak and interact independently; therefore, I did not intervene once the
participants had confirmed their understanding of the task instructions and the recording
had begun. The participants, too, were verbally instructed not to ask for assistance and
were made aware that the tasks were to be carried out with their peers only.

The written instructions, which were provided in English and Japanese (see
Appendix J) made it clear that the participants were to answer the questions in the way

that they felt was best. This section was underlined so that the participants did not feel
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under any obligation to use the formulaic phrases or skills that they had learned in class. I
also emphasized that this activity was not a test and would not affect their grade in any
way. Therefore, if any such skills or phrases were used it should have been because the
participants found them useful, rather than because of any extrinsic desire to please me,
as the instructor. Such desirability effects cannot be ruled out entirely, but the intention
was to ascertain which skills and phrases the participants valued for their efficacy in a
group discussion. Encouraging autonomy in this way helps to provide an emic—or
participant-relevant—perspective, given that only the output of learning, rather than the
internal processes, are available for analysis (Hall & Pekarek Doehler, 2011). Exemplars
of the output produced were used to highlight and examine the participants’ use of the
discussion skills and formulaic language, with all group discussions manually transcribed
and coded.

Each group discussion was nine minutes in duration, timed from the moment the
first participant said anything relevant to the topic, such as reading the first question out.
If students greeted each other, for example, or stated their names, this did not count as
starting the discussion. The recording devices continued for at least 30 seconds after the
official time elapsed so that any comment that began before the time was up could still be
included in the analysis. No pre-task planning time was afforded, besides the monologue
activities, as authentic spoken communication outside the classroom rarely allows for
planning time. Moreover, pre-task planning can be counter-productive, resulting in long,
disconnected turns as speakers focus on what they have planned to say rather than
responding to or developing their partner’s topic (Nitta & Nakatsuhara, 2014). Online
planning could, of course, take place during the interaction.
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It is impossible to ensure that all topics are of precisely the same level of
difficulty and familiarity to all participants. However, to reduce the bias introduced by
using multiple topics, they were counterbalanced between the two classes (see Table 3).
An equal number of participants were selected for analysis from each class (ten from

each) to reflect this counterbalancing.

Table 3. Schedule for Recorded Activities

Class Session 1 Session 2 Session 3
A Topic 1 Topic 3 Topic 2
B Topic 2 Topic 1 Topic 3

The recording sessions took place at the beginning, middle, and end of the course,
in Weeks 1, 6, and 12 (see Table 1). The first recording was made in the second lesson of
Week 1, as the anxiety caused by recording in the first lesson could have resulted in
artificially low levels of performance. Moreover, without experiencing an orientation
lesson in which the monologue and group discussion activities were introduced and
practiced, students might not have fully understood how to participate in the recorded
activities, thus undermining performance in the first recording session.

The recordings were made during textbook rather than discussion-based lessons,
to reduce the risk of priming effects related to the discussion skills and strategies. For
example, if the students had just studied and practiced a particular skill or set of
formulaic phrases, it is likely that those features would appear prominently in a recording
made during that lesson, thus artificially inflating their use. Nevertheless, the order in
which the discussion skills were taught is bound to influence the recorded data. For

example, students would be more likely to use paraphrasing techniques in recording
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Session 3 than Session 1 as it was taught in the previous lesson, at the beginning of Week
12. However, this merely reflects the way that the course is taught—one would expect it
to influence what the students learn, and therefore subsequently produce.

As mentioned previously, the students recorded at different times in the lesson,
with two groups recording simultaneously. The students who were not recording at that
time were given other activities to work on in a different room. During recording Session
1, they were asked to complete the background questionnaire, while during Sessions 2
and 3 they were required to prepare presentations (related to textbook topics) in a
computer room. In addition, all students were required to listen to their group discussion
and complete a reflection task for homework. The audio of the discussion was sent to
each student individually and they noted down two or three things they thought they had
done well and that they needed to improve (e.g., express opinions, ask questions, use
reactions). The purpose of this homework activity was to encourage self-reflection and to
allow the students to track their own progress throughout the course.

The speaking self-efficacy and anxiety questionnaire was administered three
times, in the lesson before each recording session (due to time restrictions in the
recording lesson). The extraversion questionnaire was administered once, in the lesson
before the first recording session. The end-of-course questionnaire was administered
once, in the lesson after the final recording session. All questionnaires were conducted at
the beginning of those lessons so that the students’ responses were not influenced by that
lesson’s activities. For example, if they had been distributed after a pair work speaking
activity, the responses regarding pair work activities could have been affected by how

each student felt during that activity. All students were asked to complete the
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questionnaires, as they were distributed during class time. A space was provided for the

students to write their name, although they were informed that doing so was optional.
Data Coding Procedures

Monologue Fluency

The recorded data from the 2-minute monologues were transcribed in Microsoft
Word and analyzed manually, with pause duration measured using Praat (Boersma &
Weenink, 2021) speech analysis software. The first 90 seconds of the monologues were
used for analysis, beginning from the time the participant began speaking. As participants
began speaking at slightly different times, using the full two minutes would have
produced speech samples of differing lengths, which would obscure the utterance fluency
measures. On the other hand, using less than 90 seconds might not have provided enough
material to separate the participants in terms of their performance. For example, the one-
minute planning time might provide enough material to speak from memory for the first
part of the monologue, but speakers were more likely to have to rely on online planning
towards the end. Online planning is more closely associated with the kind of mid-clause
pauses and disfluencies that are indicative of learner speech (Tavakoli, 2011); therefore,
sufficient time was allowed for this process to be reflected in the analyzed samples.

For measurement purposes, utterance fluency is commonly subdivided into three
components: speed of delivery, breakdown fluency, and repair fluency (Tavakoli &
Skehan, 2005). Breakdown fluency relates to the number, duration, and placement of
pauses—whether silent or containing vocalized fillers—made during speech. All number

of pause measures were calculated per minute of speech, whereas duration of silent pause
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measures were calculated as mean values. The assumption is that fewer and shorter
pauses represent more fluent output, especially when such pauses occur mid-clause.

Regarding silent pauses, it must be decided how long a non-verbal gap is before it
is counted as a pause; in other words, at what point a pause interrupts the flow of fluent
speech. This cut-off point has varied among researchers, usually between 200 to 400ms,
although De Jong and Bosker (2013) concluded that 250ms is the optimum number for
L2 research because it leads to the highest correlation between number of silent pauses
and proficiency as indexed by vocabulary knowledge. Moreover, they argued that cut-off
points above 300ms confound the number and duration of pauses because if only long
pauses are counted, this number is bound to be strongly related to the mean duration of
pauses. Accordingly, 250ms is the cut-off point adopted in this study.

Some researchers have also capped silent pause length in an attempt to minimize
the influence of the environment. For example, De Jong and Perfetti’s 2011 set an upper
limit of 2.5 standard deviations above the mean length of pause in a specific monologue
to eliminate pauses that might have resulted from external distractions rather than a
student’s fluency. However, following Doe (2025), pause length was not adjusted in the
current study as my impression was that even relatively long pauses were caused by
students attempting to generate content for their speeches rather than by any task-
irrelevant distractions. Furthermore, students who stopped speaking too early, and thus
did not complete a monologue task, were not considered for selection as a core
participant.

Having established what constitutes a silent pause, it is important to define what is

meant by a filled pause. Such pauses commonly consist of non-lexical vocalizations such
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as er and um, although I have also counted lexical fillers (e.g., well and you know) as
filled pauses if used as stalling devices (Peltonen, 2017). Sound stretches, such as an
elongated /i/ sound in the word the, are also counted as filled pauses because they are
considered to serve the same purpose (Freed, 2000).

Another element of breakdown fluency is the location of a speaker’s pauses.
Pauses at clause or syntactic boundaries are a natural part of fluent speech and are used
by L1 and L2 speakers alike for conceptual planning of the upcoming message. Pauses
that occur mid-clause, by contrast, are likely to be caused by formulating the message
mid-utterance (Skehan et al. 2016). As a result, such pauses are more disruptive and are
closely associated with the L2-specific cognitive processes reflected in learner speech
(Kahng, 2020). Therefore, pause location was analyzed as a further indicator of
breakdown fluency.

Speed of delivery refers to how fast a sample of speech is articulated; in other
words, the density of language produced per unit of time (Tavakoli & Skehan, 2005).
However, using overall speech rate as a measure —which includes pauses—is
confounded with breakdown fluency, as the more a speaker pauses the slower the speech
rate becomes. On the other hand, articulation rate—measured by dividing the total
number of syllables by total phonation time excluding pauses—produces a statistic
unrelated to any other measure of fluency and is, therefore, a purer measure of speaking
speed. Following De Jong et al. (2013), I use mean syllable duration, which is the inverse
measure of articulation rate (i.e., dividing the total phonation time by the number of
syllables). The benefit of using this inverse measure is that, in line with other measures of

fluency, a higher value (i.e., longer mean syllable time) represents less fluent speech.
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Syllables were counted by pasting the transcripts into an online syllable counter
(http://www .syllablecount.com/). Only Japanese proper nouns, such as place names, were
included in the analyses and were checked and adjusted if necessary. Each Japanese mora
was counted as one syllable.

Finally, repair fluency is concerned with the number of repetitions and self-
corrections made by a speaker. Both measures were calculated per minute of speech.
Repetitions can be of words, parts of words, or whole phrases. Self-correction is the
reformulation of an utterance, or part of an utterance, whether occurring at the beginning
(i.e., a false start) or later in a speech sample. Repair fluency reflects a distinct aspect of
cognitive processing from breakdown fluency because it is concerned with the online
modification of speech (Tavakoli & Skehan, 2005). In other words, it reflects the
monitoring (rather than the formulation) stage of speech production. Table 4 presents all
utterance fluency measures used in this study.

An overall measure of pruned speech rate is also included, which encompasses all
three elements of speed, breakdown, and repair (De Jong, 2016). Not only does this
statistic provide a single measure of utterance fluency for comparison purposes, but it can
also be used for correlation analysis with the interactional competence and individual
difference variables (see the Analyses section, below). Pruned speech rate is calculated
by removing all disfluent syllables from a speech sample and dividing the remaining
number of syllables by the total time. It therefore incorporates speed and breakdown—as
pauses are not removed—and repair information, as repetitions and reformulations are

reflected in the time taken to produce the sample.
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Table 4. Monologue Utterance Fluency Measures

Category Measure
Speed Mean syllable duration
Breakdown Number of silent pauses (end-clause)

Number of silent pauses (mid-clause)

Number of filled pauses (end-clause)

Number of filled pauses (mid-clause)

Mean duration of silent pauses (end-clause)

Mean duration of silent pauses (mid-clause)
Repair Number of repetitions

Number of repairs

Overall Pruned speech rate

Note. Number of pauses, repetitions, repairs, and speech rate are calculated
per minute.

Measuring Fluency in Group Discussions

The many possible interruptions, efforts to assist, or overlaps caused by multiple
interlocutors mean that an individual’s utterance fluency cannot be measured reliably
during group discussions. Furthermore, pauses, disfluencies, and variable articulation
speed can serve communicative functions during interaction (Pallotti, 2020), meaning
that counts of such features might not reflect an individual’s underlying cognitive
fluency. Fluency is a broad concept, however, and there are aspects that can be usefully
measured during multi-party interaction (see Table 5), including the amount of speech
produced by each participant. More speech indexes greater participation, which in turn
could reflect heightened self-efficacy. In this study, the amount of speech produced
during group discussions was calculated by tallying the total number of fluent syllables
(i.e., with filled pauses, repeated syllables, and false starts removed) generated by each

participant per minute. This measure includes questions and lexicalized responses (e.g.,
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“Yes” and “I see”) as well as content-generating statements (i.e., topic extensions), as
they demonstrate participation in the activity. This measure could also be used to
triangulate the participants’ self-reported degree of extraversion. For example, if any
participants rated themselves highly for extraversion but did not contribute much during

the discussion, that would appear to present a contradictory finding.

Table 5. Group-Based Fluency Measures

Focus Measure
Individual Number of fluent syllables produced per minute
Group Number of gaps between turns

Mean length of gaps between turns

Another way of investigating fluency in a group-based context is to examine gaps
between speaking turns. Efficiency of turn-taking contributes to the co-construction of
fluency in interaction (Kasper, 2006), which then has to be collaboratively maintained
(Peltonen, 2017). Inter-turn gaps are therefore not the responsibility of any individual and
can only be calculated as a group statistic. Accordingly, the number and mean length of
gaps between speaking turns were calculated in this study. In this case, however, only
gaps of more than one second (silent or filled) were counted so that they were clearly
noticeable and that other participants were likely to be aware that the previous speaker’s
turn had ended. Moreover, if the same speaker followed a gap of more than three seconds
with a different kind of interactional move it was counted as a new turn because it was
felt that three seconds allowed enough time for the speaker’s previous turn to have clearly

lapsed. Although this number is somewhat arbitrary, a standardized number was
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necessary to facilitate statistical comparisons and there were no previous studies to refer
to in this regard.

Another important, albeit subjective, aspect of fluency is the effect that a sample
of speech has on the listener. Perceived fluency constitutes the third element of
Segalowitz’s (2010) triadic model and cannot be overlooked given the inherently social,
interactive nature of speech in most situations. Therefore, in addition to the objective
measures of utterance fluency outlined above, the performance of each participant during
the group discussions was assessed by raters on a five-point analytic scale (see Appendix
R). The fluency descriptors focused on speech rate and hesitation phenomena given that
these aspects of fluency have consistently shown a positive relationship with perceived
fluency (Suzuki et al., 2021). The raters were language practitioners familiar with hearing
Japanese learners of English, although they were not experts in the field of second
language fluency so that any pre-conceived notions of the construct would likely be
closer to those of the wider population. Training was provided in the form of one practice
discussion, which the raters used to familiarize themselves with the rating scale and to
standardize their scoring before assessing the speech samples used in the study.

As well as the participants’ fluency, the raters assessed their communicative
adequacy. It is possible to imagine speech that is superficially fluent, but difficult to
understand or inappropriate in terms of efficiently achieving the goals of the task
(Pallotti, 2009). Such speech could not be described as functionally adequate, so it is
necessary to confirm that any gains in perceived fluency do not come at the expense of

communicative adequacy. The descriptors were designed to reflect the main goals of the
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interactive task, which is to make relevant, comprehensible contributions with an
appropriate level of detail.
Quantifying Interactional Competence

The recorded data from all the group discussions were also transcribed in
Microsoft Word. All interactional micro-features used by the 20 core participants in each
discussion were then coded based on the system used by Galaczi (2014). However, this
coding system was adapted to include categories that have emerged from my 19 years’
experience teaching EFL speaking and discussion classes in Japanese universities (see
Tables 6 and 7). The coding scheme was intended to be exhaustive and account for all
verbal features of interaction in this context. All coded features were then tallied in
preparation for quantitative analysis. Non-verbal features, such as laughter or use of eye
contact, were not quantified but were transcribed and addressed during qualitative
analysis where appropriate.

Recognizing the listener and speaker roles in this academic EFL context, in which
students are expected to give and support opinions, as well as respond to the opinions of
others, I have operationalized interactional competence as consisting of topic
development and support moves. The choice of these two coding domains follows
Galaczi (2014), who was able to differentiate between speaking proficiency levels using a
similar system. Topic development moves include both comments and questions that
drive the topic forward, whereas support moves include backchannels and confirmations
of comprehension that support the speaker and minimize misunderstandings, thereby

maintaining mutual understanding.
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Table 6. Topic Development Moves

Current study Galaczi (2014)
Turn/topic management Topic initiation
Topic extension (statement) Topic extension (own)
Topic extension (question) Topic extension (other)
Minimal extension Minimal extension
Echo

Table 7. Support Moves

Current study Galaczi (2014)
Backchannels Backchannels
Confirmations of comprehension Confirmations of comprehension

Agree/disagree markers
Repairs of misunderstandings

However, given the highly contextualized nature of interactional competence,
some features of interaction are likely to be task-dependent (Iwashita et al., 2021). In
other words, features that are fundamental to one type of interaction might not occur in
another context. For example, some backchannels (e.g., “Uh-huh” and “Yeah”) are less
relevant during single-unit than multi-unit turns, as their purpose is often to prompt the
speaker to continue an incomplete turn (Schegloff, 1993). Therefore, any attempt to code
and quantify interactional competence, whether for assessment or pedagogical purposes,
is contingent on the specific context being investigated and should be tailored
accordingly. For example, Galaczi’s (2014) study was based on a high-stakes paired
speaking exam (the Cambridge FCE exam), whereas in the current study I investigated
unassessed group discussions in a Japanese, university-based EFL context. Although
there are some underlying similarities between the two, such as the need to generate

content and maintain comprehension among participants, they are fundamentally

106



different types of interaction. For example, not only is the number of participants
different (two versus three), but the lack of external assessment in these group
discussions reduced the need for participants to display their competence, which could
have resulted in less competition for speaking turns. Therefore, the contexts are
sufficiently distinct to justify a modified coding system, as presented in Tables 6 and 7.
See Appendix S for examples of the topic development and support features.

The type of language produced in any activity is constrained by the requirements
of the task (Gan, 2010); therefore, the fact that the instructional demands of these two
types of tasks also differ provides further justification for adapting the coding system. In
the section of the test focused on by Galaczi (2014), candidates are typically provided
with a variety of options to choose from (e.g., items to use on a desert island), along with
picture prompts. These choices afford many opportunities to initiate a new topic, in
addition to expanding on a previously initiated one, encouraging a transactional form of
interaction. In contrast, the group discussion tasks in the current study consisted of two
open-ended questions based on one pre-determined topic, such as high school life
(Appendix J). Students were not provided with options but were required to formulate
and support their own opinions related to each question. As suggested by the limited
number of prompts, this kind of task calls for participants to discuss a topic in depth
rather than continually initiate new ones.

Because the burden of topic initiation was removed in these discussion tasks, it is
not included among the topic development moves to be coded (see Table 6).
Nevertheless, the order in which students speak and whether consistent patterns are

maintained in this regard is still of interest as the development of interactional
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competence has been described as a gradual increase in the ability to take the initiative
(Pallotti, 2019). Volunteering to answer a question prompt first is one form of taking the
initiative; therefore, this behavior was considered during the qualitative analysis.

As well as topic initiation, constraining the topics to be discussed also renders the
categories of own and other topic extension moot because for a contribution to be
relevant, it has to be related to that pre-determined topic (Grice, 1975). This issue is
further complicated by the fact that topic shifts in conversation often lack clearly defined
boundaries. An integral feature of spoken interaction is that participants link each turn to
a previous turn so that topic transitions occur in a stepwise rather than disjunctive fashion
(Holt & Drew, 2005). As a result, distinguishing between topics for analytic purposes
becomes problematic because the boundaries between them are difficult to determine.

In the group discussion tasks in this study, participants can either develop the
topic by making a statement related to it (e.g., “In my opinion, university life is more
enjoyable than high school”) or by asking fellow participants to do so. Questions could
be directly related to a previous speaker’s comment (e.g., “What kind of club did you
join?”) or related to the topic more generally (“Does anyone belong to a university
club?”). Both kinds of questions demonstrate the ability to respond contingently—
assuming they are related to what was said previously—which is a sign of higher
speaking proficiency (Gan, 2010). Asking questions also entails taking responsibility for
driving the discussion forward and can function as a way of extending a previous
speaker’s contribution. Patterns of interaction that include relevant and spontaneous
questions, allowing the group to critically explore ideas, can therefore be seen as more

developed than mechanical, pre-determined sequences of individual comments
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(Nakatsuhara, 2011). Accordingly, a participant who encourages others to expand on
their comments (e.g., “Why do you think s0?”) has displayed greater interactional
competence than someone who engages only in mechanical interaction or waits passively
for their turn to speak (Brouwer & Wagner, 2004). Making statements versus asking
questions can, therefore, act as a proxy for extending one’s own versus extending
someone else’s contribution. Consequently, I use the categories of fopic extension
(statement) and topic extension (question) rather than topic extension (own) and topic
extension (other) for coding purposes. A topic extension statement can be spread over
several turns, however, if listeners interject with confirmation requests or agreement
markers, for example.

The two other topic development moves identified by Galaczi (2014) are minimal
extension and echo. I have retained the former category, limiting it to statements of less
than a clause (e.g., one-word answers to questions). However, I have not included
response tokens such as “Yeah” and “Okay” unless they are direct answers to topic
extension questions because they usually function as a form of backchanneling. For
example, in response to the question “Have you joined any clubs?”, “Yes” would count
as a minimal extension, but in response to the statement “I joined the soccer club”, “Yes”
would count as a backchannel. In the latter case, it belongs in the domain of support
rather than topic development moves because it provides no new content and therefore
does not move the topic forward. Regarding echoing (i.e., when a listener repeats a word
or phrase used by a speaker), if the word is repeated without the rising intonation used
when questioning, its function is usually to acknowledge and encourage the speaker to

continue (Riggenbach, 1991). Therefore, such tokens are counted as instances of
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backchanneling, unless they are specifically used to confirm comprehension in which
case they are placed in that category (see Table 7).

Another difference between pair and group speaking activities is the regulation of
turn-taking, which is inherently more complex in multi-party discourse. Interacting with a
single interlocutor theoretically affords more opportunities for participation, whereas,
logically, the presence of several interlocutors limits such opportunities, although this
picture is complicated by personality and proficiency factors. As an essential element of
group interaction, turn-taking management needs to be reflected in this coding system, so
I have added the category of turn/topic management under topic development moves.
Turn management refers to transitions between speaking turns, whereas topic
management refers to transitions between the items to be discussed. These transitions are
more relevant to group than pair interaction because the presence of more participants
requires greater negotiation of roles. They maintain what Ducasse and Brown (2009)
called horizontal and vertical cohesion; an example of the former (i.e., between speaking
turns) is “Can I say something?” and of the latter (i.e., between topics) is “What shall we
discuss next?”

Turn and topic management moves are distinct from the other types of topic
development moves in that they do not directly extend the topic but rather facilitate
transitions between speakers and topics. In other words, they function as precursors to
topic extensions, thereby justifying their inclusion in this domain. Minimal replies to
turn-taking questions such as “Sure, go ahead” are counted as backchannels, as they serve

a similar purpose to other response tokens in that they invite the speaker to continue.
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I have used turn and topic management differently from Galaczi (2014), who
included a separate domain of turn-taking management, referring to the temporal
coordination of turns in terms of gaps, latches, and overlaps. The timing of turn-taking is
an important feature of interaction, but it is also related to the concept of fluency (in its
broad sense) in terms of the overall smoothness of the discourse (Riggenbach, 1991).
Nevertheless, so as not to conflate the measurements of interactional competence and
fluency, it is necessary to place this aspect of turn-taking in either one domain or the
other. No other elements of interactional competence were measured temporally in this
study; therefore, the timing of turn-taking was quantified under group-based fluency, as a
measure of the length of gaps between speaking turns (see Table 5). However, as an
important element of interactional competence, the temporal aspect of turn-taking was
addressed during qualitative analysis.

As well as providing or requesting content to develop the topic, the other main
role of participants in a group discussion, given its social nature, is to support the other
members (Dornyei & Murphey, 2003). However, speaker and listener roles are in a
constant state of flux during social interaction (Sert, 2019), so I have given this domain
the generic label support moves, rather than listener support moves (in contrast to
Galaczi, 2014). This domain includes the category of backchanneling, which includes
response tokens such as “Yes” and “Okay” (unless they are direct answers to topic
extension questions), and echoes (unless they are used to confirm comprehension).
Such reactions perform an important role in indicating support for other participants;
furthermore, their use is perceived favorably by highly proficient listeners when rating

learner interaction (Brown et al., 2023).
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For quantification purposes, I counted multiple backchannels of the same type
within the same topic extension statement as only one instance of backchanneling, in
order not to distort the statistics. For example, “Yes, yes, yes” and “Okay” would only
count as one backchannel, even if they did not appear in the same turn because they are
both simple response tokens. However, a subsequent echo within the same topic
extension statement would be additionally counted. Non-lexical backchannels, such as
“mm-hmm” and “uh-huh”, were not counted, as they require little alignment, or even
comprehension, and are often difficult to attribute to individuals during group-based
interaction. This issue is heightened when participants are wearing face masks, as many
were during the current study due to the lingering effects of the COVID-19 pandemic.

The second category of support moves is confirmations of comprehension. This
category clearly demonstrates the intertwined nature of speakership and listenership, as
confirmations of comprehension can come either from the speaker’s perspective (e.g.,
“Do you understand?”) or listener’s perspective (e.g., “Yes, [ understand”). However,
they have to be intended for the purpose of confirming comprehension to be counted in
this category. Unsolicited instances of “I see” are counted as backchanneling if there is
no prior indication of a threat to comprehension.

Repairs of misunderstandings (e.g., “l mean...”) also come under the domain of
support features, whether they involve initiating or responding to other-initiated repair.
However, they are only counted in this category if it is clear that a breakdown in
understanding has taken place. For example, a listener checking that they have
understood an utterance by asking “Do you mean...?” counts as confirming

comprehension rather than repairing misunderstanding. Nevertheless, a repair could then
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ensue if it becomes apparent that the person confirming has indeed misunderstood the
speaker’s original comment.

Indicating agreement or disagreement with a previous speaker’s comment also
comes under the domain of support features. Galaczi (2014) included tokens of
agreement (e.g., “Exactly”) within the category of confirming comprehension, although
such tokens perform a different role because they demonstrate not just comprehension but
also alignment and mutuality with the previous speaker. They are also distinct from
backchanneling tokens in that they display greater involvement and engagement with a
previous utterance (Wong & Waring, 2021). For these reasons, and the fact that they are
fundamental to opinion-based discussions, I have placed indicators of agreement or
disagreement in a separate category, which I have called agree/disagree markers.
However, to count as such, the utterance must include an element of agreement or
disagreement (e.g., I think so too or I see your point, but...) and not just a reaction such as
surprise (e.g., Wow!), which would count as a backchannel. An agree/disagree marker
can be followed by a topic extension comment if further content is added that moves the
discussion forward.

To summarize, the interactional features to be quantified in this study are divided
into two domains: topic development moves and support moves. The former domain
consists of turn and topic management, topic extension (statement), topic extension
(question), and minimal extension. The latter domain consists of backchannels,
confirmations of comprehension, agree/disagree markers, and repairs of

misunderstandings.
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Qualitative Analysis

As previously mentioned, quantification highlights patterns of interaction among
multiple participants over time, although this analysis must be complemented by a
qualitative examination of the data. In other words, the quality of responses is also of
critical importance, as a quantitative increase in the use of a feature does not necessarily
imply improvement (Lam, 2018). Moreover, qualitative analysis reveals whether
participants have diversified their interactional techniques within the same quantified
category. For example, if two participants both use the same number of agreement
markers but Participant A uses the same form each time while Participant B uses several
different forms, Participant B has displayed a greater diversification of methods, which is
a key component of interactional competence development (e.g., Pekarek Doehler, 2019).
Furthermore, qualitative analysis can also show the context in which each form was used
in order to shed light on its appropriacy in that context and how it was oriented to by
other participants.

For the qualitative analysis in this study, exemplars are presented of the
interactional features that have been quantified using the coding system outlined above.
These exemplars were taken from the initial transcriptions of the group discussions and
re-transcribed in more fine-grained detail using conventions informed by CA (Atkinson
& Heritage, 1984). A similar system was used by Galaczi (2014), who used these
conventions to examine micro-level interactional features in the context of paired
speaking tests. Galaczi (2014) presented the speech in two columns, “to illustrate more
clearly individual contributions to the joint discourse” (p. 560). However, as [ am

presenting data from three-member discussions, the use of columns for individual

114



speakers would not work in terms of page layout. Therefore, I used a more conventional
line-by-line approach to transcription. The choice of transcription conventions used in
this study is shown in Appendix T.

Instances were sought of participants using interactional strategies, especially
those taught during the course (e.g., paraphrasing), illustrating the reflexive relationship
between pedagogy and interaction (Seedhouse, 2004). How, if at all, these strategies
facilitated the development of interactional competence could then be investigated. For
example, “What do you think?” is a more precise way of eliciting an opinion than “How
about you?”, which can be used to elicit either a fact or an opinion and requires the
recipient to decide which was intended. Both questions would be coded as instances of
turn-taking management, although the former reduces any threat to comprehension, due
to its greater specificity. In other words, it demonstrates greater sensitivity to issues of
context and recipient design, which Pekarek Doehler (2019) has argued is at the heart of
L2 interactional competence development. Therefore, a participant who progresses from
using the general form to the more precise form has arguably improved their interactional
competence in the context of a group discussion. Examining such exemplars through a
system informed by CA illustrates how interactional competence develops by comparing,
in fine-grained detail, output from the beginning, middle, and end of the course. As
succinctly stated by Wong and Waring (2021), “Conversation analysis delivers the stuff
that interactional competence is made of, i.e., interactional practices” (p. 8).

Although quantitative and qualitative analysis emanate from different research
traditions, I believe they offer complementary, rather than contradictory, perspectives. In
what Seedhouse (2005) has referred to as a “linguistic CA approach” (p. 175), qualitative
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analysis can be used to isolate interactional features, which can then be treated
quantitatively in extensive data sets. If this approach is adapted to the local context, as in
the current study, it can help to resolve the fundamental tension at the heart of
interactional competence research; that is, the need to define a stable construct that can be
taught with the need to preserve the contingency and variation inherent in specific
contexts (Lee, 2006). Therefore, combining the two research paradigms, especially in an
exploratory study such as this, can help to illuminate the development of interactional
competence.

Analyses

To answer the first research question, which asked the extent to which fluency
developed during a one-semester course of spoken interaction, repeated measures
ANOVAs were used to examine changes in monologue utterance fluency among the 20
core participants. Regarding the group discussion-based fluency measures (see Table 5),
a repeated measures ANOVA was used to examine changes in the number of fluent
syllables produced per minute. Descriptive statistics alone were used to analyze mean
length and number of gaps between turns, as each group consisted of different members
at each time point, which precluded the use of a repeated-measures ANOVA.

Regarding the perceived fluency ratings, the validity of all raters’ scores was
investigated using Rasch FACETS analyses (see Appendix U for an example FACETS
specification file). The many-facets Rasch model is able to control for factors that have a
systematic influence on the data. This characteristic is important because raters vary in
their severity when using a rating scale. Fit statistics were therefore computed to examine

how consistently each rater assessed the participants’ fluency and communicative

116



adequacy. Using logits produced by the Rasch analysis, repeated-measures ANOVAs
were then conducted to ascertain the extent of any changes over time. Correlation
analysis was also conducted to investigate whether these subjective measures were
related to the objective measures of utterance fluency and/or number of fluent syllables
produced in the group discussions.

To answer the second research question, which asked the extent to which
interactional competence developed during a one-semester course of spoken interaction,
both quantitative and qualitative methods were used. Changes in the use of the
interactional features (topic development and support moves) over the three measurement
points were examined. However, the number of moves produced by an individual in one
discussion was likely to be small; therefore, it was unlikely that the data would be
normally distributed. Furthermore, the fact that these moves are contingent on the
behavior of other participants means that each measure was not independent, so the use
of descriptive and non-parametric statistics—in this case Friedman’s repeated measures
ANOVA—was appropriate (Turner, 2014). Qualitative analysis was then used to
examine the use of these features in detail. The highly proficient speaker discussion was
also analyzed in terms of the same aspects of interactional competence. These data were
then compared with that produced by the learner discussions at each measurement point
to ascertain whether the interactional features of learner discussions had progressed
towards the performance of highly proficient speakers.

Questionnaire data were used to answer the third research question, which asked
the extent to which speaking self-efficacy developed during a one-semester course of

spoken interaction. The participants were asked to rate their feelings of self-efficacy and
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anxiety when using English in a range of situations related to this learning context, at the
beginning, middle, and end of the course. The results of these questionnaires were
analyzed via a repeated measures ANOVA, using logits produced by the Rasch analysis,
allowing the magnitude of changes in speaking self-efficacy and anxiety during the
course to be observed.

To answer the fourth research question, which asked the extent to which fluency
was related to interactional competence, correlation analysis was used. All aspects of an
individual’s fluency included in this study—as measured in monologue activities, group
discussions, and as perceived by native-speaker raters—were correlated with the raw
scores of the interactional features at all three measurement points. However, to avoid the
risk of a Type I error (i.e., to erroneously conclude the significance of a positive
correlation) a single measure of monologue utterance fluency—pruned speech rate—was
used. In addition, the eight categories of interactional features were aggregated into two
domains (i.e., topic development and support moves) for the purposes of this analysis.
Table 8 shows the variables included in this correlation analysis. All measures pertain to
the individual; however, all except pruned speech rate were taken from the group

discussion activities.

Table 8. Variables Included in Correlation Analysis (Research Question 4)

Category Measure
Fluency Pruned speech rate (monologue)

Number of fluent syllables per
minute (group)

Perceived fluency (group)
Interactional competence  Topic development moves

Support moves
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Correlation analysis was also conducted to answer the fifth and sixth research
questions, which asked the extent to which fluency and interactional competence were
related to the individual difference variables of speaking self-efficacy, anxiety, and
extraversion—also measured using questionnaire data. For research question 5, once
again all aspects of an individual’s fluency were included, with pruned speech rate the
only utterance fluency measure used. For research question 6, the aggregated scores of
topic development and support moves were used. Tables 9 and 10 show the variables
included in these correlation analyses. The analysis was conducted at all three
measurement points, although extraversion was only included at the first measurement

point as that questionnaire was only distributed once.

Table 9. Variables Included in Correlation Analysis (Research Question 5)
Category Measure
Fluency Pruned speech rate (monologue)

Number of fluent syllables per minute (group)
Perceived fluency (group)

Individual difference  Speaking self-efficacy
Speaking anxiety

Extraversion

Table 10. Variables Included in Correlation Analysis (Research Question 6)
Category Measure
Interactional competence Topic development moves

Support moves
Individual difference Speaking self-efficacy
Speaking anxiety

Extraversion
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In addition, for the speaking self-efficacy, anxiety, and extraversion questionnaire items,
the Rasch measurement model (Rasch, 1960), using WINSTEPS version 5.6.0 (Linacre,
2023), was used to ensure that all items demonstrated sufficient fit, unidimensionality,
and reliability to be included in the study (see Appendix V for an example WINSTEPS

control file).
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CHAPTER 4
PRELIMINARY ANALYSES
In this chapter, I introduce the Rasch measurement model (Rasch, 1960), then
describe how it was used to examine reliability and validity of the individual difference
questionnaires and rating scales. Regarding the individual difference variables, the
dimensionality and model fit of the extraversion, speaking self-efficacy, and speaking
anxiety measures were investigated using WINSTEPS version 5.7.1 (Linacre, 2023). In
addition to model fit, the reliability estimates of the perceived fluency and
communicative adequacy ratings were investigated using FACETS version 4.1.4
(Linacre, 2024).
The Rasch Model
Rasch model analyses were conducted to investigate the validity of several
measures in this study: the extraversion, speaking self-efficacy, and speaking anxiety
questionnaires, and the scoring rubric used by the raters to measure perceived fluency.
There are several benefits to using the Rasch model to examine the validity of these
measures. First, the raw scores or ratings can be converted from ordinal to interval scales,
which allows statistical calculations to be performed on the data. For example, it cannot
be assumed that the difference between Strongly agree and Agree is the same as that
between Agree and Moderately agree simply because they are adjacent categories on the
Likert scale. In other words, it might require proportionately more of the construct under
investigation to move between thresholds at different points in the scale. Rasch analysis

uses statistical probability to create logits—short for log odds— based on interval
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measures, which can then be used for the repeated measures ANOV A and correlational
analysis mentioned in the previous section.

Another advantage of Rasch analysis is that fit indices can be produced to
determine the degree to which the person and item data fit the model. Specifically, if the
amount of variation between the observed data and the responses predicted by the model
are widely divergent, the validity of the measures is threatened. For example, misfitting
questionnaire items undermine the principle of unidimensionality, as such items might
not be related to the underlying construct under investigation (e.g., extraversion).
Regarding person data, inconsistent patterns of behavior (i.e., when answering questions
or rating participants) could indicate a lack of understanding or attention. On the other
hand, insufficient variation among an individual’s responses could imply a holistic, rather
than an analytic, approach has been applied (Bond et al., 2021). The mathematical
principles underlying Rasch analysis are outlined below.

Dichotomous versus Polytomous Data

The Rasch model was originally conceived of in relation to dichotomous data,
such as a test question that has either a correct or an incorrect answer. In this case, the
model estimates the probability of a test subject (i.e., a person) correctly answering a test
item in the following way. A person estimate is obtained by calculating the ratio of items
previously answered correctly by that individual, whereas an item difficulty estimate is
obtained by calculating the ratio of other subjects who correctly answered the same item.
Then, using these two values, the probability of a person answering an item correctly can
be calculated using the following equation:

Pui(x=1) =f(B.—Dy)
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where Pyis is the probability of person n answering item i with a score (x) of 1, which is a
function (f) of the person’s ability (B») minus the difficulty of the item (D).

However, the Rasch model can also be extended to polytomous data, which
involve more complex responses than a simple right or wrong distinction. When applied
to Likert scale data, as in the current study, the rating scale model (Andrich, 1978) creates
difficulty estimates for each threshold between the item response categories (e.g.,
Strongly agree and Agree), as well as a set of shared rating scale thresholds that is
common to all items. Similar to item measures in the dichotomous model, polytomous
item thresholds are modeled as the probability of a participant choosing one response
category over another, which can be stated as:

Prit (x =1/ Bn, D, F1)
where Pyis is the probability of person n selecting the response category 1 instead of the
first response category 0 on item i. Here, D; represents how difficult the item is to
endorse, and F; represents the difficulty of endorsing it at the level of the first threshold
in the response category.

Validating a rating scale used for scoring purposes, such as the perceived fluency
rubric in this study, adds even more elements to the model, further increasing its
complexity. For example, raters often vary in terms of their severity, which introduces
additional noise that needs to be accounted for. Many-facet Rasch measurement (MFRM)
controls for such factors, as long as they influence the data systematically, as it allows for
the simultaneous analysis of multiple variables—or facets—to be calibrated on a single

interval scale. When calculating the probability estimate of person n responding to item i
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for a category threshold £, the severity of rater j is taken into account. This formula can

be expressed as:

e(Bp—Di—Fg—Cj)

Puik =
nik 1+ e(By—D;—Fi—Cj)

where these estimates are a function of the ability of person By, the difficulty of item D;,
the difficulty of the threshold F¥, and the severity of the rater C;. The facets under
investigation in the current study are: person ability (i.e., based on the scores assigned by
the raters), rater severity, and task difficulty (i.e., the three different discussion topics). In
common with other Rasch models, MFRM also provides a set of indices that can be used
to determine the extent to which the data fit the Rasch model.
Fit Indices

Given that Rasch analysis is based on statistical probability, it is unrealistic to
expect the observed data to align perfectly with the estimates produced by the model.
Nevertheless, for a scale to be validated it is essential to identify any persons and items
that behave in unpredictable or otherwise undesirable ways. This information can then be
used to determine whether such data are effectively contributing to measurement of the
underlying construct of interest. In other words, fit indices can be used to judge how well
the data fit the model, thus operating as a form of quality control (Bond et al., 2021). In
short, excessively predictable responses overfit the model, whereas erratic and
inconsistent responses underfit the model.

Mean square outfit statistics are unweighted averages of the residual variance (Zx)
across persons and items and are useful for identifying outlying data points. In

mathematical terms, they can be stated as:
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2 .
outfit = £Zni

Mean square infit statistics, on the other hand, are residuals weighted in favor of
unexpected responses that occur near a person’s ability estimate or an item’s difficulty
estimate. As such, infit values provide a more sensitive reflection of an item or person’s
performance and are therefore often prioritized over outfit values when assessing item fit
(Bond et al., 2021). As weighted averages of the residual variance (W) across persons
and items, infit statistics can be stated as:

YZE Wi
Z Whi

infit =

Infit and outfit mean-square statistics have an expected value of 1, although the
intended purpose of the results must be considered when determining the range of
acceptable values. For example, high-stakes tests call for tight quality control limits on
the items used—in this case Bond et al., (2021) recommend 0.80 to 1.20—although in
lower stakes or exploratory contexts more generous limits of 0.50 to 1.50 have been
shown to be productive for measurement purposes (Linacre, 2002b). Therefore, as a
classroom-based exploratory study, the latter range was deemed appropriate for the
current context. Fit statistics can also be provided on a standardized scale (ZSTD). Values
above 2.00 are considered too erratic to be of use, whereas values below -2.00
demonstrate insufficient variation (Bond et al., 2021).
Reliability and Separation Indices

Another advantage of Rasch analysis is that it indicates how reliably persons and

items are separated by a scale into distinct levels of performance or difficulty. Person

separation, for example, indicates the extent to which participants differentially exhibit
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the construct of interest. The spread of person or item data is provided by separation

indices, with person separation (Gp) calculated as follows:

where the adjusted person standard deviation (S4p) is divided by the average
measurement error (SEp). [tems can similarly be separated in terms of difficulty by
substituting item for person variance.

Reliability, on the other hand, indicates how replicable the results are, with an
estimate’s values ranging between 0.00 and 1.00. Values closer to 1.00 indicate that
results are likely to be replicable if a parallel version of the test or questionnaire were to
be conducted with the same participants, or if different participants were presented with

the same items. This estimate can be calculated as follows:

2
_S4p

R - £
7 spZ

where the variance of the measures (SAZZD) is divided by the total person variability (SD%).
Rating Scale Functioning

An additional purpose of Rasch analysis is to determine whether rating scales are
functioning appropriately. To this end, Linacre (2002a) provided a set of criteria that can
be used to evaluate the effectiveness of a rating scale. First, there should be a minimum
of ten observations per category, with observations distributed regularly across
categories. Next, average category measures should increase monotonically in
accordance with the rating scale categories, and respondents who exhibit more of the
construct should be observed in higher categories of the rating scale. Also, outfit mean-
square statistics should be under 2.00, as values above this number indicate the presence
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of more unexplained than explained variance. Finally, Rasch-Andrich category thresholds
should be between 1.40 to 5.00 logits for scales consisting of three category levels. It has
since been calculated that the minimum separation for larger scales—such as the
questionnaires in this study—should be reduced to approximately 1.10 and 0.81 logits for
four and five categories, respectively (Wolfe & Smith, 2007), and 0.59 logits for scales
with six categories (Elwood, 2011).

The distinctions between rating scale category thresholds can also be visually
inspected via probability curve graphs, which illustrate the probability of endorsing any
given category for every difference estimate. Each category should have a distinct peak in
the probability curve graph, demonstrating that it is the most probable response category
for some portion of the measured variable (Bond et al., 2021). Any category that does not
span an observably distinct portion of the variable is therefore redundant, so it might be
necessary to collapse adjacent categories together so that the model conforms to
expectations.

Unidimensionality

Rasch analysis is based on the concept of unidimensionality, which requires that
the items or rating criteria entered into the model all tap into the same latent variable. The
dimensionality of items can be investigated via principal components analysis (PCA),
whereby standardized residuals are checked for the existence of non-random variance.
Factor loadings of above .40—whether positive or negative—indicate the possible
existence of additional dimensions (Wolfe & McVay, 2012). However, as Eckes (2015)
has pointed out, it is not necessary for all items to be based on a single psychological

component; rather, the items should work together to form a single pattern of

127



observations. In other words, the items should form a psychometrically, rather than
psychologically, unidimensional construct. Nevertheless, if significant amounts of such
variance can be attributed to factors outside of the variable of interest—for instance
gender, ethnicity, or L1—multidimensionality is implied and construct validity
undermined. Many researchers (e.g., Bond et al., 2021) are reluctant to state
unambiguous cut-off points for unidimensionality, emphasizing instead the need to
examine items that load substantially on secondary dimensions and to consider their
relationship with the construct. However, according to Linacre (2017), a construct can
probably be considered sufficiently unidimensional for Rasch analysis purposes as long
as no secondary dimension has an eigenvalue above 3.00. Also, the percent of variance
accounted for by the first residual contrast should ideally be less than 10%.

An additional indication of dimensionality is found in item polarity, which is
revealed by the point-measure correlation. This statistic provides information regarding
the relationship between items and is calculated by correlating individual item measures
with the combined measures of the other items. High values for these correlations
indicate that the measures are well aligned and are working in the same direction,
whereas negative or close to zero values imply significant deviation from the model’s
expectations. In general, values above .40 are considered to indicate consistency of item
polarity (Bond et al., 2021).

Rasch Analysis of the Extraversion Questionnaire

The extraversion questionnaire (Appendix O) was administered at the first data

collection point only, as personality traits are considered relatively stable and therefore

unlikely to change during one semester. The eight items were entered into a Rasch rating
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scale analysis; the 20 participants thus created a data set of 160 individual item responses.
Initially, a six-point Likert scale was used, whereby 1= Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree,
3 = Moderately disagree, 4 = Moderately agree, 5 = Agree, and 6 = Strongly agree.
However, not all the Likert-scale categories were found to be functioning in accordance
with the criteria outlined above. Specifically, there were only four counts of Strongly
disagree in total, and the separation between Andrich thresholds was only 0.50 between
categories 2 and 3. Therefore, the two lowest categories—Strongly disagree and
Disagree— were collapsed into one Disagree category. The results of this reduced five-
point scale are shown in Table 11. The minimum of 10 observations per category was
now met, with precisely that number observed in Category 5. The average measure
increased in accordance with the rating scale categories and the outfit mean square
(MNSQ) statistic was well below 2.00 for all categories. The Andrich thresholds
advanced as expected, with separation between categories now comfortably within
acceptable limits. The corresponding category probability curves are shown in Figure 4,
which demonstrates how the rating scale accords with the expectations of the Rasch
model. After examining these data, it was concluded that the adapted Likert-scale was

performing in a satisfactory manner.

Table 11. Category Structure Functioning for Extraversion
Observed Average Outfit Andrich Threshold

Category count (%) measure  MNSQ threshold change
1. Disagree 15 (9) -3.46 0.95 — —
2. Moderately disagree 54 (34) -1.73 1.06 -3.94 —
3. Moderately agree 50 (31) -0.19 1.04 -0.84 3.10
4. Agree 31(19) 1.81 0.78 1.34 2.18
5. Strongly agree 10 (6) 2.96 1.11 3.45 2.1

Note. All statistics are based on Rasch logits.
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Figure 4. Rating Scale Performance of Extraversion Measured on a 5-Point
Likert Scale

Item Fit and Endorsability

Table 12 shows the fit statistics for the questionnaire items, revealing that all eight
items were within the acceptable outfit MNSQ range of 0.50 to 1.50 (Linacre, 2002b).
However, item EXT7, [ feel at ease in a large group of people, has an infit MNSQ value
of 1.51, which is just beyond the acceptable limit, although its ZSTD infit and outfit
values are both below 2.00, indicating compatibility with the model. Furthermore, its
point-measure correlation was above the suggested threshold of .40 (Bond et al., 2021).

The item was therefore retained in the subsequent analyses.
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Table 12. Rasch Item Statistics for the Extraversion Items

Model Infit Infit Ouftfit Ouftfit Pt-measure
Item Measure SE MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD correlation
EXT5 1.57 0.38 0.91 -0.20 0.85 -0.40 .71
EXT1 1.28 0.37 1.14 0.50 1.13 0.50 .79
EXT7 0.61 0.36 1.51 1.50 1.48 1.50 .56
EXT6 -0.17 0.36 0.77 -0.70 0.78 -0.70 .89
EXT8 -0.17 0.36 0.80 -0.60 0.83 -0.50 .78
EXT4 -0.29 0.36 1.1 0.50 1.10 -0.40 g7
EXT3 -0.92 0.35 0.78 -0.60 0.83 -0.50 .87
EXT2 -1.92 0.36 0.84 -0.40 0.89 -0.30 .78

Note. All statistics are based on Rasch logits.

The Wright map (Figure 5) shows the participants—displayed as Xs—on the left-
hand side of the logit scale. Participants with higher levels of extraversion are found
toward the top of the map and persons with lower levels of extraversion toward the
bottom. The questionnaire items are displayed on the right-hand side of the figure
according to their difficulty estimates, with more difficult to endorse items at the top of
the map and easier to endorse items at the bottom. The average person measure was -.43,
indicating that the items were reasonably well matched to the participants, although the
Wright map shows that the participants are fairly evenly distributed throughout the scale.
The extraversion measure had a reliability estimate of .87 for items and .88 for persons,
while item separation statistic was 2.64 and person separation was 2.72. According to
Fisher’s (2007) scale, these results indicate good reliability and a fair degree of
separation, although the latter is limited by the relatively small number of items and

participants.

131



More extraversion (persons) More difficult to endorse (items)

3 +
XX
I
I
|T
2 +
I
X | EXT5: Like to be center of attention
XX S|
| EXT1l: Am the life of the party
1 X +S
X |
| EXT7: Feel at ease in large group of people
XX
I
(] +M
| EXT6: Talk a lot EXT8: Skilled at dealing with people
M| EXT4: Get along with almost anyone
I
XXX |
-1 +S EXT3: Start conversations
I
XX
I
X |
-2 + EXT2: Like to talk to a lot of people
|T
X S|
I
XX
-3 +
XX
I

Less extraversion (persons) Easier to endorse (items)

Figure 5. Wright Map Showing Extraversion ltem-Person Responses
Note. M = mean, S = one standard deviation, T = two standard deviations, X = one student, N =
20. Measure values are in Rasch logits.

Regarding the hierarchy of difficulty, the items could be divided into roughly
three levels based on their relative ease of endorsement. The most difficult items to
endorse were EXTS, I like to be the center of attention, and EXT1, I am the life of the
party. These two items represent a high degree of extraversion, as they suggest enjoying
being the focus of attention among a group of people. In contrast, the easiest item to

endorse was EXT2, [ like to talk to a lot of people, which implies an enjoyment of
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socializing although not necessarily of drawing attention to oneself. Finally, the middle
cluster of items, such as EXT6, [ talk a lot, and EXTS, I am skilled at dealing with
people, suggest that most participants felt moderately comfortable about interacting and
dealing with people in general.
Dimensionality

In terms of dimensionality, the Rasch PCA of item residuals showed that 66.40%
of the total variance was explained by the model, with an eigenvalue of 15.79. An
additional 10.40% of the variance was explained by the first residual contrast, with an
eigenvalue of 2.48. The value of this secondary dimension is above the level that can be
attributed to random noise, although it is less than the practical criterion of 3 mentioned
by Linacre (2017). Therefore, the construct was sufficiently unidimensional for Rasch
analysis purposes. Table 13 shows the loading of item residuals from the extraversion
questionnaire. Items EXT2 and EXT7 had high positive loadings, while items EXT1 and
EXTS5 had negative loadings below -0.40. Therefore, these items need to be examined to
ensure that they are tapping into different aspects of the construct of extraversion rather
than unrelated dimensions. In the positive case, the two items specifically mention large
groups or a lot of people, so they could be addressing a subcomponent of interacting with
many people simultaneously. In the negative case, the two items mention being the center
of attention or the life of the party, suggesting a subcomponent of drawing attention to
oneself. The remaining items, EXT3, EXT4, EXT6, and EXT8 were concerned with
interaction in a more general sense, such as starting conversations and getting along with
people. Therefore, the three subcomponents mentioned above could be considered

somewhat distinct aspects of the underlying construct of extraversion.
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Table 13. Rasch PCA of Item Residuals for the Extraversion Items

ltem Loading Measure Infit MNSQ  Outfit MNSQ
EXT2 .89 -1.92 0.84 0.89
EXT7 71 -0.61 1.51 1.48
EXT3 .27 -0.85 0.83 0.89
EXT4 -17 -0.29 1.11 1.10
EXT6 -19 -0.17 0.77 0.78
EXT8 -40 -0.17 0.80 0.83
EXT5 -47 1.57 0.91 0.85
EXT1 -.81 1.28 1.14 1.13

Note. All statistics are based on Rasch logits.

Person Measure Descriptive Statistics

Following Rasch analysis, descriptive statistics for the extraversion person
measures were examined. The results, using Rasch logits, can be seen in Table 14. Levels
of skewness and kurtosis were within acceptable limits of -2.00 to +2.00 (Hair et al.,
2022), although the latter value of -1.12 indicates that the data were trending towards a
platykurtic distribution. However, the fact that the participant measures are spread
relatively evenly suggests that there is a balance of high, mid, and low levels of
extraversion among these 20 participants, which is useful for correlational analysis
purposes. Person measures were also converted to z-scores, all of which fell comfortably
within the range of -3.29 to 3.29, further confirming that the results for the extraversion

measure were normally distributed with no outliers.
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Table 14. Descriptive Statistics for Extraversion Person Measures
Extraversion

M measure -0.43
M SE 0.44
95% CI [-1.28, 0.42]
SD 1.95
Skewness 0.07
SES 0.51
Kurtosis -1.12
SEK 0.99

Note. N = 20. All statistics are based on Rasch logits.

Rasch Analysis of the Speaking Self-Efficacy Questionnaire

A similar procedure was followed to confirm the validity of the speaking self-
efficacy and anxiety questionnaires. However, they were administered three times, rather
than just once as in the case of the extraversion questionnaire, as affective individual
differences are considered less stable than personality traits and can thus potentially
change even over a relatively short period of time. The measures taken from all three
administrations were entered into a single analysis using stacked participant codes,
resulting in three rows of data for each participant. This analysis was then examined for
model fit and category functioning. The self-efficacy questionnaire (Appendix K)
consisted of eight items, although preliminary screening revealed that item SES, / can
listen actively to my classmates during English speaking class, misfit the model with infit
and outfit MNSQ values above 2.00, and standardized ZSTD values above 4.00—more
than double acceptable levels in the latter case. Upon closer examination, the fact that this
item contains the word /listen, albeit in the context of active participation, could have
caused respondents to have interpreted it differently, leading to the erratic patterns

outlined above. For example, some might have interpreted it as relating purely to
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listening ability, rather than the ability to respond actively while in the role of listener.
The item was therefore removed from the analysis. The resulting data set consisted of
419 individual item responses, as one data point was missing from one of the
questionnaires. The Rasch model is robust enough to not require complete data sets,
however, so the absence of only one data point had a minimal impact on the estimated
measures.

Again, a six-point Likert scale was initially used, whereby 1= Strongly disagree, 2
= Disagree, 3 = Moderately disagree, 4 = Moderately agree, 5 = Agree, and 6 = Strongly
agree. However, as with the extraversion questionnaire, not all the Likert-scale categories
were found to be functioning satisfactorily, with only six counts of Strongly disagree in
total, and the separation between Andrich thresholds only 0.51 between Categories 2 and
3. Furthermore, after the removal of item 5, only seven counts remained of Strongly
agree, and the separation between Andrich thresholds was above 5.00 between
Categories 5 and 6. Therefore, the two lowest categories—Strongly disagree and
Disagree—and the two highest categories—Strongly agree and Agree— were collapsed
into one Disagree and one Agree category, respectively. The results of this reduced four-
point scale are shown in Table 15. The minimum of 10 observations per category was
now met, with the lowest being double that number observed in Category 1. Although
there were a far higher number of responses in Categories 3 and 4, the average measure
increased in accordance with the rating scale categories, the Andrich thresholds
advanced, and separation between categories was now within acceptable limits. The
outfit mean square statistic was also below 2.00 for all categories. The corresponding

category probability curves are shown in Figure 6, demonstrating how the rating scale

136



conforms to the model expectations. After examining these data, it was concluded that

this adapted Likert-scale was performing in a satisfactory manner.

Table 15. Category Structure Functioning for Speaking Self-Efficacy

Observed  Average Outfit Andrich  Threshold
Category count (%) measure MNSQ  threshold change
1. Disagree 20 (5) -2.51 0.71 — —
2. Moderately disagree 57 (14) -0.42 1.02 -2.46 —
3. Moderately agree 187 (45) 1.65 0.81 -0.67 1.79
4. Agree 155 (37) 4.15 1.09 3.13 3.80
Note. All statistics are based on Rasch logits.
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Figure 6. Rating Scale Performance of Self-Efficacy Measured on a 4-Point

Likert Scale
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Item Fit and Endorsability

Table 16 shows the fit statistics for the remaining seven questionnaire items,
revealing that all items are within the acceptable outfit MNSQ range of 0.50 to 1.50.
The average person measure was 2.14, indicating that the participants had quite a high
degree of self-efficacy regarding the activities in this speaking class, which is confirmed
visually by the Wright map (Figure 7). However, it is important to note that this analysis
combines all three iterations of the questionnaire, so it is possible that this finding reflects
changes in the participants’ self-efficacy over time. The Rasch reliability estimate was
.96 for items and .82 for persons, which according to Fisher’s (2007) scale represents
excellent and good, respectively. The item separation estimate was 4.64 and person
separation was 2.12, representing very good and fair, according to the same scale.

Regarding the hierarchy of difficulty, / can solve communication problems in
English (SE6), proved to be the most difficult item to endorse, followed by SES, I can
speak English only for a whole lesson. These are the two items that [ had hypothesized
would be the most difficult to endorse on the basis that the students would not be used to
speaking only in English for such a long period of time, and that the need to solve
problems implies that something had previously gone wrong during the interaction. The
two easiest items to endorse were SE3, I can speak English when talking to a partner in
pair work activities, and SE2, I can use the phrases and skills that I learn in an English
speaking class. 1 had also hypothesized that SE3 would be relatively easy to endorse, on

the basis that talking to only one partner is less face-threatening than talking in a group.
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Note. M = mean, S = one standard deviation, T = two standard deviations, X = one student, N =
60. Measure values are in Rasch logits.
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I had not anticipated that SE2 would also be easy to endorse, although on reflection
perhaps the fact that the participants were full-time university students instilled in them

the confidence to be able to use what they were taught.

Table 16. Rasch Item Statistics for the Speaking Self-Efficacy Items

Model  Infit Infit Outfit Outfit Pt-measure
Item Measure SE MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD correlation
SE6 1.97 0.23 0.95 -0.20 0.90 -0.50 .75
SES8 1.22 0.24 1.21 1.10 1.29 1.50 .75
SE1 1.10 0.24 0.72 -1.60 0.75 -1.40 .79
SE4 -0.68 0.27 0.93 -0.30 0.79 -0.80 g7
SE7 -0.75 0.27 1.32 1.60 1.12 0.50 .57
SE2 -1.30 0.29 0.97 -0.10 0.95 0.00 .69
SE3 -1.55 0.29 0.86 -0.60 0.68 -0.90 .74

Note. All statistics are based on Rasch logits.

Dimensionality

Regarding dimensionality, the Rasch PCA of item residuals showed that 62.60%
of the total variance was explained by the Rasch model, with an eigenvalue of 11.72. An
additional 10.40% of the variance was explained by the first residual contrast, with an
eigenvalue of 1.95, which is just within the level that can be attributed to random noise
(Linacre, 2017). Table 17 shows the loading of item residuals from the speaking self-
efficacy questionnaire. Items SE3 and SE4 had positive loadings above .40, while items
SE6 and SE7 had negative loadings below -.40. Therefore, these items should be
examined further to ensure that they are not tapping into unrelated dimensions. In the
positive case, the two items specifically mention speaking in pairs and groups, so they
could be addressing a subcomponent of free oral production. It is difficult to imagine a
distinct relationship between the two negative items—speaking English for a whole

lesson and asking questions—or any of the remaining items (SE1, SE2, and SE6),
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although overall the model appears to be functioning unidimensionally to a satisfactory

degree.

Table 17. Rasch PCA of Item Residuals for the Self-Efficacy Items

Item Loading Measure Infit MNSQ  Outfit MNSQ
SE3 .79 -1.55 0.86 0.68
SE4 .54 -0.68 0.93 0.79
SE2 .34 -1.30 0.97 0.95
SE1 .33 1.10 0.72 0.75
SE6 -.28 1.97 0.95 0.90
SES8 -.59 1.22 1.21 1.29
SE7 -.62 -0.75 1.32 1.12

Note. All statistics are based on Rasch logits.

Person Measure Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics for the speaking self-efficacy person measures were also
examined to determine if the results were normally distributed. The results for the
combined data set, presented in Rasch logits, are displayed in the second column of Table
18, followed by the subsets of the data collected each time the questionnaire was
administered. Levels of skewness and kurtosis were all within acceptable ranges.
Furthermore, converted z-scores of the person measures all fell within the range of -3.29
to 3.29, confirming that the results for the speaking self-efficacy measure were normally

distributed with no outliers.
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Table 18. Descriptive Statistics for Self-Efficacy Person Measures

Combined Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M measure 2.14 1.29 2.43 2.70
M SE 0.28 0.43 0.51 0.45
95% ClI [1.59, 2.69] [0.39, 2.19] [1.35, 3.40] [1.77, 3.63]
SD 2.13 1.92 2.29 1.99
Skewness -0.05 -0.33 -0.05 -0.03
SES 0.31 0.51 0.51 0.51
Kurtosis -0.42 -0.67 -0.22 -0.89
SEK 0.61 0.99 0.99 0.99

Note. N = 60 for the combined data set; n = 20 for the Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3 data subsets.
All statistics are based on Rasch logits.

Rasch Analysis of the Speaking Anxiety Questionnaire

The speaking anxiety questionnaire (Appendix M) consisted of six items, which
was administered three times. These measures were again entered into a single analysis
using stacked participant codes, resulting in three rows of data for each participant. The
20 participants thus created a data set of 360 individual item responses, as no data points
were missing. This analysis was then examined for model fit and category functioning.
Once again, a six-point Likert scale was used, whereby 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 =
Disagree, 3 = Moderately disagree, 4 = Moderately agree, 5 = Agree, and 6 = Strongly
agree. In this case, all categories were found to be functioning satisfactorily, with the
minimum number of observed counts being 18 (strongly disagree) and the separation
between each Andrich threshold surpassing the minimum acceptable value of 0.59
(Elwood, 2011). The results of the six-point scale are shown in Table 19 and the

corresponding category probability curves are shown in Figure 8.
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Table 19. Category Structure Functioning for Speaking Anxiety
Observed  Average Outfit Andrich  Threshold

Category count (%)  measure MNSQ  threshold  change
1. Strongly disagree 18 (5) -2.73 1.05 — —
2. Disagree 54 (15) -1.54 1.10 -3.18 —
3. Moderately disagree 87 (24) -0.35 1.05 -1.42 1.76
4. Moderately agree 89 (25) 0.43 0.91 0.02 1.44
5. Agree 91 (25) 1.53 0.92 0.97 0.95
6. Strongly agree 21 (6) 3.00 1.01 3.61 2.64

Note. All statistics are based on Rasch logits.

0e +

08 +

=
.
I

=
m
I

=
s
!

Category Probability

02 +

01+

da
4
&n
on
o
(14
ra
L
o
-
ra
[
o
n
=
-~
oo

Measure relative to item difficulty

Figure 8. Rating Scale Performance of Speaking Anxiety Measured on a 6-Point
Likert Scale

Item Fit and Endorsability
Table 20 shows the fit statistics for the eight questionnaire items, revealing that all

items were within the acceptable infit and outfit MNSQ ranges of 0.50 to 1.50.
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Furthermore, all ZSTD infit and outfit values are below 2.00, indicating compatibility
with the Rasch model. Finally, all point-measure correlations were well above .40, which

signified consistency of polarity and a strong relationship among these items.

Table 20. Rasch Item Statistics for the Speaking Anxiety Items

Model  Infit Infit Outfit Outfit Pt-measure
Item Measure SE MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD correlation
ANX1 0.46 0.16 0.88 -0.64 0.92 -0.37 .81
ANX2 0.35 0.16 0.98 -0.07 1.02 0.17 .79
ANX4 0.32 0.16 1.03 0.23 1.00 0.03 .79
ANX3 -0.08 0.17 0.95 -0.25 0.95 -0.20 .81
ANX5 -0.25 0.17 1.21 1.16 1.18 1.01 .73
ANX6 -0.79 0.17 0.89 -0.54 0.93 -0.32 .76

Note. All statistics are based on Rasch logits.

The average person measure was 0.21, indicating that the items were well targeted
at the participants, which is confirmed visually by the Wright map (Figure 9). The Rasch
reliability estimate was .85 for both items and persons, while item separation was 2.36
and person separation was 2.39. According to Fisher’s (2007) scale, these results indicate
good reliability and a fair degree of separation.

Regarding the hierarchy of difficulty, / feel nervous when speaking English to
partner in pair work activities (ANX1), proved to be the most difficult item to endorse
(i.e., the least anxiety-inducing), followed by ANX2, [ feel nervous about participating in
English group discussions, and ANX4, I am worried that other students think that my
English speaking skills are bad. 1 had correctly hypothesized that item 1 would not be
anxiety-inducing, as it is the least face-threatening communication context, although I

had expected items 2 and 4 to be more anxiety-inducing.
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Figure 9. Wright Map Showing Anxiety ltem-Person Responses
Note. M = mean, S = one standard deviation, T = two standard deviations, X = one student, N =
60 (one student response did not fit on map). Measure values are in Rasch logits.
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This result suggests that the students felt relatively relaxed when interacting with each
other, even in group settings, and that they were not overly concerned about how their
speaking ability was perceived by their classmates. In other words, it implies that they
felt comfortable in each other’s company during lessons.

The easiest item to endorse was ANXG6, [ feel nervous when someone doesn’t
understand what I say in English, followed by ANXS, I am worried about making
mistakes when speaking English. 1 had correctly hypothesized that these items would
induce more anxiety, on the basis that communication problems are likely to cause
stress—especially in a foreign language—and that accuracy tends to be heavily
prioritized in pre-university formal English learning in Japan.

Dimensionality

Regarding dimensionality, the Rasch PCA of item residuals showed that 64.10%
of the total variance was explained by the model, with an eigenvalue of 10.72. An
additional 14.60% of the variance was explained by the first residual contrast, with an
eigenvalue of 2.45. Although this value is above 2.00—the level that can be attributed to
random noise—it is less than the practical criterion of 3.00 mentioned by Linacre (2017).
Therefore, the construct can be considered sufficiently unidimensional for Rasch analysis
purposes. Table 21 shows the loading of item residuals from the speaking anxiety
questionnaire. Items ANX1 and ANX2 had high positive loadings, while items ANX4
and ANXS5 had negative loadings below -.40. The two positive cases specifically mention
speaking in pairs and groups so, as with self-efficacy, they could be addressing a
subcomponent of free oral production. Again, it is less easy to imagine a separate

relationship between the two negative items—anxiety about other students speaking
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English better and about making mistakes—or the remaining items (ANX3, and ANX6),
although in general the model seems to be functioning unidimensionally to a satisfactory

degree.

Table 21. Rasch PCA of Item Residuals for the Anxiety Items

ltem Loading Measure Infit MNSQ  Outfit MNSQ
ANX1 .86 0.46 0.88 0.92
ANX2 .81 0.35 0.98 1.02
ANX3 -.05 -0.08 0.95 0.95
ANX6 -.12 -0.79 0.89 0.93
ANX5 -.68 -0.25 1.21 1.18
ANX4 -.76 0.32 1.03 1.00

Note. All statistics are based on Rasch logits.

Person Measure Descriptive Statistics

Finally, descriptive statistics for the speaking anxiety person measures were
examined to determine if the results were normally distributed. Results for the combined
data set are displayed in the second column of Table 22, followed by the subsets of the
data collected each time the questionnaire was administered. Levels of skewness and
kurtosis were all within acceptable ranges and converted z-scores of the person measures

all fell within the range of -3.29 to 3.29.

Table 22. Descriptive Statistics for Anxiety Person Measures

Combined Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M measure 0.21 0.56 0.16 -0.07
M SE 0.22 0.28 0.37 0.46
95% CI [-0.22, 0.65] [-.03, 1.14] [-.62, .94] [-1.04, 0.89]
SD 1.68 1.24 1.66 2.07
Skewness 0.06 -0.11 -0.55 0.73
SES 0.31 0.51 0.51 0.51
Kurtosis 0.83 -0.35 1.21 1.05
SEK 0.61 0.99 0.99 0.99

Note. N = 60 for the combined data set; n = 20 for the Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3 data subsets.
All statistics are based on Rasch logits.
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Rasch Analysis of the Rating Scales

A Rasch FACETS analysis was conducted to confirm the validity of the Fluency
and Communicative Adequacy rating scales, and to produce logit measures of each
participant’s rated performance. The three raters had been shown selected video clips of
each student participant in a randomized order, so that they were not aware which data
collection point the clip was taken from. Each rater observed all 20 participants during
their three discussions, amounting to 180 data points for each scale with no missing
cases. As mentioned previously, the following three facets were entered into the model:
person ability (i.e., based on the scores assigned by the raters); rater severity; and task
difficulty (i.e., the three different discussion topics).
Perceived Fluency

A five-point numeric scale was used during the rating session (see Appendix R).
However, the minimum of 10 observations was not met for the lowest category, as a
score of 1—with the descriptors Speaks very slowly and Frequent and lengthy hesitation
at various points—was only assigned four times. Therefore, the two lowest categories
were collapsed into one, which was labeled Disfluent speech in Table 23. The results of
this reduced four-point scale show that the minimum of 10 observations per category was
now met. Furthermore, the average measure increased in accordance with the rating scale
categories, the Andrich thresholds advanced, and separation between categories was
below 5.00 in each case. The outfit mean square statistic was also below 2.00 for all
categories. The corresponding category probability curves are shown in Figure 10,

demonstrating how the rating scale conforms to the model expectations, as each scoring
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category has its own distinct peak. After examining these data, it was concluded that this

adapted rating scale was performing in a satisfactory manner.

Table 23. Category Structure Functioning for Perceived Fluency
Observed  Average Outfit Andrich  Threshold

Category count measure MNSQ threshold change
2. Less fluent speech 56 -4.75 71 — —
3. — 71 -2.44 1.02 -4.48 —
4. — 41 1.65 .81 .10 4.58
5. More fluent speech 12 3.61 1.09 4.38 4.28

Note. All statistics are based on Rasch logits.
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Figure 10. Rating Scale Performance of Perceived Fluency Measured on a 4-Point Scale

The Wright map (Figure 11) shows the Rasch estimates of the perceived levels of
fluency, centered around a mean of approximately -2.00 logits. The first column shows a
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logit scale ranging from -6.00 to +5.00, indicating a wide spread of student abilities. The
second column shows the actual distribution of abilities, with several students receiving
the minimum possible score at one or more time points and one receiving the maximum.
The participant separation statistic was 2.40 with a reliability estimate of .85, which is
considered fair and good, respectively, according to Fisher’s (2007) criteria. The third
column shows that the raters varied slightly in their severity by 1.20 logits, while the
fourth column shows a similar difference between the topics (0.82 logits) in terms of the
ratings produced. However, both statistics are much smaller than the logit spread for
student ability (14.24), indicating relative consistency in terms of rater and topic effect.

Table 24 shows the results from the FACETS analysis for the raters, ranked by
severity—as shown by the measure in logits—with the most severe rater at the top. The
fit statistics show that all the raters fit the model, thus demonstrating sufficient internal
consistency, as all infit mean squares were well within the acceptable range of 0.50 to
1.50 that was set for the current study (Linacre, 2002b). Furthermore, the number of exact
agreements among the raters was 56.10%, which is comfortably above Wolfe and
Smith’s (2007) recommended criterion of 40.00%. Nevertheless, the fixed chi-square
value of 8.30 with 2 degrees of freedom was significant at p = .02, confirming the

existence of statistical differences in rater severity.
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60. Measure values are in Rasch logits.

Figure 11. Wright Map for the Perceived Fluency Rating Scale

Note. * = one student, N



Raters

Table 24 shows the results from the FACETS analysis for the raters, ranked by
severity—as shown by the measure in logits—with the most severe rater at the top. The
fit statistics show that all of the raters fit the model, thus demonstrating sufficient internal
consistency, as all infit mean squares were well within the acceptable range of 0.50 to
1.50 that was set for the current study (Linacre, 2002b). Furthermore, the number of exact
agreements among the raters was 56.10%, which is comfortably above Wolfe and
Smith’s (2007) recommended criterion of 40%. Nevertheless, the fixed chi-square value
of 8.30 with 2 degrees of freedom was significant at p = .02, confirming the existence of

statistical differences in rater severity.

Table 24. Rater Statistics for Perceived Fluency

Infit Outfit

Rater Total count Fair average Measure Model SE =~ MNSQ MNSQ
1 60 3.01 0.60 0.30 0.87 0.82
2 60 3.1 -0.01 0.29 0.98 0.91

3 60 3.23 -0.60 0.29 1.04 1.02

Note. All statistics are based on Rasch logits. Separation = 1.80; reliability = .76.

Descriptive Statistics

Following Rasch analysis, descriptive statistics for the perceived fluency ratings
were examined. The results for the combined data set, presented in Rasch logits, are
displayed in the second column of Table 25, followed by the subsets of the ratings for
each data collection point. Levels of skewness and kurtosis were all within acceptable
ranges, although the kurtosis statistics for Times 2 and 3 were approaching the upper and
lower bounds, respectively. Converted z-scores of the student participant measures all fell

within the range of -3.29 to 3.29.
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Table 25. Descriptive Statistics for Perceived Fluency Ratings

Combined Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M measure -1.99 -2.84 -2.34 -0.80
M SE 0.45 0.66 0.78 0.86
95% ClI [-2.90, -1.09] [-4.22, -1.46] [-3.96, -0.72] [-2.60, 1.01]
SD 3.50 2.95 3.46 3.85
Skewness 0.50 -0.60 0.97 -0.11
SES 0.31 0.51 0.51 0.51
Kurtosis -0.60 -0.52 1.61 -1.59
SEK 0.61 0.99 0.99 0.99

Note. N = 180 for the combined data set; n = 60 for the Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3 data subsets.
All statistics are based on Rasch logits.

Communicative Adequacy

A five-point numeric scale was also used for Communicative Adequacy, which
was rated concurrently with Fluency (see Appendix R). Once again, the minimum of 10
observations was not met for the lowest category, as a score of 1—with the descriptors
Contributions are often irrelevant and Contributions are difficult to understand—was
only assigned three times. Therefore, the two lowest categories were collapsed into one,
which has been labeled Inadequate speech in Table 26. The results of the reduced four-
point scale show that the minimum of 10 observations per category was now met.
Furthermore, the average measure increased in accordance with the rating scale
categories, the Andrich thresholds advanced, and separation between categories was
below 5.00 in each case. The outfit mean square statistic was also below 2.00 for all
categories. The corresponding category probability curves are shown in Figure 12,
demonstrating how the rating scale conforms to the model expectations. It was thus

concluded that this adapted rating scale was performing in a satisfactory manner.
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Table 26. Category Structure Functioning for Communicative Adequacy
Observed Average Outfit  Andrich  Threshold

Category count measure  MNSQ threshold change
2. Inadequate speech 54 -5.16 0.70 — —
3. — 62 -1.87 1.00 -4.45 —
4. — 47 1.90 1.00 0.44 4.89
5. Adequate speech 17 3.35 1.20 4.00 3.56

Note. All statistics are based on Rasch logits.
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Figure 12. Rating Scale Performance of Communicative Adequacy Measured on a 4-
Point Scale
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Figure 13. Wright Map for the Communicative Adequacy Rating Scale
Note. * = one student, N = 60. Measure values are in Rasch logits.

The Wright map (Figure 13) shows the Rasch estimates of the perceived levels of

communicative adequacy, centered around a mean of approximately -1.50 logits. As with
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the perceived fluency scale, the first column shows a logit scale ranging from -6.00 to
+5.00, indicating a wide spread of student abilities. Again, several students received the
minimum possible score at one or more time points with only one receiving the
maximum. The participant separation ratio was 2.58 with a reliability estimate of .87,
which is considered fair and good, respectively, according to Fisher’s (2007) criteria. The
raters varied slightly more in their severity (1.74 logits) than when rating fluency,
although the same order of severity was maintained. However, there was little difference
between the topics (0.31 logits) in terms of the difficulty ratings produced. Again, both
statistics are much smaller than the logit spread for student ability (13.24), indicating
relative consistency in terms of rater and topic effect.
Raters

Table 27 shows the results from the FACETS analysis for the raters, ranked by
severity with the most severe rater at the top. The fixed chi-square value of 17.80 with 2
degrees of freedom was significant at p <.001, confirming the statistical differences in
rater severity. Nevertheless, all of the raters fit the model, thus demonstrating sufficient
internal consistency, as all infit mean squares were well within the acceptable range of
0.50 to 1.50. Furthermore, the number of exact agreements among the raters was 49.40%,

which is above Wolfe and Smith’s (2007) recommended criterion of 40.00%.

Table 27. Rater Statistics for Communicative Adequacy

Infit Outfit

Rater Total count Fair average Measure Model SE = MNSQ MNSQ
1 60 3.02 0.92 0.30 0.92 0.86
2 60 3.19 -0.10 0.29 0.96 0.96
3 60 3.35 -0.82 0.28 1.09 1.08

Note. All statistics are based on Rasch logits. Separation = 2.85; reliability = .89.
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Descriptive Statistics

Following Rasch analysis, descriptive statistics for the communicative adequacy
ratings were examined. The results for the combined data set, presented in Rasch logits,
are displayed in the second column of Table 28, followed by the subsets of the ratings for
each data collection point. Levels of skewness and kurtosis were all within acceptable
ranges, although the kurtosis statistics for the combined and Time 1 data sets (-1.26 and -
1.14) indicate that they were trending towards a platykurtic distribution. Converted z-

scores of the student participant measures all fell within the range of -3.29 to 3.29.

Table 28. Descriptive Statistics for Communicative Adequacy Ratings

Combined Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M measure -1.53 -3.14 -2.19 0.75
M SE 0.50 0.79 0.74 0.73
95% CI [-2.49, -0.57] [-4.80, -1.48] [-3.74, -.65] [-0.78, 2.28]
SD 3.71 3.54 3.30 3.27
Skewness 0.14 -0.59 0.61 -0.65
SES 0.31 0.51 0.51 0.51
Kurtosis -1.26 -1.14 -0.72 0.00
SEK 0.61 0.99 0.99 0.99

Note. N = 180 for the combined data set; n = 60 for the Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3 data subsets.
All statistics are based on Rasch logits.

Summary of Preliminary Analyses
In this chapter, I outlined how the quantitative questionnaire and rating scale data
used in this study were examined for reliability and validity. Specifically, the
dimensionality as well as model and item fit of the extraversion, speaking self-efficacy,
and speaking anxiety measures obtained from the questionnaire responses were
described. Next, the descriptive statistics for the participant measures gathered from these

analyses were summarized. A similar process was followed regarding the rating scale
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data, as the model fit and reliability of the perceived fluency and communicative
adequacy ratings were described. Fit and functioning of the three facets entered into the
model—students, raters, and topics—were also investigated. Finally, descriptive statistics
of the rating measures were presented. Once category functioning and item or rater fit
had been established, all the questionnaire and rating scale data met the necessary criteria

for use in this study.
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CHAPTER 5
RESULTS

In this chapter, I present the results of the analyses that were conducted to answer
the research questions (stated in Chapter 2). Each research question is presented in turn,
followed by an explanation of the relevant statistical analyses and their results. All
statistical analyses were conducted using JASP version 0.19.1. Regarding effect sizes,
Plonsky and Oswald’s (2014) benchmark guidelines for L2 research were adopted in this
study. The relevant Cohen’s d values for within-groups mean difference contrasts are
0.60, 1.00, and 1.40 for small, medium, and large effect sizes, respectively. For
correlation coefficients, Pearson’s r values of approximately .25 are considered small, .40
medium, and .60 large. These guidelines are considerably more stringent than Cohen’s
(1988) original benchmarks, which were intended for psychological research and have
been found to underestimate the magnitude of effects typically obtained in L2 research
(Plonsky & Oswald, 2014). A fuller discussion and interpretation of these results, with
reference to existing research and foreign language teaching pedagogy, is provided in
Chapter 6.

Research Question 1: The Extent of Speaking Fluency Development

Research question 1 investigated the extent to which the student participants’
speaking fluency developed during a one-semester course of spoken interaction. The
question was subdivided into three components reflecting the various procedures used to
measure different aspects of fluency in monologue and group discussion activities, as

well as ratings of perceived fluency. Each of these subsections is presented below.
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Monologue Activities

The participants’ utterance fluency was measured on an individual basis using
monologue activities conducted at the three measurement points during the semester. An
overall measure of pruned speech rate was calculated by removing all disfluent syllables
from the speech sample and dividing the remaining number of syllables by the total time.
Specific measures of speed (i.e., rate of articulation), breakdown (i.e., pausing
phenomena), and repair (i.e., number of repetitions and self-corrections) were also
calculated. Refer to Table 4 in Chapter 3 for a full list of the utterance measures included.
One-way repeated measures ANOV As were conducted to examine the extent of any
changes regarding these measures.
Pruned Speech Rate

Taking the overall measure of pruned speech rate first, the descriptive statistics
(see Table 29) show an increase in mean speech rate of 5.47 syllables between Times 1
and 2, and 9.73 syllables between Times 2 and 3. Values for skewness and kurtosis were
within the acceptable limits of -2.00 to +2.00 (Hair et al., 2022). Also, the data were
normally distributed for each time point, as assessed by the Shapiro-Wilk test (p = .40,
.12, and .61, respectively). There was one outlier at Time 3, with this participant
outperforming the next highest score by 16 syllables per minute. However, this
participant also had the highest score at Time 1, and the second highest at Time 2, so it
was not considered an especially unlikely result. This case exemplifies the fact that data
based on real speech can produce results that are unexpected but not unlikely in
individual cases. All participants were observed to be on task during all recorded

activities; therefore, this and all subsequently mentioned outliers have been retained in
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the analysis. Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of sphericity was met, with

non-significant results for the Chi-square test y*(2) = 3.39, p = .18.

Table 29. Descriptive Statistics for Pruned Speech Rate

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M 79.90 85.37 95.10
SE 4.20 474 5.31
95% CI [71.11, 88.69] [75.44,95.30] [83.99, 106.21]
SD 18.78 21.21 23.74
Skewness 0.69 0.46 0.46
SES 0.51 0.51 0.51
Kurtosis -0.02 -0.76 0.65
SEK 0.99 0.99 0.99

Note. N = 20 at each time point.

The repeated measures ANOVA revealed statistically significant changes in
pruned speech rate over time, F(2, 38) = 7.69, p = .002, #*>= .29, with 29.00% of the
variance accounted for by the model. Post hoc #-tests with a Bonferroni adjustment, to
keep the Type I error at 5.00% overall, revealed a significant pairwise difference between
Time 1 and Time 3 only (p =.001, d = 0.71) but not between Time 1 and Time 2 (p = .52,
d =0.26), or between Time 2 and Time 3 (p =.053, d = 0.46). However, as the latter is a
marginal result—and has a larger effect size—it can be concluded that more gains in
pruned speech rate occurred between Times 2 and 3, that is, in the second half of the
semester.

Specific Utterance Fluency Measures

Before the specific utterance fluency measures were analyzed, bivariate

correlation analysis was conducted to investigate potential multicollinearity. Although

many significant correlations were identified, Tables 30 to 32 confirm that no variables
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correlated above the threshold of .80 at any of the three time points (Field, 2024);
consequently, no variables were removed from the analysis. No clear pattern emerged
regarding correlations between these specific measures and the composite measure of
pruned speech rate. For example, it correlated most strongly with rate of mid-clause silent
pauses (positive) at Time 1 (» = .54), mean duration of mid-clause silent pauses

(negative) at Time 2 (» = -.62), and mean syllable duration (negative) at Time 3 (» = -.45).

Table 30. Bivariate Correlations Between Utterance Fluency Variables (Time 1)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Syllable duration —
2. SP rate (end) 40 —
3. SP rate (mid) -12 .26 —
4. FP rate (end) -35  -75  -34 —
5. FP rate (mid) -38 -64* -48* .60** —
6. SP mean (end) 40 .60 -10  -58* -39 —
7. SP mean (mid) 26 .34 .08  -.50* -.69**  .54* —
8. Repetitions -23 -59** -09 67 B50* -.49* -.39 —
9. Repairs .03 -24 .28 .09 27  -10 -.27 .29

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01. SP = silent pause, FP = filled pause, mid = mid-clause, end =
end-clause.

Table 31. Bivariate Correlations Between Utterance Fluency Variables (Time 2)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Syllable duration —
2. SP rate (end) =27 —
3. SP rate (mid) 19 19 —
4. FP rate (end) -.34 -.22 -.41 —
5. FP rate (mid) -13 -28 -51* .50* —
6. SP mean (end) 1 14 .32 -59**  -69** —
7. SP mean (mid) 37 -25 A46*  -66* -59**  .68** —
8. Repetitions 16 -17 -.01 .03 b55*  -28 -.03 —
9. Repairs -03 -03 B63**  -11 -12 -.06 14 A7

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01. SP = silent pause, FP = filled pause, mid = mid-clause, end =
end-clause.
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Table 32. Bivariate Correlations Between Utterance Fluency Variables (Time 3)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Syllable duration —
2. SP rate (end) 22 —
3. SP rate (mid) .07 42 —
4. FP rate (end) -40 -67* -52* —
5. FP rate (mid) -45*  -51** -68* .68** —
6. SP mean (end) .25 43 .36 -49*  -67* —
7. SP mean (mid) 22 12 .16 -47%  -A4T* 65"  —
8. Repetitions A3 =29 -.06 .18 24 -.16 -.06 —
9. Repairs -33 -26 -.04 .32 46" -66"* -61* .01

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01. SP = silent pause, FP = filled pause, mid = mid-clause, end =
end-clause.

Having established that there were no redundant variables, repeated measures
ANOVAs were conducted for each of the nine specific utterance fluency variables. The
results are summarized in Table 33, with mean values at each time point presented
alongside p-values and effect sizes of the associated ANOVA. Statistically significant
results were produced for the following three variables: mean duration of end-clause
silent pauses, mean duration of mid-clause silent pauses, and number of repairs per

minute. Results are presented in detail for these measures only.

Table 33. Summary of Results for Specific Utterance Fluency Variables

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 p n?
Syllable duration 0.30 0.31 0.30 .26 .07
SP rate (end) 4.44 4.83 4.20 41 .05
SP rate (mid) 12.01 13.12 12.70 .59 .03
FP rate (end) 2.07 2.10 243 .51 .04
FP rate (mid) 4.87 5.90 5.97 21 .08
SP mean (end) 1.39 0.90 0.95 <.01* 43
SP mean (mid) 0.92 0.80 0.77 <.01* .22
Repetitions 2.83 3.47 3.17 44 .04
Repairs 2.20 3.13 3.63 .02* 19

Note. * Denotes statistically significant result. SP = silent pause, FP = filled pause,
mid = mid-clause, end = end-clause.
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Mean Duration of End-Clause Silent Pauses. Looking at the mean duration of
end-clause silent pauses first, the descriptive statistics (see Table 34) show a relatively
large decrease (0.49 seconds) in the mean duration of end-clause silent pauses between
Times 1 and 2, and a slight increase—albeit with largely overlapping confidence
intervals—between Times 2 and 3. The data were normally distributed at Times 1 and 3
as assessed by the Shapiro-Wilk test (»p =.051 and .67, respectively). However, they were
not normally distributed at Time 2 (p = .01), perhaps due to the presence of an outlier.
Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of sphericity was met, with non-significant
results for the Chi-square test y*(2) = 5.73, p = .06.

A repeated measures ANOVA showed significant changes over time, F(2, 38) =
14.03, p <.001, *>= .43, with 43.00% of the variance accounted for. Post hoc ¢-tests
(Bonferroni adjusted) revealed a significant pairwise difference between Time 1 and
Time 3 (p <.001, d = 0.83), indicating a small to medium effect size. However, the
largest difference was between Time 1 and Time 2 (p <.001, d = 0.93), showing a
medium effect size. There was no significant difference between Times 2 and 3 (p =1, d

=0.10).

Table 34. Descriptive Statistics for Mean Duration of Silent Pauses (End)

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M 1.39 0.90 0.95
SE 0.16 0.10 0.10
95% CI [1.07,1.72] [.69, 1.10] [.75, 1.15]
SD 0.70 0.43 0.43
Skewness 1.01 1.32 0.48
SES 0.51 0.51 0.51
Kurtosis 0.48 1.46 -0.41
SEK 0.99 0.99 0.99

Note. N = 20 at each time point.
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Mean Duration of Mid-Clause Silent Pauses. Looking at mean duration of mid-
clause silent pauses next, the descriptive statistics (see Table 35) show a decrease of .12
seconds between Times 1 and 2, which remained relatively stable between Times 2 and 3,
with a decrease of only 0.03 seconds. The data were not normally distributed at Time 1 (p
=.03), perhaps reflecting the presence of an outlier. However, the data were normally
distributed at Times 2 and 3 (p = .06 and .27, respectively) with no outliers at these time
points. Mauchly’s test again revealed that the assumption of sphericity was met, with

non-significant results for the Chi-square test y*(2) = 1.89, p = .39.

Table 35. Descriptive Statistics for Mean Duration of Silent Pauses (Mid)

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M 0.92 0.80 0.77
SE 0.07 0.05 0.04
95% CI [.77,1.07] [0.69, 0.91] [0.68, 0.86]
SD 0.33 0.24 0.19
Skewness 1.12 0.69 0.24
SES 0.51 0.51 0.51
Kurtosis 1.02 -0.43 -1.21
SEK 0.99 0.99 0.99

Note. N = 20 at each time point.

A repeated measures ANOV A showed significant changes over time, F(2, 38) =
5.35, p=.009, n*= .22, with the model accounting for 22.00% of the variance. Post hoc -
tests (Bonferroni adjusted) revealed a significant pairwise difference between Time 1 and
Time 3 (p = .01, d = 0.59), indicating a small effect size, but not between Time 1 and
Time 2 (p = .06, d = 0.46), or between Times 2 and 3 (p =1, d =0.13).

Number of Repairs per Minute. Regarding the number of repairs per minute,
the descriptive statistics (see Table 36) show an increase in the number of repairs per

minute of 0.93 between Times 1 and 2, and a further 0.5 between Times 2 and 3. The data
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were not normally distributed at Time 1 (p = .01), again perhaps due to the presence of an
outlier. The data were normally distributed at Times 2 and 3 (p = .25 and .15,
respectively) with no outliers at these time points. Mauchly’s test showed that the
assumption of sphericity was met, with non-significant results for the Chi-square test

(2)=5.62, p=.06.

Table 36. Descriptive Statistics for Number of Repairs per Minute

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M 2.20 3.13 3.63
SE 0.29 0.41 0.39
95% CI [1.59, 2.81] [2.27, 3.99] [2.83, 4.44]
SD 1.30 1.84 1.73
Skewness 1.38 0.30 0.14
SES 0.51 0.51 0.51
Kurtosis 2.62 -0.96 -0.94
SEK 0.99 0.99 0.99

Note. N = 20 at each time point.

A repeated measures ANOV A showed significant changes over time, F(2, 38) =
4.43, p= .02, 5*= .19, with 19.00% of the variance accounted for. Post hoc -tests
(Bonferroni adjusted) revealed a significant pairwise difference between Time 1 and
Time 3 only (p = .02, d = 0.88), indicating a small to medium effect size, but not between
Time 1 and Time 2 (p =.19, d = 0.57), or between Time 2 and Time 3 (p = .94, d = 0.31),
although the former showed a small effect size.
Group Discussions

Fluency in the recorded group discussions was measured both individually, in
terms of the number of fluent syllables produced per minute (i.e., with filled pauses,
repeated syllables, and false starts removed), and on a group basis, in terms of the mean

length and number of gaps between turns. For the individual measure, a repeated
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measures ANOVA was conducted to examine the extent of any changes over the three
measurement points. However, inferential statistics could not be used for the group-based
measures as each group consisted of different members at each time point. Therefore,
descriptive statistics only are presented for these measures.
Fluent Syllables Produced per Minute

The descriptive statistics (see Table 37) show an overall increase in the mean
syllables produced per minute of 8.98, of which 7.73 occurred between Time 1 and Time
2. Values for skewness and kurtosis were within acceptable limits. The data were
normally distributed for each time point, as assessed by the Shapiro-Wilk test (p = .98,
.35, and .97, respectively), with one outlier at Time 1. Mauchly’s test indicated that the
assumption of sphericity was met, with non-significant results for the Chi-square test

(2)=0.76, p = .68.

Table 37. Descriptive Statistics for Fluent Syllables Produced per Minute

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M 30.75 38.48 39.73
SE 2.60 3.21 3.04
95% CI [25.32, 36.19] [31.76,45.20] [33.36, 46.09]
SD 11.61 14.36 13.60
Skewness 0.25 0.49 0.13
SES 0.51 0.51 0.51
Kurtosis 0.29 -0.69 -0.90
SEK 0.99 0.99 0.99

Note. N = 20 at each time point.

A repeated measures ANOVA revealed significant changes in the number of
fluent syllables produced over time, F(2, 38) = 14.84, p < .001, n*>= .44, with 44.00% of
the variance accounted for. Post hoc #-tests (Bonferroni adjusted) revealed a significant

pairwise difference between Time 1 and Time 3 (p = <.001, d = 0.68), and Time 1 and
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Time 2 (p = <.001, d = 0.58), indicating a small effect size in both cases, but not between
Times2and 3 (p=1,d=0.09).
Gaps Between Turns

Because a repeated measures ANOVA could not be used to analyze gaps between
turns, these statistics are based on the average of all groups at each time point, as shown
in Table 38. However, only groups that consisted of at least one of the 20 core
participants—who were selected from the 40 total student participants—were included in
the analysis. These groups, which consisted of different members at each time point,
therefore included one, two, or three core participants. Any remaining places consisted of
other class members, that is, those who were not selected as core participants. Due to
these differing permutations, the number of groups used to calculate gaps between turns

was not always identical at each time point.

Table 38. Group Averages for Gaps Between Turns
Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

No. of gaps 33.67 21.75 23.55
Mean length 3.39 277 2.46
Total time 116.47 61.22 58.12

Note. N=12 at Time 1 and Time 2, N =11 at Time 3.

These results show that for each measure there was a large reduction between
Time 1 and Time 2. Regarding the number of gaps and total time of gaps this reduction
was close to 50.00%, with very little change observed between Time 2 and Time 3 in
both cases. Regarding mean length of gaps, the reduction was 0.62 seconds between
Times 1 and 2, and 0.31 seconds between Times 2 and 3. To summarize, the number and

length of gaps between turns decreased by a large amount during the first half of the
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semester, resulting in a similarly large decrease in the total time of such gaps, which then
stabilized in the second half of the semester.

Tables 39 to 41 present each measure individually. The number and total time of
gaps between turns (Tables 39 and 41) exhibited wide confidence intervals and large
standard deviations, reflecting a considerable amount of variance between groups.
However, there was much less variance regarding the mean length of gaps from Time 2
onwards (Table 40). This finding was reflected not only in the narrower confidence
intervals and standard deviations but also in the high kurtosis statistics, as many similar

values produced a peaked or leptokurtic distribution.

Table 39. Descriptive Statistics for Number of Gaps Between Turns

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M 33.67 21.75 23.55
SE 3.61 2.12 3.74
95% CI [25.72, 41.62] [17.09, 26.41] [15.21, 31.88]
SD 12.51 7.39 12.41
Skewness -0.05 -0.38 1.22
SES 0.64 0.64 0.66
Kurtosis -1.18 -0.17 0.62
SEK 1.23 1.23 1.28

Note. N=12 at Time 1 and Time 2; N =11 at Time 3.

Table 40. Descriptive Statistics for Mean Length of Gaps Between Turns

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M 3.39 2.77 2.46
SE 0.36 0.21 0.14
95% CI [2.61,4.17] [2.31, 3.23] [2.14, 2.77]
SD 1.23 0.72 0.47
Skewness 0.70 1.06 1.65
SES 0.64 0.64 0.66
Kurtosis -0.74 3.34 4.06
SEK 1.23 1.23 1.28

Note. N=12 at Time 1 and Time 2; N =11 at Time 3.
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Table 41. Descriptive Statistics for Total Time of Gaps Between Turns

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M 116.47 61.22 58.12
SE 19.69 7.94 9.52
95% ClI [73.13,159.82] [43.75,78.68] [36.89, 79.34]
SD 68.22 27.50 31.59
Skewness 0.93 0.01 0.94
SES 0.64 0.64 0.66
Kurtosis -0.43 -1.46 0.36
SEK 1.23 1.23 1.28

Note. N=12 at Time 1 and Time 2; N =11 at Time 3.

Native-Speaker Ratings

Each participant’s performance during the group discussions was rated in terms of
fluency and communicative adequacy (see Appendix R for the analytic rating
descriptors). Although fluency is directly related to the research question, communicative
adequacy was mainly included to check whether the demands of the task were being
fulfilled. Logit measures, based on Rasch analysis, were used for the analysis—validation
evidence for these measures was presented in Chapter 4. One-way repeated measures
ANOVAs were conducted to investigate the extent of any changes over time. Table 42
summarizes the results, with mean values at each time point presented alongside p-values
and effect sizes of the related ANOVA. Results are then presented in detail for each

variable.

Table 42. Summary of Results for Group Discussion Ratings

Time1 Time2 Time3 p n?
Fluency ratings -2.84 -2.34 -.80 .04 .16
CA ratings -3.14 -2.19 75 <.01 .50

Note. N = 60 at each time point. CA = communicative adequacy.
All statistics are based on Rasch logits.
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Perceived Fluency

Taking perceived fluency first, the descriptive statistics (see Table 25 in Chapter
4) show an increase in the logit measures of 0.50 between Times 1 and 2, and 1.54
between Times 2 and 3. The Shapiro-Wilk test confirmed that the data were normally
distributed for Times 1 and 2 (p = .18 and .24, respectively), although not at Time 3 (p =
.049) due to a double peaked distribution towards the upper and lower ends. There was
also one outlier at Time 2, who received the maximum fluency rating from all three
raters. However, this participant also received the highest average rating at Time 1 and
the joint-second highest at Time 3; therefore, this result was not deemed to be anomalous
and was retained in the analysis. Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of
sphericity was met, with non-significant results for the Chi-square test y*(2) = 1.14, p =
57.

The repeated measures ANOVA revealed significant changes in perceived
fluency over time, F(2, 38) = 3.64, p = .04, n*= .16, albeit with only 16.00% of the
variance accounted for. Post hoc #-tests (Bonferroni adjusted) showed a significant
pairwise difference between Time 1 and Time 3 only (p = .04, d = 0.59), indicating a
small effect size, but not between Time 1 and Time 2 (p = 1, d = 0.14), or between Time
2 and Time 3 (p = .17, d = 0.49).

Communicative Adequacy

Looking at communicative adequacy next, the descriptive statistics (see Table 28
in Chapter 4) showed an increase in the logit measures of .95 between Times 1 and 2, and
2.94 between Times 2 and 3. The Shapiro-Wilk test revealed that the data were normally
distributed for Times 2 and 3 (p = .07, and .09, respectively), although the Time 1 data
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were not normally distributed (p = .02) due to a relatively large number of scores at the
lower end. There were no outliers at any time point. Mauchly’s test showed that the
assumption of sphericity was met, with non-significant results for the Chi-square test
¥*(2)=0.88, p = .32.

The repeated measures ANOVA revealed significant changes in the raters’
perceptions of communicative adequacy over time, F(2, 38) = 19.19, p <.001, #>=.5. In
this case 50.00% of the variance was thus accounted for by the model—much more than
was the case for perceived fluency. Post hoc #-tests (Bonferroni adjusted) showed a
significant pairwise difference between Time 1 and Time 3 (p <.001, d =1.16),
indicating a medium to large effect size, and Time 2 and Time 3 (p <.001, d = 0.87),
with a small to medium effect size, although not between Times 1 and 2 (p = .46, d =
0.28).

Correlations Between Fluency and Communicative Adequacy Measures

The three individual fluency measures—utterance fluency (i.e., represented by the
composite measure of pruned speech rate), fluent syllables per minute, and perceived
fluency—were entered into a bivariate correlation analysis, together with the
communicative adequacy ratings. Utterance fluency was based on performance in the
monologue activities, whereas syllables per minute and perceived fluency were based on
performance in the group discussions. The analysis was conducted for each data
collection time point. Tables 43 to 45 show that all measures were positively and
significantly correlated at each point. Using Plonsky and Oswald’s (2014) guidelines,
large effect sizes were produced in almost every case, with Pearson’s » ranging from .48
to .83.
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Among the three fluency measures, the strongest correlation was consistently
between utterance fluency and syllables per minute, followed by utterance and perceived
fluency, and finally perceived fluency and syllables per minute. Communicative
adequacy was most strongly associated with perceived fluency at each time point.
Positive relationships were also observed between communicative adequacy and both

utterance fluency and syllables per minute at each stage.

Table 43. Bivariate Correlations Between Fluency and
Communicative Adequacy Measures (Time 1)

1 2 3
1. Utterance fluency —
2. Fluent syllables per min. 6% —
3. Perceived fluency .60** 55%* —
4. Comm. adequacy 54 g2% 5%
Note. *** p <.001, ** p <.01. Comm. adequacy = communicative

adequacy

Table 44. Bivariate Correlations Between Fluency and
Communicative Adequacy Measures (Time 2)

1 2 3
1. Utterance fluency —
2. Fluent syllables per min. .83*** —
3. Perceived fluency T .62** —
4. Comm. adequacy .63** 59** 0%
Note. *** p <.001, ** p < .01. Comm. adequacy = communicative

adequacy

Table 45. Bivariate Correlations Between Fluency and

Communicative Adequacy Measures (Time 3)
1 2 3

1. Utterance fluency —
2. Fluent syllables per min. .68*** —

3. Perceived fluency .65** 59** —

4. Comm. adequacy 48* .61** 5%
Note. *** p <.001, ** p < .01, * p <.05. Comm. adequacy = comm.
adequacy
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Research Question 2: The Extent of Interactional Competence Development

Research question 2 investigated the extent to which the participants’ interactional
competence developed during a one-semester course of spoken interaction. In addition to
the quantitative analysis, answering this question required detailed qualitative analysis of
the interactional features produced during the group discussions. It also entailed
comparing the speech produced by the student participants with that produced by a group
of highly proficient Japanese speakers of English.
Quantitative Analysis

The aim of the quantitative analysis was to examine changes in the use of the
various interactional features over the three measurement points. However, the data were
not expected to be normally distributed due to the relatively small number of anticipated
moves in each category. In addition, the fact that all measures were contingent on the
behavior of other participants means that they were not independent. Therefore, it was
decided in advance to use non-parametric statistics with these data. Accordingly,
Friedman’s ANOVAs were conducted for each of the topic development and support
move categories. The results are summarized in Table 46, with mean values at each time
point presented alongside p-values and effect sizes—in this case Kendall’s W—of the
associated ANOVA. Statistically significant results were produced for the following
categories: topic extension statements; minimal extensions; and turn/topic management.
Results are presented in detail for these measures below.

Regarding the other measures, the change in the mean number of topic extension
questions was not statistically significant, despite a marked drop of 2.30 between Time 1

and Time 2 (from 5.20 to 2.90) and a reduction of 2.67 overall. This outcome is perhaps
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explained by the fact that more than 50.00% of the total values were accounted for by
only four participants at Time 1, thus inflating the mean at this point, as illustrated by a
large standard deviation (5.07) and wide confidence intervals (2.83-7.58). In addition,
none of the support moves (backchannels, agree/disagree markers, confirmations of
comprehension, and repairs) produced significant changes, indicating that their use was

relatively stable throughout the semester, at least in terms of quantity of output.

Table 46. Summary of Results for All Interactional Features

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 p w
Topic ext. statement 8.45 6.55 5.05 <.01* .28
Minimal extension 3.50 1.65 0.90 <.01* .30
Topic ext. question 5.20 2.90 2.53 15 .10
Turn/topic management 1.65 2.75 3.15 <.01* .23
Backchannels 10.30 10.55 11.05 .86 <.01
Agree/disagree markers 1.20 1.25 0.95 72 .02
Confirmations 1.85 1.85 2.10 .98 <.01
Repairs 1.35 0.90 0.95 .31 .06

Note. * Denotes statistically significant result. Ext. = extension.

Topic Extension Statements

The mean number of topic extension statements produced was 8.45 at Time 1,
6.55 at Time 2, and 5.05 at Time 3 (see Table 47). Therefore, there was a decrease of
1.90 between Times 1 and 2, and a further drop of 1.50 between Times 2 and 3. The
relatively large standard deviations and wide confidence intervals at Times 1 and 2 (SD =
3.62 and 3.24, respectively) indicate substantial variance between individuals, although
this had narrowed considerably by Time 3 (SD = 2.04).

Although the data were not assumed to be normally distributed, it is nevertheless

worth noting the presence of an extreme outlier at Time 2. This participant contributed 17

175



such statements, as opposed to 11 at Time 1 and 5 at Time 3, which was far above the
Time 2 mean of 6.55 and well above the second highest value of 10.00. This data point
highlights the unstable nature of group interaction, as each instance generates its own
dynamics due to the large number of variables involved. Two further outliers were
identified at Time 3, although these values, of 11.00 and 9.00, were much closer to the

respective means.

Table 47. Descriptive Statistics for Topic Extension Statements

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M 8.45 6.55 5.05
SE 0.81 0.72 0.46
95% CI [6.76, 10.14] [5.04, 8.06] [4.10, 6.00]
SD 3.62 3.24 2.04

Note. N = 20 at each time point.

Friedman’s ANOVA indicated that these changes were significant, y*(2) = 11.08,
p =.004, W= 28. Conover’s post hoc comparisons (Bonferroni adjusted), using a rank-
biserial correlation as an effect size, revealed a significant difference between Time 1 and
Time 3 only (p = .001, r» = .82). There was no significant difference between Time 1 and
Time 2 (p = .14, rm = .44), or between Time 2 and Time 3 (p = .09, r» = .44).
Minimal Extensions

The mean number of minimal extensions produced was 3.50 at Time 1, 1.65 at
Time 2, and 0.90 at Time 3 (see Table 48). Therefore, there was a decrease of 1.85
between Times 1 and 2, and a smaller drop of 0.75 between Times 2 and 3. The fact that
the standard deviation is almost equal to or greater than the mean in each case indicates a
large amount of variance between individuals. Although the standard deviation and

confidence intervals narrowed over time (SD = 3.05, 1.84, and 1.12, respectively), these
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data are skewed by the fact that half of the participants produced zero minimal extensions

at Time 3.

Table 48. Descriptive Statistics for Minimal Extensions

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M 3.50 1.65 0.90
SE 0.68 0.41 0.25
95% CI [2.07, 4.93] [.79, 2.51] [.38, 1.42]
SD 3.05 1.84 1.12

Note. N = 20 at each time point.

There were again some noteworthy outliers. Two participants produced 11 and 9
such moves at Time 1, far in excess of the group mean of 3.50. The participant who
produced the most minimal extensions at Time 1 remained the only outlier at Time 2, this
time producing 8, in contrast to a group mean of 1.65, with the next highest value being
only 3.00. However, at Time 3 this participant produced only 1 minimal extension, close
to the group mean of 0.90.

Friedman’s ANOVA indicated that the changes over time were significant, ¥ (2)
=12.03, p =.002, W= .30. Conover’s post hoc comparisons (Bonferroni adjusted)
revealed a significant difference between Time 1 and Time 2 (p = .01, r» = .70) but not
between Times 2 and 3 (p = 1, r» = .43). The overall difference between Time 1 and
Time 3 was p =.002, r» = .98.

All Topic Extensions

The above results reveal a similar pattern regarding both minimal extensions and
topic extension statements, whereby the participants collectively produced fewer such
moves over time. Although coded separately, these two categories are related because

minimal extensions are simply short (i.e., sub-clausal) forms of topic extension
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statements. Therefore, in order to examine these two variables simultaneously,
independent of length, it was decided to additionally investigate the results produced by
combining them into one category called all topic extensions.

The mean number of all topic extensions produced was 11.95 at Time 1, 8.70 at
Time 2, and 5.95 at Time 3 (see Table 49). This result showed a reduction of 3.25
extensions between Times 1 and 2, and 2.75 between Times 2 and 3. The relatively large
standard deviations and wide confidence intervals at each time point emphasize the
substantial amount of variance between individuals, although again it narrowed over time

(SD =5.44,4.51, and 2.50, respectively).

Table 49. Descriptive Statistics for All Topic Extensions

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M 11.95 8.70 5.95
SE 1.22 1.01 0.56
95% CI [9.40, 14.50] [6.59, 10.81] [4.78,7.12]
SD 5.44 4.51 2.50

Note. N = 20 at each time point.

Times 2 and 3 each produced two outliers that exceeded the group means, with
two additional outliers observed below the mean at Time 3. In these latter cases, both
participants produced considerably fewer extensions at this time point (3 and 5,
respectively) than they had at previous time points (12 and 15 extensions at Time 1; 8 and
20 extensions at Time 2). These individual cases exemplify the reduction in topic
extension moves that occurred over the semester.

In this case, the significant changes over time, indicated by Friedman’s ANOVA,
were x2 (2) = 10.96, p = .004, W = .27. Conover’s post hoc comparisons (Bonferroni

adjusted) revealed a significant difference between Time 1 and Time 3 only (p = .002, r/»
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= .94). There was no significant difference between Time 1 and Time 2 (p = .20, r» =
47), or between Times 2 and 3 (p = .20, r» = .53).
Turn/Topic Management

The other significant result was regarding turn/topic management moves, which
in this case revealed an increase in such contributions over time. The mean number
produced was 1.65 at Time 1, 2.75 at Time 2, and 3.15 at Time 3 (see Table 50). There
was therefore an increase of 1.00 between Times 1 and 2, with a smaller rise of 0.40
between Times 2 and 3. The fact that the standard deviation is greater than the mean at
Time 1 again indicates a large amount of variance between individuals, exemplified by
the presence of three outliers at this time point. In this case, however, the variance
remained relatively stable and did not narrow over time (SD = 1.76, 1.92, and 1.76,
respectively).

Friedman’s ANOVA indicated that the mean changes were significant, > (2) =
9.36, p =.009, W= .23. Conover’s post hoc comparisons (Bonferroni adjusted) showed a
significant difference between Time 1 and Time 2 (p = .03, r» = .50) but not between
Times 2 and 3 (p = .65, r» = .27). The overall difference between Time 1 and Time 3 was

p=.009, rm»=.65.

Table 50. Descriptive Statistics for Turn/Topic Management Moves

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M 1.65 2.75 3.15
SE 0.39 0.43 0.39
95% CI [.83, 2.47] [1.85, 3.65] [2.33, 3.97]
SD 1.76 1.92 1.76

Note. N = 20 at each time point.
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Highly Proficient Speakers

For comparison purposes, a group discussion conducted by three highly proficient
Japanese speakers of English was recorded and analyzed. Table 51 shows the number of
interactional features used by each participant, as well as the group mean, and the mean
of the student group at Time 3 (i.e., at the end of the course). Regarding topic
development moves, the highly proficient speakers produced a relatively high number of
topic extension statements on average. Each member also contributed at least two turn or
topic management moves. However, they produced few minimal extensions and there
was an almost total absence of topic extension questions. Regarding support moves, the
highly proficient speakers produced a relatively large, and equally distributed, number of
backchannels. There were also several agree/disagree markers and confirmations of
comprehension. On the other hand, zero repair moves were observed during this
discussion.

When compared with the student participants at the end of the course, the highly
proficient speakers produced more topic extension statements on average (8.33 vs. 5.05).
They also produced more backchannels (16.00 vs. 11.05). However, they asked fewer
topic extension questions (0.33 vs. 2.53). They also engaged in less negotiation of
meaning, both in terms of confirmations of comprehensions (1.00 vs. 2.10) and repairs of
misunderstandings (0.00 vs. 0.95). For the remaining categories (i.e., minimal extensions,
turn/topic management, and agree/disagree markers), both the highly proficient speakers
and the student participants produced broadly similar results. The implications of this

comparison are examined in Chapter 6.
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Table 51. Interactional Moves of Highly Proficient Speakers

Partt A Partt B Part.C  Total M ST3M
Topic ext. statement 11 10 4 25 8.33 5.05
Minimal extension 0 0 2 2 0.67 0.90
Topic ext. question 0 1 0 1 0.33 2.53
Turn/topic management 3 3 2 8 2.67 3.15
Backchannels 16 17 15 48 16.00 11.05
Agree/disagree markers 0 3 1 4 1.33 0.95
Confirmations 2 0 1 3 1.00 2.10
Repairs 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.95

Note. * Part. = participant, ext. = extension. ST3M = mean of student group at Time 3

Qualitative Analysis

The qualitative component of the analysis is intended to investigate how
effectively and appropriately the various interactional features were used, and whether
development could be observed—among individual participants and the group as a
whole—during the semester. Pseudonyms have been used, although only the initials of
non-core participants are used in the excerpts. The features are presented and analyzed
individually, although some categories with overlapping functions have been combined.
Of the topic development moves, topic extension statements and minimal extensions have
been combined into one category called fopic extensions because, as mentioned above,
the latter are sub-clausal versions of the former and therefore perform a similar function.
Regarding the support moves, confirmations of comprehension and repairs have been
combined into one category called negotiation of meaning, as these features often occur
within the same sequences and some forms can be used for both purposes. Backchannels
have not been analyzed in this section because there is limited scope for the qualitative
development of such tokens as “Yes” and “Okay”; therefore, quantitative analysis is
sufficient for the purposes of this study. Further discussion and interpretation of the

themes identified in this chapter is presented in Chapter 6.
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Topic Extensions

The first interactional feature examined is topic extensions, as they provide the
majority of content in a group discussion. The main theme that emerged regarding these
features was a general shift from short, sometimes single-word, extensions to fewer but
longer contributions that addressed the topics under discussion more fully and
incorporated more details and supporting reasons. The following exemplars, based on the
contributions of two participants (Airi and Naho), illustrate this pattern.

Beginning with Airi, at Time 1 (i.e., at the beginning of the course) she answered
the discussion question What is the best season in Japan? with the following topic

extension, consisting of an opinion and a single reason:

Excerpt 1 (Time 1)
Airi: I think winter is (.) the best season in Japan? (.6) because I like skiing? (.8)

so (1.0) yeah.

Her initial comment was followed up later in the discussion during this exchange, in
which she offered one single-clause extension (line 2), two minimal (i.e., sub-clausal)

extensions (lines 4 and 8), and one multi-clausal extension (line 6):

Excerpt 2 (Time 1)
1 I:  Where do you (.8) go (.6) in winter.
2 Airi: Oh I want (.5) to go (.) Nagano.
3 I.  Ah:ski:
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4 Airi: Ski- to ski
(7.1)
5 I.  Canyou(.) skiing?
(1.1)
6 Airi: I started (.5) I started to ski? (.6) when I was (.9) five? (.) years old

(2.6) so I (1.4) went to ski every year

(3.2)

7 I:  Can you: sports ano- another sports
(3.0)

8 Airi: Tennis

In contrast, at Time 3 (i.c., at the end of the course) she answered the discussion
question What is the best place to visit in Japan? with the following extended multi-

clausal contribution:

Excerpt 3 (Time 3)
Airi: I think (.) Okinawa is the best place (.) to visit because er (.) [ visit (.) er
Okinawa twice? first is (.6) school trip? and the other is: family trip (.7) and
(2.2) er:: (1.3) in Okinawa there were a lot—there were museum about
World War Two? (.5) so I learned a lot of things? (1.22) in the (.) museum

and (1.4) and I learned about World War Two.
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Later in the same discussion Airi produced another multi-clausal extension, bisected by a

backchannel, before finishing with a turn-taking question:

Excerpt 4 (Time 3)

1 Airi: I think (.7) the sea is better (.7) because (.) I (.) don’t like (.) insect,

insects
2 Kaito: Insects ah:
3 Airi: there (1.2) there are a lot of insect in mountain so (1.26) um (.6)

and also (1.1) I learned swimming (.) when I was a little child so

(1.1) I like (.) swimming in the sea (1.4) what does everyone

think?

Following a similar pattern, at Time 1 Naho was involved in this exchange, in
which she provided a series of short topic extensions (lines 1, 7, 11, and 13) when asked

about the best place to visit in Japan.

Excerpt 5 (Time 1)
1 Naho: I-1(1.9) I want- mm? I like (.8) Okinawa is the best place to
[visit in Japan.
2 Tetsuya: Oh::] Okinawa.
3 Naho: Yes
4 Manabu: I have never been to Okinawa. ((laughs))

5 Naho: [Oh really?
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6 Tetsuya: Yeah me too]

7 Naho: Wow (1.0) you should go there, ((laughter)) yes
8 Manabu: You like swimming right?

9 Naho: Er:::ah:: [soso

10 Manabu: Not swimming?] ((laughter))

11 Naho: but I like watch sea- watch the sea beautiful sea
12 Manabu: Beautiful sea

13 Naho: Yes: Okinawa is (.5) the best (.6) photo spot.

At Time 3, however, she produced this extended multi-clausal contribution in answer to a

question about high school life:

Excerpt 6 (Time 3)

1 Naho: For me: I had a wonderful experience in my high school so (.6)
I really enjoyed (.5) high school life? so one of my beautiful
experience of (.5) my high school is (.) er club? (.8) team so (.)
I: belonged to (.8) baton dance club? so: we do: (1.0) baton and
dance- both baton and dance so (.9) I often belonged to dance
team so (.6) er:: we often (.) practice dance together and then
(.6) eat (.) dinner or lunch or play?

2 M: [Wow

3 Naho: so] that was interesting for me? and I was able to make a lot of

friends there? (.6) so that was so: (1.1) so wonderful memory?
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4 Konomi: Yes

5 Naho: for me I think?

The above excerpts focus on two participants to exemplify the general
development of the group as a whole, which saw a shift from serial, short topic
extensions in the early part of the course to fewer but more detailed, multi-clausal
contributions by the end.

Topic Extension Questions

In keeping with the theme of fewer topic extensions over time, fewer topic
extension questions were also observed at Times 2 and 3 (i.e., the middle and end of the
course) than at Time 1. The disparity in this case was mainly due to the large number of
such questions asked by a small number of participants at Time 1. The following excerpts
involve two of those participants, Rie and Akari, and illustrate the relatively superficial
nature of many of the discussions at this time point.

In Excerpt 7, Rie asked three questions in succession (lines 1, 3, and 6), the last of

which involved a change of topic following an extended pause.

Excerpt 7 (Time 1)
1 Rie:  Is there cherry blossom in Korea?
2 S: Yes
3 Rie:  Ahyes (1.0) many?
4 S: Um:: many but (.5) smaller than.

5 Naoya: Beautiful
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(13.4)

6 Rie:  Mm ah (.) what food do you like in summer?

Excerpt 8 shows Akari also asking three questions in succession (lines 1, 4, and 6). They
are all related to the same topic, although the first two are delivered after two false starts.
The fact that each one is answered by a minimal extension (lines 2, 5, and 7) emphasizes

the perfunctory nature of many discussions in the early part of the course.

Excerpt 8 (Time 1)
1 Akari:  Di- ha- (.) have you ever been to some festival?
2 Kiyomi: Yes
3 L: Ah yes
4 Akari:  Wha- w- (.) where::
5 Kiyomi: Where, ah::: maybe Yokohama.
6 Akari:  Ah:: big festival?

7 Kiyomi: Yes yes yes.

Excerpts 7 and 8 also highlight the contingent nature of interaction, as receiving
such short responses prompted Rie and Akari to ask further follow-up questions, which
perhaps they would not have felt necessary had they received longer answers. However,
both Rie and Akari asked far fewer topic extension questions at Times 2 and 3.
Specifically, Rie went from asking 16 at Time 1 to only two at Times 2 and 3, whereas

Akari went from 14 at Time 1, to three at Time 2, and nine at Time 3. Furthermore,
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similar to the trend towards longer topic extension statements that occurred over time,
there was also a qualitative shift in the nature of topic extension questions. Although at
Time 1 many questions consisted of a single lexical item (e.g., Where?, Why?), questions
at Time 3 tended to be more precisely targeted. Examining the development of Aoi’s
questions illustrates this point.

At Time 1, Aoi asked ten topic extension questions, four of which were one-word

Why? questions, as in the following example (line 4).

Excerpt 9 (Time 1)
1 M: My best place to visit in Japan is Hakone
2 I: Hakone
3 M: Hakone yes ah::

4 Aoi: Why

At Time 3, however, Aoi asked only four topic extension questions in total, none of
which consisted of just a single lexical item. The following sequence contains three of
those questions (lines 1, 5, and 9), all based on the same topic, which was thus explored

in depth.

Excerpt 10 (Time 3)
1 Aoi: So why change your (.6) club
(3.1)
2 M: I like the cooking club and the English club
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3 Aoi: Yeah

4 M: but (1.1) when I (.9) when I saw the perform (.) of my dance
club? (.6) so cool...

5 Aoi: Did you have any experience of dancing before you (.5)

entered the dancing club

6 M: No I- I (.6) the first time

7 Manabu: First time

8 M: in er high school (.) so I was so nervous ...

9 Aoi: In present situation do you enter the any dance circle in this
university?

10 M: I: mm I try to the (1.7) belong to the %unclear% but (1.1) I

don’t accept the email.

The above excerpts again focus on individuals to exemplify the general
development of the group. They show that topic extension questions followed a similar
pattern to topic extension statements in that initially sub-clausal or lexical items were
replaced by more precise and detailed questions towards the end of the course.
Turn/Topic Management

In addition to an increase in the number of turn and topic management features
used over time (see Table 50 above), the main qualitative theme that emerged was a
gradual progression towards the smoother use of such features and a reduced reliance on
gesture or L1 Japanese. At Time 1, the participants often relied on non-verbal means

when transitioning between turns and topics, such as silently pointing to themselves or
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raising a hand to indicate the desire to take a turn and gesturing the number two to
suggest moving onto the second discussion question. In other cases, Japanese (i.e., the
dominant language of these participants), was used to achieve these purposes, sometimes
accompanied by nervous laughter. Often the Japanese was whispered or mumbled at low
volume, implying that the participants felt they were transgressing classroom norms by
doing so. In one instance the Japanese question zsugi iku?, which translates
approximately as Shall we move on to the next one? was audible. Moreover, when turn
taking was attempted in English at this time point it was often done so clumsily, as in the

following excerpt:

Excerpt 11 (Time 1)
1 Katsuya: Er::m can I next? (1.0) erm
((Konomi gestures to S))
2 Katsuya: I think- ah ((Katsuya gestures to himself)) o- can 1?
((S gestures to Katsuya))
3 Konomi: Yeah yeah ((gestures to Katsuya))
4 Katsuya: okay? (.) er: my t- (.5) my best favorite place is (.6) I think

Okinawa...

At Time 2 (i.e., in the middle of the course), there was much less reliance on
Japanese to signal turn taking or changing topic. Nevertheless, a reliance on gesture was

still evident at times, and the English used to manage these transitions often included
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disfluent features, such as pauses (see Excerpt 12), self-repairs (Excerpt 13), or false

starts (Excerpt 14).

Excerpt 12 (Time 2)

Tetsuya: Which (.) do you think (.6) is better summer or winter? (2.2) something

((gestures to other participants))

Excerpt 13 (Time 2)

1 I: What is the best season in Japan
(1.1)
2 Konomi: Ah:: can I say start? ah can I start (.9) ah::: I think? (.5) the best

season in Japan is fall

Excerpt 14 (Time 2)
Akari: Which do you: think is better- ah the second question is er which do you
think is better high school or university life (1.8) what does everyone

think? (3.8) can I (.5) start?

Although not always produced fluently, Excerpts 13 and 14 also contain the
formulaic phrases Can I start? and What does everyone think? to signal either the desire
to take a turn or to invite others to do so. However, by the end of the course, turn taking
and topic management had generally become smoother, such that it was common to hear

these formulaic phrases used appropriately and relatively fluently, as demonstrated in the
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following excerpt (lines 2 and 3), in which all three members collaborated to begin the

discussion:

Excerpt 15 (Time 3)
1 Shinpei: What is the best place to visit in Japan.
(2.8)
2 Akari:  What does everyone think
(1.8)
3 C: Can [ start?
4 Shinpei: [Sure
5 Akari:  Sure]
6 C: Er:: I think the best place to visit in Japan is Kyoto?
7 Akari: Ah yeah
8 C: because there (.7) is a lot of (.7) his- beautiful historical

buildings?...

Moreover, the following Time 3 excerpt contrasts with the Time 1 instance mentioned

earlier in which the transition between topics was conducted solely in Japanese (i.e., tsugi

iku?)

Excerpt 16 (Time 3)
1 Aot: So (.) we move on to next question?
2 N: [Ok
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3

Manabu: Yeah]

Aot: Which do you think is better high school or university life.

Finally, as with the previous interactional features, examining the same individual

at the beginning and end of the course provides a clear illustration of development. In the

following Time 1 excerpt, although Midori took the initiative in introducing a new topic,

she did so by looking down at the question paper and asking the truncated question

“Summer or winter?” to the group, then later initiated the following perfunctory

exchange about favorite seasons:

Excerpt 17 (Time 1)

1

2

Midori: ((gestures to K)) Spring?

Kaito: Spring er win- winter [winter
Midori: Winter] winter

C: ((looks at M)) are? (huh?) Summer
Midori: Summer

C: Summer ((laughter))

In contrast, in the following Time 3 excerpt Midori introduced a new topic by reading the

prepared discussion question in full and following up with a turn-taking invitation,

leading to a more expansive exchange:
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Excerpt 18 (Time 3)

1 Midori: What is the best place to visit in Japan (.6) what does everyone
think
(2.8)

2 Kenji: Can I say something?

3 Midori: [Yes
4 Rie:  Sure]
5 Kenji: Oh:: (.5) I think er:: Kyoto is the best place to visit in Japan (.5)

oh: because er there are a lot of (.) er historical buildings?...

The above excerpts illustrate the development of turn taking and topic
management. Specifically, by the end of the course there was a reduced reliance on L1
Japanese and non-verbal means during such transitions, and an increased use of formulaic
phrases.

Agree/Disagree Markers

The main theme that emerged regarding the use of agree/disagree markers was a
gradual diversification (i.e., increased range) of methods used over time. At Time 1, of
the 24 such markers used by the 20 core participants, 12 were simple me foo tokens. For
example, all four of the agreement markers Kiyomi used at Time 1 were of this type, as

in the following excerpt:
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Excerpt 19 (Time 1)
1 R: I think (.5) spring (.) is the best.

2 Kiyomi: Me too.

Furthermore, Kiyomi did not expand upon any of these markers unless prompted to do
so. At Time 2, however, she offered a more expansive variation in which the agreement

marker too was embedded within a topic extension statement:

Excerpt 20 (Time 2)
1 Kiyomi: I think (.7) university life is better than high school too
2 Shinpei: Yeah
3 Kiyomi: er: because (1.1) in my experience mm (1.1) mm we can (1.0)

behave very free (.6) freely...

The second most common agreement marker at Time 1 was the formulaic phrase /
think so too, which was used six times. However, on three of those occurrences it was

produced without the requisite adverb too, as in the following excerpt:

Excerpt 21 (Time 1)

1 L: ...but winter is more great.

2 Akari: Ah:: I think so.
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By the second recording point, / think so too had overtaken me too as the dominant

method of expressing agreement. Specifically, I think so too accounted for 11 of the 25

agreement markers at this point, whereas me too was used only three times. Furthermore,

unlike at Time 1, it was produced accurately on each occasion, as in this instance in

which it was followed up by a single-clause topic extension:

Excerpt 22 (Time 2)

1

2

Katsuya: ...so summer is (.) better I think (.5) yeah

Naho: Mm (1.3) yeah: I think so too (1.2) winter is so cold

This diversification of techniques also included a progression from relatively

abrupt expressions of disagreement to more indirect or nuanced forms. For example, at

Time 1 Tetsuya was involved in the following exchange:

Excerpt 23 (Time 1)

1

2

Manabu: Mountain is dangerous.
Tetsuya: No ((shakes head))
Manabu: No dangerous?

Tetsuya: No dangerous no dangerous...

In contrast, at Time 2 Tetsuya attempted a more indirect method, although lacking in

grammatical accuracy, in which he attempted to mitigate his disagreement (line 4) while

explaining his positive assessment of summer:
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Excerpt 24 (Time 2)

1 C: ...I'like (.8) only I like autumn’s temperature.

2 Tetsuya: Oh:: okay okay [okay

3 C: Yeah]

4 Tetsuya: I understand that you said but (1.6) summer’s (.) insects? and
summer’s temperature

5 C: Yeah

6 Tetsuya: is a spice: ((laughter))

7 C: [A spice

8 Tetsuya: spice] for to enjoy the summer.

At Time 3, a more accurate attempt at mitigated disagreement, albeit repeating the word
opinion, was produced by Midori, who had not used any agree or disagree markers in the
previous two recordings, at the beginning and middle of the course. She then used this

marker to lead into a multi-clausal topic extension statement.

Excerpt 25 (Time 3)
Midori: I understand your opinion (.7) opinion (.5) but (.6) er:: I prefer the
mountains better than visiting the sea? (1.0) er because in the mountain
er we can enjoy the fresh air in the mountain? (1.4) a:nd er (.8) mm: the

mountain has a (.) cold- cold? cold temperature than (.5) sea?...
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By Time 3, diversification had progressed to the extent that there was no
dominant form of indicating agreement or disagreement, in contrast to Times 1 and 2. Of
the 19 such markers used by the core participants at Time 3, no single form was
attempted more than four times. This progression is exemplified by Kaito, whose use of
such markers gradually became more nuanced and diversified over the three recording

points. At Time 1, the only marker he produced was the short form me too:

Excerpt 26 (Time 1)
1 C:  Ithink the best season in Japan is (.9) er spring

2 Kaito: Ah me too

At Time 2, he also produced a single expression of agreement, although on this occasion

it was embedded within a multi-clausal extension:

Excerpt 27 (Time 2)
Kaito: I think (2.3) er:: similar to Himari? (1.1) both (.7) high school life and
university life is (.) good for students? er but I think university life is
better than high school (.) life (.9) because er we can er many (.9) many

free time (.5) in university...

Finally, at Time 3 he produced three such markers, one of which was similar to the Time
2 form, beginning “Similar to Risa, I recommend Kyoto.” A second consisted of the short

response “That’s right.” However, the third was a nuanced indication of disagreement,
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mitigated by partial agreement with the previous speaker (line 5), preceded by a turn-

taking request (line 2), and followed by a multi-clausal extension (line 7).

Excerpt 28 (Time 3)

1 L: ...I- I think the sea: (.7) is (2.1) mm for me is good.
(1.6)
2 Kaito: I see (1.2) er I er can I say something?

3 L: [Sure

4 Airi:  Sure]

5 Kaito: Of course I like sea and [swimming

6 Airi:  Okay] ((laughter))

7 Kaito: but (.5) I- I recommend mountain? er mountains er because er [
hate insects but er I like camp (1.3) camp in mountains (.7) I
recommend er (.9) doing camp in mountains and er you er (2.0) can
refresh? refresh mind in (.8) er clean air in mountains and (2.5) by

doing walking? er it is (.5) good exercise for (.6) health...

The above excerpts illustrate the development of agree/disagree markers and the
gradual diversification of such techniques, including more nuanced and mitigated forms
of disagreement, that had taken place by the end of the course.

Negotiation of Meaning
The primary themes that emerged regarding negotiation of meaning—which

combines the categories of confirmations and repairs—were a reduced reliance on
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Japanese and the application of negotiation techniques to a broader range of situations.
However, due to the highly collaborative and contingent nature of such sequences, it is
more difficult to track individual progress regarding these features than those analyzed
previously. Not only is their occurrence inherently less predictable than the need to
generate or respond to a topic extension, for example, but participants must perceive
a trouble source as problematic before it can be negotiated (Wong & Waring, 2021).
Nevertheless, changes in the way specific confirmation or repair features were used over
time reveal general trends within the group.

First, the lack of significant change regarding quantification over time (see Table
46) implies that some participants were negotiating meaning in English from the earliest
stages of the course. In particular, there were numerous instances at Time 1 of students
offering vocabulary items following a breakdown, as well as confirming the meaning of a
Japanese item in English. For example, in the following sequence, Midori provided five
vocabulary items in quick succession (lines 2, 4, 10, 14, and 16) following breakdowns or
pauses, all of which were taken up by the speaker, thus enabling the discussion to

progress.

Excerpt 29 (Time 1)
1 C: And er (.8) personally I wan- I:: like (.) winter (.) clothes, (.8)
winter clothes is er (1.1)
2 Midori: Cute?
3 C: cute ((laughter)) cute

(1.1)
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

Midori: Cute and cool

C: Cool ((laughter)) better than summer
(7.1)

Midori: And

C: And

Midori: and (.6) er::
(11.3)

C: %whispers inaudibly in Japanese% spring summer aki aki aki
(fall fall fall)

Midori: Fall

C: Fall

Midori: In fall?

C: In fall (.5) in fall (1.5) weather is er

Midori: Comfortable

C: comfortable (1.7) comfortable (.9) and er (1.6) nan daro (3.5)
undokai nanto iu no (what is it sports day how do you say that)
exer-

Midori: Sports sports [festival.

C: ah sports] festival

On the other hand, some participants contributed few negotiation moves throughout the

course. For example, Kenji provided a total of two confirmations and no repairs, while

Ryota offered one repair and no confirmations during the three recordings.
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Nevertheless, when participants did engage in meaning negotiation a reduced
reliance on L1 Japanese was evident over time. At Time 1, using Japanese was often the
initial method of dealing with a trouble source, with participants then collaboratively
attempting to produce an English equivalent, as shown in lines 9 and 15 in Excerpt 29
(above). Moreover, in some instances Japanese use was not treated as problematic and no
negotiation even took place. The following excerpt provides one such example, in which
no attempt was made to either elicit or confirm the English meaning of a Japanese

vocabulary item:

Excerpt 30 (Time 1)
1 S: But in the summer (.) er bad point (.) is er (1.0) nechusho (heat
stroke)

2 Honoka: Ah nechusho

Japanese was less prevalent in general at Time 2 (i.e., the mid-point of the course)
and tended to be used less overtly than at Time 1. Furthermore, in contrast to the above
excerpt, it was almost always treated as a trouble source that needed to be negotiated, as

in the following sequence:

Excerpt 31 (Time 2)
1 Honoka: Did- did you:: go:: (.7) eto nan da ke (er what is it) t- (.9) travel
Jjanakute shugakuryoko (I mean school trip)
2 Kenji:  Ah:: travel- travel?

202



3 Honoka: Travel

4 Kenji:  School travel?

5 Honoka: School travel school travel
6 Kenji:  School trip school trip

7 S: Ah school trip

8 Honoka: School trip school trip ((laughter))

By Time 3 there was little Japanese use during the discussions, even after a
trouble source had been identified. When necessary, the participants tended to rely on
gesture rather than L1 to supplement the target language and convey meaning during

negotiation sequences, as in the following excerpt:

Excerpt 32 (Time 3)
1 Y: Girls er played ah volleyball er but er I (.) dislike volleyball?
2 M: Why
3 Y: er (1.0) hand is er (.5) hand is ((gestures hitting hand))

4 Tetsuya: Ha- your hand [hurt?

5 Y: sore] sore sore sore er hand is sore sore?...

Apart from a gradual avoidance of Japanese when dealing with communication
problems, the other theme identified in this section was the application of negotiation
techniques to a broader range of situations. The technique of rephrasing a prior comment,

and how it was used to negotiate or clarify meaning at each time point, is used to
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illustrate this form of development. Rephrasing here is used to mean changing a
completed instance of the target language into an alternative form of the target language,
either for confirmation or repair purposes. It can involve rephrasing either one’s own or
another participant’s utterance. However, it does not include instances of converting L1
into L2, such as in Excerpt 31, or offering vocabulary items after an incomplete word
search, as in Excerpt 29.

The only instances of such rephrasing at Time 1 involved substituting a single
item in order to confirm the meaning of a previous utterance. For example, in the
following excerpt Rie replaced her initial word choice relative with cousin at line 5 after

it became clear that S had not understood the question.

Excerpt 33 (Time 1)
1 Rie:  Many relative?
2 S: Hm?
3 Rie:  Relative? (1.1) ((turns to N)) relative
4 Naoya: Relative ((nods))
(1.9)
5 Rie:  ((turns back to S)) Cousin?

6 S: Ah no

There were also several similar instances at Time 2, in which a single item was
substituted for confirmation or repair purposes. However, there was also a more elaborate

occurrence at this time point, in which an interlocutor (Aoi) rephrased her own question
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over several turns (Excerpt 35, lines 1, 5, 7, and 9) due to the apparent non-

comprehension of the recipient.

Excerpt 34 (Time 2)
1 Aoi: ...so do you have any hobbies in (.7) fall?
2 Y: Fall?
3 Aoi: Yeah
4 Y: Fall?
5 Aoi: Yeah did you ha- did you have
6 Y: Ahyesyes
7 Aot: did you get some new hobby in fall (.5) last year?
8 Y: Ah get new hobby?
9 Aoi: Yeah or try something like that.

This technique was extended further at Time 3, as there were two occurrences that
served a different purpose from those previously mentioned. Whereas at Times 1 and 2
rephrasing was used to either clarify meaning or repair a communication breakdown,
these two novel instances involved summarizing and reformulating a previous speaker’s

opinion, either as a precursor to changing the topic (Excerpt 35, line 4) or to offering a

contrasting opinion (Excerpt 36, line 2).

Excerpt 35 (Time 3)

1

Emiri: ... all season we (.) played the (.8) guitar.
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2 Keita: Yeah

3 Emiri: Yeah it was enjoyable.

4 Keita: So you mean- do you mean your high school environment is

special and (1.0) and several activities makes you happy?

5 Emiri: Yeah (.5) that’s (.) [right

6 H:  Nice]

7 Keita: Okay?

8 Emiri: Okay

9 Keita: Next topic?

10 Emiri: Yes

Excerpt 36 (Time 3)

1 Naho: ... my teacher always give me interesting story and we often do
experiments?... yes that makes me so [happy.

2 Konomi: You] (.6) you means you can enjoy (.7) your high school life?

3 Naho: Yes (.7) how about you.
(1.3)

4 Konomi: Yeah I: (1.3) I:’m not (1.8) I’'m not enjo:y I cannot enjoy my

high school life?...

In addition, the range of objects of repair expanded over time. At Time 1 they

consisted almost exclusively of individual lexical items (see Excerpt 29 above), but by

Time 3 they included the collaborative completion of whole clauses. In total, there were
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four instances at Time 3 of other-initiated repair in which the listener offered more than
just a single lexical item. All four are shown below—the repair initiation comes at line 2
in Excerpts 37 and 38, and line 4 in Excerpts 39 and 40. Each repair initiation followed a
noticeable pause, indicating a breakdown of communication, and was taken up by the

speaker in each case (albeit only partially in Excerpt 38).

Excerpt 37 (Time 3)
1 H: After school we:: (1.9) play table tennis? or: (.9) karuta? (cards)
(.5) or: (.) basketball so we: (2.3) ((laughs nervously)) we::
2 Keita: Enjoy [the match?

3 H: Yes]

Excerpt 38 (Time 3)
1 L: I: (.7) agree with you. I also hate the insects. ((laughter)) okay

because my- my hometown is nearby a mountain? so there are (1.6)

2 Kaito: lot of [insects?
3 L: lot of] mosquitoes.
Excerpt 39 (Time 3)
1 C: Maybe the (2.4) sho- (.5) shop er (1.4) nani (what) older (.6)
person-

2 Katsuya: ((quietly)) Older
3 C: older person (1.4) i:s (1.3) so (1.9)
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4 Katsuya: Not good [person?

5 C: Yeah] not good
Excerpt 40 (Time 3)
1 Y: And er when I was first grade high school student?

2 Tetsuya: Yes

3 Y: er there is a chorus er concert (1.6) er but er second and third
grade is er (.5) it is er not h- (1.3) it is not [hold

4 Tetsuya: Cannot] take place

5 Y: ca- cannot take

The above excerpts illustrate the development of meaning negotiation throughout
the course, including a reduced reliance on Japanese when dealing with trouble sources.
The example of rephrasing was used to show the gradual application of negotiation
techniques to a broader range of situations, from substituting single lexical items at the
beginning of the course to producing summative reformulations by the end. Collaborative
completions were also used to illustrate the expanded range of meaning negotiation
techniques.

Research Question 3: The Extent of Speaking Self-Efficacy and Anxiety Change

Research question 3 investigated the extent to which the participants’ speaking
self-efficacy and anxiety changed during a one-semester course of spoken interaction.
One-way repeated measures ANOV As were conducted to examine the extent of any such

changes. Both the self-efficacy and anxiety measures were based on Rasch analyses of
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responses to Likert-scale questionnaires administered at each data collection point.
Validation evidence for all individual difference measures was presented in Chapter 4.
The results are summarized in Table 52, with mean values at each time point presented
alongside p-values and effect sizes of the related ANOVA. The results for each variable

are then presented in detail.

Table 52. Summary of Speaking Self-Efficacy and Anxiety Results

Time1 Time2 Time3 p n?
Self-efficacy 1.29 2.43 2.70 <.01 27
Anxiety 0.56 0.16 -0.07 .21 .08

Note. * N = 20 at each time point. All statistics are based on Rasch logits.

Speaking Self-Efficacy

Looking at speaking self-efficacy first, changes in the mean values (see Table 52)
show an increase of 1.14 logits between Times 1 and 2 but only 0.27 logits between
Times 2 and 3. The Shapiro-Wilk test confirmed that the data were normally distributed
at each time point (p = .64, .76, and .21, respectively). There were no outliers at any time
point. Refer to Table 18 in Chapter 4 for the descriptive statistics. Mauchly’s test
indicated that the assumption of sphericity was met, with non-significant results for the
Chi-square test ¥*(2) = 0.30, p = .86.

The repeated-measures ANOVA revealed statistically significant changes in
speaking self-efficacy over time, F(2, 38) = 7.07, p = .002, n>= .27, with 27.00% of the
variance accounted for by the model. Post hoc #-tests (Bonferroni adjusted) revealed a
significant pairwise difference between Time 1 and Time 3 (p =.003, d = 0.68), and

Time 1 and Time 2 (p = .02, d = 0.55), indicating a small effect size in each case, but not
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between Times 2 Time 3 (p = 1, d = 0.13). Therefore, the participants’ speaking self-
efficacy increased during the course, specifically during the first half of the semester.
Speaking Anxiety

Looking at speaking anxiety next, the Shapiro-Wilk test confirmed that the data
were normally distributed at each time point (p = .34, .82, and .48, respectively). There
was one outlier at Time 2 only, with this participant reporting much lower anxiety at this
point than at Times 1 and 3. However, as they did not answer all questions identically
there was no reason to suppose that these scores were given without due consideration;
therefore, it was decided to retain them in the analysis. Refer to Table 22 in Chapter 4 for
the descriptive statistics. Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of sphericity was
met, with non-significant results for the Chi-square test y*(2) = 1.13, p = .57.

The repeated measures ANOVA revealed no significant changes in speaking
anxiety over time, F(2, 38) = 1.65, p = .21, 5?= .08, with only 8.00% of the variance
accounted for by the model. Post hoc #-tests (Bonferroni adjusted) confirmed no
significant change between Time 1 and Time 3 (d = 0.37). Although anxiety fell slightly
more between Times 1 and 2 (d = 0.23) than between Times 2 and Time 3 (d = 0.14),
neither of these differences reached statistical significance. It can therefore be concluded
that, whereas the participants’ speaking self-efficacy increased during the course,
speaking anxiety remained relatively stable throughout.

Research Question 4: The Extent to Which Speaking Fluency Is Related to
Interactional Competence
Research question 4 investigated the extent, if any, to which speaking fluency was

related to interactional competence. To answer this question, a bivariate correlation
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analysis was conducted using the three individual measures of fluency—utterance,
perceived, and syllables per minute—as well as the quantitative measures of interactional
competence. Regarding the fluency measures, utterance fluency was based on the
monologue activities, whereas perceived fluency and syllables per minute were based on
the group discussions. Regarding the quantitative measures of interactional competence,
prior to analysis the eight categories were aggregated into the two domains of topic
development and support moves, in order to reduce the risk of a Type I error. In total,
five variables were correlated at each time point.

Tables 53 to 55 show the results, although a separate analysis including the three
fluency variables was reported earlier and shown in Tables 43-45. Correlations between
these variables are therefore not commented on in this or subsequent sections of this
chapter. Regarding interactional competence, the use of topic development and support
moves were significantly correlated at each time point. The correlation coefficients are »
=.62 at Time 1, »=.71 at Time 2, and » = .50 at Time 3, indicating a large effect at the

first two time points and a medium effect at the third.

Table 53. Bivariate Correlations Between Fluency and Interactional Competence
Measures (Time 1)

1 2 3 4 5
1. Utterance fluency —
2. Fluent syllables per min. 76*** —
3. Perceived fluency .60** .55* —
4. Topic development 21 AT 12 —
5. Support moves .35 .60** .22 .62** —

Note. N=20.*** p<.001, ** p<.01.*p<.05
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Table 54. Bivariate Correlations Between Fluency and Interactional Competence
Measures (Time 2)

1 2 3 4 5
1. Utterance fluency —
2. Fluent syllables per min. 83 —
3. Perceived fluency Y e .62** —
4. Topic development .69*** .63** .58** —
5. Support moves 56* .58** 43 g1 —

Note. N=20. *** p<.001,** p<.01.*p<.05

Table 55. Bivariate Correlations Between Fluency and Interactional Competence
Measures (Time 3)

1 2 3 4 5
1. Utterance fluency —
2. Fluent syllables per min. .68*** —
3. Perceived fluency .65** 59** —
4. Topic development 16 .39 -.03 —
5. Support moves A7 .22 .05 .50% —

Note. N=20.*** p<.001, ** p<.01.*p<.05

Regarding the relationship between fluency and interactional competence, which
is the focus of this research question, results are mixed based on these quantitative
measures. Significant correlations were found between the use of topic development
moves and fluent syllables per minute at Times 1 and 2 (» = .47 and .63, respectively,
indicating medium and large effect sizes), although not at Time 3 (p =.09) despite a
medium effect size of » = .39. A similar pattern was found regarding the relationship
between support moves and syllables per minute, with significant correlations, and large
effect sizes, at Times 1 and 2 ( = .60 and .58), although not at Time 3 (» = .22). These
results indicate a positive relationship between the number of fluent syllables that the
participants produced during discussions and the number of moves they contributed.

However, there is limited evidence to suggest a relationship between quantitative

measures of interactional competence and the other aspects of fluency measured here.
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Regarding utterance fluency, the trend was towards a positive relationship although
significant correlations existed only at Time 2 (» = .69 for topic development moves and r
= .56 for support moves, indicating large effect sizes). Regarding perceived fluency, a
large and significant positive effect was observed with topic development moves (» = .58)
and a medium, although non-significant, positive effect was observed with support moves
(r = .43), with inconsistent patterns at the other time points.
Research Question 5: The Extent to Which Speaking Fluency Is Related to Speaking
Self-Efficacy, Speaking Anxiety, and Extraversion

Research question 5 investigated the extent to which speaking fluency is related to
the individual difference variables of speaking self-efficacy, speaking anxiety, and
extraversion. Bivariate correlation analysis was again conducted, using the three
individual measures of fluency mentioned previously and the logit measures of the
individual difference variables produced by Rasch analysis. Although the extraversion
questionnaire was only distributed at Time 1, the results were included in the analyses at
all three time points, as dispositional personality traits are considered more stable than
contextualized characteristics such as self-efficacy and anxiety. In total, six variables
were correlated at each point to answer this research question.

Looking at the relationships among the individual difference variables first,
Tables 56 to 58 show a weak to moderate negative relationship between speaking self-
efficacy and anxiety (» = -.16., -.47, and -.34, respectively), which reached statistical
significance at Time 2 only. A negative, although non-significant, relationship was also
found between speaking anxiety and extraversion at Times 1 and 2 (» =-.31. and -.32

respectively, indicating small effect sizes), although not at Time 3 (» = .08). In contrast, a
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small to medium-sized, positive relationship was found between extraversion and
speaking self-efficacy (» = .30, .52, and .25, respectively), although significance was

reached only at the second time point.

Table 56. Bivariate Correlations Between Fluency and Individual Difference Measures
(Time 1)

1 2 3 4 5
1. Utterance fluency —
2. Fluent syllables per min. 76%** —
3. Perceived fluency .60** .55* —
4. Self-efficacy -.04 15 15 —
5. Anxiety -.24 -.33 -.07 -.16 —
6. Extraversion .32 .58** .33 .30 -.31

Note. N = 20. *** p<.001, ** p<.01. * p< .05

Table 57. Bivariate Correlations Between Fluency and Individual Difference Measures
(Time 2)

1 2 3 4 5
1. Utterance fluency —
2. Fluent syllables per min. .83*** —
3. Perceived fluency T .62** —
4. Self-efficacy 24 46* -.05 —
5. Anxiety -.49* -.66™* -13 -4T7* —
6. Extraversion 57 .68*** .29 52* -.32

Note. N=20.** p<.001, ** p<.01.*p<.05

Table 58. Bivariate Correlations Between Fluency and Individual Difference Measures
(Time 3)

1 2 3 4 5
1. Utterance fluency —
2. Fluent syllables per min. .68*** —
3. Perceived fluency .65** 59** —
4. Self-efficacy .04 -.07 .20 —
5. Anxiety -.02 -.07 -.01 -.34 —
6. Extraversion 44 63** .36 25 .08

Note. N = 20. *** p <.001, ** p<.01. * p< .05

Concerning the relationship between the individual difference variables and

fluency, which is the focus of this research question, the clearest association was found
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between extraversion and fluent syllables produced per minute in the group discussions.
In this case, a significant and large positive relationship was found at each time point (»
=.58., .68, and .63, respectively). A small to medium positive relationship was also
found between extraversion and utterance fluency at each time point ( = .32., .57,
and .44, respectively). This relationship only reached statistical significance at Time 2,
although a p value of .055 at Time 3 indicates a marginal result likely due to the small
sample size. A slightly weaker positive relationship was observed between extraversion
and perceived fluency (» = .33. » = .29, and r = .36, respectively), albeit without reaching
significance.

Regarding the other two individual difference variables, inverse patterns emerged
with respect to their relationships with the fluency variables. Speaking self-efficacy had a
positive and significant relationship with fluent syllables produced in the discussions at
Time 2 only (» = .46, indicating a medium effect size), while a small, non-significant
positive effect was observed with utterance fluency at the same time point (» = .24). In
contrast, a negative relationship was found between speaking anxiety and fluent syllables
produced at Times 1 and 2 (» =-.33 and -.66, respectively, indicating small and large
effect sizes). Again, a smaller effect was observed with utterance fluency at the same
time points (r = -.24 and r = -.49, respectively, indicating small and medium effect sizes).
However, both relationships were significant only at Time 2. No clear associations were
found between either individual difference variable and perceived fluency at any time

point.
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Research Question 6: The Extent to Which Interactional Competence Is Related to
Speaking Self-Efficacy, Speaking Anxiety, and Extraversion

Research question 6 investigated the extent to which interactional competence is
related to speaking self-efficacy, speaking anxiety, and extraversion. Bivariate correlation
analysis was conducted using the quantitative measures of interactional competence,
aggregated into topic development and support moves, and the Rasch logit measures of
the three individual difference variables, with extraversion again included at all three
time points. A total of five variables were thus correlated at each point to answer this
research question. Tables 59 to 61 show the results. The relationships between the two
interactional competence variables and the relationships among the three individual
difference variables have been reported previously; therefore, correlations between these
variables are not commented on in this section.

Concerning the relationship between the individual difference variables and
interactional competence, the clearest and most consistent association emerged with
respect to extraversion. In sum, a small to medium positive relationship was found
between extraversion and both aspects of interactional competence at all three time
points. Regarding topic development moves, the correlation coefficients were » = .36 at
Time 1, » = .55 at Time 2, and » = .44 at Time 3. Similarly, regarding support moves the
coefficients were » = .38 at Time 1, » = .58 at Time 2, and » = .30 at Time 3. Although
statistical significance was reached only at Time 2 in both cases, a p value of .051
between extraversion and topic development moves at Time 3 indicate another marginal

result probably due to the small sample size.
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Table 59. Bivariate Correlations Between Interactional Competence and Individual
Difference Measures (Time 1)

1 2 3 4 5
1. Topic development —
2. Support moves .62** —
3. Self-efficacy .25 40 —
4. Anxiety -.16 .05 -.16 —
5. Extraversion .36 .38 .30 -.31 —

Note. N=20.*** p<.001, ** p<.01.*p<.05

Table 60. Bivariate Correlations Between Interactional Competence and Individual
Difference Measures (Time 2)

1 2 3 4 5
1. Topic development —
2. Support moves B e —
3. Self-efficacy .09 .24 —
4. Anxiety -.32 -.41 -47* —
5. Extraversion .55* .58** 52 -.32 —

Note. N=20.** p<.001,** p<.01.*p<.05

Table 61. Bivariate Correlations Between Interactional Competence and Individual
Difference Measures (Time 3)

1 2 3 4 5
1. Topic development —
2. Support moves .50* —
3. Self-efficacy -.02 31 —
4. Anxiety -.23 -.46* -.34 —
5. Extraversion 44 .30 .25 .08 —

Note. N=20.** p<.001, ** p<.01.*p<.05

Looking at the other individual difference variables, a positive but non-significant
relationship was found between speaking self-efficacy and both topic development moves
(r=.25) and support moves (r = .40) at Time 1, with a small effect size in the former case
and a medium effect size in the latter. Regarding topic development moves, no such
relationship was observed thereafter (» = .09 at Time 2 and » =-.02 at Time 3). The

relationship was maintained with support moves, albeit in weaker form (» = .24 at Time 2
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and » = .31 at Time 3, indicating small effect sizes). Regarding speaking anxiety, a
generally weak and non-significant negative relationship with topic development moves
was maintained throughout ( = -.14 at Time 1, » =-.32 at Time 2, and » = -.23 at Time
3). Concerning support moves, the relationship was neutral at Time 1 (» = .05) but
became stronger thereafter (» = -.41 at Time 2; and » = -.46 at Time 3), although it was
significant only at Time 3.

Summary of Results

In this chapter I reported the results of the study, which answer the research
questions introduced at the end of Chapter 2. The first research question, concerning
fluency development, was divided into three parts. First, regarding the monologue
activities, significant development was observed in terms of the overall measure of
pruned speech rate, as well as the specific measures of mean duration of end-clause silent
pauses and mean duration of mid-clause silent pauses. Conversely, the number of repairs
per minute significantly increased over time. Next, regarding the group discussions,
individuals contributed significantly more fluent syllables over time, whereas the mean
length and number of gaps between speaking turns showed large reductions. Finally, the
native-speaker ratings showed significant improvements in both fluency and, especially,
communicative adequacy during the semester.

The second research question, concerning the development of interactional
competence, was analyzed both quantitatively and qualitatively. The quantitative analysis
revealed a significant reduction in the number of topic extension statements and minimal
extensions produced over time. On the other hand, a significant increase was observed in

the number of turn/topic management features produced. No significant change was
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observed in the number of support moves. The qualitative analysis revealed the
emergence of several themes. First, there was a general shift from short—often single or
sub-clausal—topic extensions to longer, multi-clausal extensions over time. This trend
was matched by a shift from short—often single-word—topic extension questions to
longer, more precisely targeted questions. Next, there was a gradual progression towards
the smoother use of turn and topic management features, and a reduced reliance on
gesture or L1 Japanese during such transitions. Regarding the support features, a gradual
diversification of techniques for marking agreement and disagreement was observed over
time. Negotiation techniques were also applied to a broader range of situations and there
was a reduced reliance on Japanese when negotiating meaning.

Turning to the individual difference variables, the third research question
concerned changes in speaking self-efficacy and anxiety over time. Regarding the former,
a significant increase was reported between Times 1 and 2 although not between Times 2
and 3. No significant changes were reported regarding speaking anxiety.

The remaining three research questions explored the relationships among the
above variables and were therefore answered using correlation analysis. Research
question 4 concerned the relationship between fluency and the quantitative aspects of
interactional competence. A consistently positive relationship was found between the
number of fluent syllables produced during the group discussions and the number of
interactional moves—both topic development and support—especially at Times 1 and 2.
A positive but weaker relationship between utterance fluency and both types of

interactional moves was again more pronounced at Times 1 and 2.

219



Research question 5 concerned the relationships between the individual difference
variables and fluency. A consistently strong and positive relationship existed between
extraversion and the number of fluent syllables produced during the group discussions. A
positive but weaker relationship was also observed between extraversion and both
utterance fluency and perceived fluency. A medium positive relationship was observed
between speaking self-efficacy and syllables produced at Time 2 only. In contrast, a
negative relationship was observed between speaking anxiety and syllables produced at
Times 1 and 2, which disappeared at Time 3.

Research question 6 concerned the relationships between the individual difference
variables and interactional competence. A small to medium positive relationship was
found between extraversion and the number of topic development and support moves
produced at each time point. A consistently positive relationship also existed between
speaking self-efficacy and the number of support moves, although with topic
development moves this relationship was found only at Time 1. A small to medium
negative relationship existed between speaking anxiety and both topic development and
support moves at Times 2 and 3 but not at Time 1.

Post-Hoc Analyses

Due to the exploratory nature of this study, the results raised several questions
that required further analysis. Therefore, post-hoc analyses were conducted to investigate
several of the research questions in more detail. Although these additional results should

be interpreted with caution, they also provide some directions for future research.
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Research Question 1: Post-Hoc Analysis

Because more pruned speech rate gains occurred between Times 2 and 3, whereas
the silent pause gains occurred mainly between Times 1 and 2, I conducted additional
analyses to try and locate the source of the gains made in the second half of the course.
One possible source is the length of filled pauses, as they were initially analyzed only in
terms of rate and location (following De Jong, 2016). Table 62 shows the mean length of
all filled pauses (i.e., mid- and end-clause combined) at each time point, presented
alongside the mean length of all silent pauses, as well as a composite measure of all
pauses for comparison purposes. Associated p-values and effect sizes of the repeated
measures ANOV As are also shown. However, three participants did not use any filled
pauses at one of the time points (two at Time 1 and one at Time 3), so they could not be

included in this analysis.

Table 62. Comparison of Total Mean Filled and Silent Pause Length

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 p n?
Filled pause mean 2.29 1.77 1.69 .05 19
Silent pause mean 1.09 0.83 0.82 <.01* 43
All pauses mean 1.46 1.17 1.13 <.01* 44

Note. N = 17 for filled pause mean, N = 20 for silent pause mean and all pauses mean.
* Denotes statistically significant result.

It was established previously that mean length of end- and mid-clause silent
pauses fell during the course, with gains occurring almost entirely between Times 1 and
2. Unsurprisingly, this finding holds when the two measures are combined into a total
silent pause duration measure, as shown in the table above. In this case, a repeated
measures ANOVA, F(2, 38) = 14.58, p < .001, *>= .43, confirmed the significant

changes over time, with Bonferroni adjusted post hoc #-tests showing a significant
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pairwise difference between Times 1 and 3 (p <.001, d =0.84) and Times 1 and 2 (p <
.001, d = 0.81, indicating a small effect size in both cases), but not between Times 2 and
3(=1,d=0.03).

A repeated measures ANOVA was also conducted to analyze the mean duration
of all filled pauses. Mauchly’s assumption of sphericity was marginally violated (p =
.047); therefore, a Greenhouse-Geisser correction was applied, which produced results on
the cusp of statistical significance, F(1.50, 23.97) = 3.67, p = .052, n*= .19. Bonferroni
adjusted post hoc #-tests were non-significant in each case, despite a small effect size
between Time 1 and Time 3 (p = .06, d = 0.58) indicating a downward trend over time.
The pairwise difference between Times 1 and 2 was p = .11, d = 0.51, and between Times
2and3wasp=1,d=0.07.

The combined all pause measure confirms this trend of larger gains in the first
half than the second half of the course. In this case, a repeated measures ANOVA, F(2,
38) =14.65, p < .001, ?>= .44, showed significant changes over time, with Bonferroni
adjusted post hoc #-tests showing a significant pairwise difference between Times 1 and 3
(p <.001, d = 0.87, indicating a small to medium effect size) and Times 1 and 2 (p <
.001, d = 0.76, indicating a small effect size), but not between Times 2 and 3 (p=1,d =
0.12).

Another potential cause for the pruned speech rate gains that occurred in the
second half of the course is a more efficient handling of disfluencies. Table 63 (below)
shows the mean number of syllables produced per minute during the monologues at each
recording point. There was an average increase of 10.46 total syllables per minute

produced between Times 2 and 3, of which 9.73 were fluent syllables (i.e., minus
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redundancies such as repetitions and false starts). In other words, 93.00% of the
additional syllables were fluent. In contrast, of the 8.77 syllables added between Times 1

and 2 on average, only 5.50 were fluent, representing 62.00%.

Table 63. Mean Number of Syllables Produced per Minute

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
Total syllables 91.70 100.47 110.93
Fluent syllables 79.90 85.37 95.10
Disfluent syllables 11.80 15.10 15.83

Note. N = 20.

Research Question 2: Post-Hoc Analysis

It was established previously that the participants produced fewer topic extension
statements over time, whereas the number of fluent syllables produced in the discussions
increased. To confirm whether there was a trend towards discussing the topics in greater
depth, I additionally analyzed topic extension statements in terms of the total number of
words per statement at each time point (see Table 64). In addition, to confirm that any
observed patterns were based on meaningful content, the mean number of fluent words
(i.e., with redundancies removed) is also presented. Finally, the mean number of fluent
words excluding minimal extensions is also shown. Associated p-values and effect sizes

of the repeated measures ANOV As are also indicated.

Table 64. Mean Number of Words per Topic Extension

Time 1 Time2 Time3 p n?
Total words 15.88 29.19 38.94 <.01* .34
Fluent words 13.67 25.55 34.26 <.01* .35
Fluent words minus MEX 16.98 29.93 35.87 <.01* .32

Note. * Denotes statistically significant result. MEX = minimal extension.
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Table 64 shows a clear pattern of increased number of words per topic extension,
regardless of whether disfluencies or minimal extensions are included. As the ability to
discuss a topic in depth is based on meaningful content, the fluent word statistics are
examined in detail below and are used in subsequent analyses. Removing minimal
extensions affected the mean much less at Time 3 than at Times 1 and 2, reflecting the
fact that sub-clausal extensions were rarely used at this time point, further illustrating the
trend towards longer comments. However, they have been retained in the following
analysis, as they are a form of topic extension and thus perform a similar, content-
generating function.

The descriptive statistics (see Table 65) show the mean increases over time (11.88
words between Times 1 and 2; 8.71 words between Times 2 and 3). However, the large
standard deviations and wide confidence intervals indicate a high degree of variance
among individuals at each time point. The data were non-normally distributed at each
time point, as assessed by the Shapiro-Wilk test (p <.001, .01, and .02, respectively),
reflecting the presence of outliers (two at Time 1; one at Times 2 and 3). These outliers
also contribute to the high kurtosis statistics of between 3.99 and 4.35 at each point. For
example, the outlier at Time 3 produced 98.67 fluent words per topic extension, whereas
the next highest value was 58.60. However, all three of this participant’s comments were
relevant to the topic and helped to explore it in depth.

Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of sphericity was met, with non-
significant results for the Chi-square test ¥*(2) = 4.82, p = .90. A repeated-measures
ANOVA, F(2,38)=10.19, p < .001, n?>= .35, confirmed the significant changes over
time, with Bonferroni adjusted post hoc #-tests showing a significant pairwise difference
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between Times 1 and 3 (p <.001, d = 1.30) and Times 1 and 2 (p = .04, d = 0.75), but not
between Times 2 and 3 (p = .19, d = 0.55). This finding translates as a relatively large
effect size overall, with a small effect in the first half of the course, and a further small

effect in the second half.

Table 65. Descriptive Statistics for Fluent Words per Topic Extension

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M 13.67 25.55 34.26
SE 2.22 3.37 4.62
95% CI [9.02, 18.32] [18.49, 32.61] [24.60, 43.93]
SD 9.93 15.08 20.65
Skewness 1.96 1.78 1.56
SES 0.51 0.51 0.51
Kurtosis 4.35 4.33 3.99
SEK 0.99 0.99 0.99

Note. N = 20 at each time point.

Research Question 4: Post-Hoc Analysis

To further investigate the relationship between fluency and interactional
competence, words per topic extension was also correlated with the fluency and
communicative adequacy variables. Tables 66 and 67 show no significant relationships
between words per topic extension and any other variable at Times 1 and 2, although
there were small effect sizes for the correlations with fluent syllables per minute—also
based on group discussions—at both time points (» = .27 and .35, respectively), as well as
with the communicative adequacy ratings at Time 1 only (» =.31). In contrast, at Time 3
significant relationships were observed between words per topic extension and all other
variables (see Table 68). Furthermore, the effect sizes were large for the correlations with

syllables per minute and utterance fluency (» = .67 and .58, respectively) and medium-
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sized with perceived fluency (r = .45). However, the strongest relationship was with

communicative adequacy (» = .72).

Table 66. Bivariate Correlations Between Words per Topic Extension Statement and
Fluency/Communicative Adequacy (Time 1)

1 2 3 4
1. Utterance fluency —
2. Fluent syllables per minute 6% —
3. Perceived fluency .60** .55** —
4. Communicative adequacy 54** 2% 5% —
5. Words per TES .28 27 .02 31

Note. *** p <.001, ** p < .01. TES = topic extension.

Table 67. Bivariate Correlations Between Words per Topic Extension Statement and
Fluency/ Communicative Adequacy (Time 2)

1 2 3 4
1. Utterance fluency —
2. Fluent syllables per minute .83*** —
3. Perceived fluency 1 .62** —
4. Communicative adequacy .63** 59 70** —
5. Words per TES .08 .35 -.01 .03

Note. *** p <.001, ** p < .01. TES = topic extension.

Table 68. Bivariate Correlations Between Words per Topic Extension Statement and
Fluency/Communicative Adequacy (Time 3)

1 2 3 4
1. Utterance fluency —
2. Fluent syllables per minute .68*** —
3. Perceived fluency .65** 59** —
4. Communicative adequacy 48* 61** 75% —
5. Words per TES .58** 67*** 45* g2%*

Note. *** p <.001, ** p < .01, * p <.05. TES = topic ext.

Research Question 6: Post-Hoc Analysis
Words per topic extension was additionally correlated with the individual
difference variables, to further investigate the relationship between interactional

competence and these three variables (see Tables 69 to 71). None of the correlations
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between words per topic extension and the individual difference variables were
statistically significant, due to the small sample size, although some patterns did emerge.
First, there was a consistently small relationship between fluent words per topic extension
and extraversion (r = .09, .24, and .24, respectively). Its relationship with the other
individual difference variables fluctuated markedly, however. The largest changes
concerned speaking self-efficacy, which oscillated from » =-.11 at Time 1, up to .43 at
Time 2, then back down to -.25 at Time 3. Regarding speaking anxiety, the relationship
changed from negative at Times 1 and 2 (» =-.16 and -.34, respectively), to positive at

Time 3 (r = .20).

Table 69. Bivariate Correlations Between Words per Topic Extension
Statement and Individual Difference Measures (Time 1)

1 2 3 4
1. Words per TES —
2. Self-efficacy -1 —
3. Anxiety -.16 -.16 —
4. Extraversion .09 .30 -.31 —

Note. N = 20. * p < .05. TES = topic extension statement.

Table 70. Bivariate Correlations Between Words per Topic Extension
Statement and Individual Difference Measures (Time 2)

1 2 3 4
1. Words per TES —
2. Self-efficacy 43 —
3. Anxiety -.34 -47* —
4. Extraversion .24 .52* -.32 —

Note. N = 20. * p < .05. TES = topic extension statement.
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Table 71. Bivariate Correlations Between Words per Topic Extension
Statement and Individual Difference Measures (Time 3)

1 2 3 4
1. Words per TES —
2. Self-efficacy -.25 —
3. Anxiety .20 -.34 —
4. Extraversion .24 25 .08 —

Note. N = 20. * p < .05. TES = topic extension statement.
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CHAPTER 6
DISCUSSION

In this chapter, I review and interpret the results of the study. Each research
question is addressed in turn, with key findings related to existing research as well as the
gaps identified and purposes of the study. Finally, the implications for foreign language
learning research and pedagogy are also discussed.

Research Question 1: The Extent of Speaking Fluency Development

Research question 1 concerned the extent to which the student participants’
speaking fluency developed during a one-semester course of spoken interaction. Previous
longitudinal studies have established that speaking fluency can develop during relatively
short time periods in ESL contexts (De Jong & Perfetti, 2011; Mora & Valls-Ferrer,
2012) and study abroad contexts (Freed et al., 2004; Segalowitz & Freed, 2004),
especially among higher-proficiency learners. Whether such development can also be
observed in lower-proficiency EFL contexts—in which learners typically have limited
opportunities to use the target language outside the classroom—has been less clear,
although more recent studies have indicated that fluency gains are possible even within a
limited time frame (Doe, 2025; Hanzawa, 2021).

A common method of determining whether fluency has developed is to measure
aspects of utterance fluency, which are typically subdivided into the three components of
speed of delivery, breakdown fluency, and repair fluency (Tavakoli & Skehan, 2005).
Changes in measurable outcomes, such as a faster articulation rate or a reduced rate of
pausing, imply improved fluency in that specific aspect. More generally, an increase in

speech production without an increase in pausing phenomena implies the
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proceduralization of linguistic knowledge, as speakers are able to produce more speech
without the need for more planning time (De Jong & Perfetti, 2011; Towell et al., 1996).
Table 4 in Chapter 3 shows the utterance measures used in this study, including an
overall measure of pruned speech rate. These measures were based on monologue
activities in order to eradicate the potential influence of interlocutors on performance,
thus allowing inferences to be made regarding underlying fluency. However, to
investigate whether any such gains had translated to the communicative context I also
measured aspects of fluency based on performance in group discussions, which has not
previously been researched. To this end, the number of fluent syllables produced per
minute by each individual was measured, as well as the mean length and number of gaps
between turns. Individual performance in the group discussions was also analytically
rated to investigate the development of perceived fluency.
Summary of the Results for Fluency Development

Looking at the monologue activities first, significant development was observed
regarding the composite measure of pruned speech rate, which encompasses all three
aspects of utterance fluency between Time 1 and Time 3. Significant development was
also observed regarding the specific measures of mean duration of end-clause silent
pauses and mean duration of mid-clause silent pauses, although changes occurred mainly
between Times 1 and 2. Conversely, the number of repairs per minute significantly
increased over time. All of the other utterance fluency measures remained relatively
stable.

Next, regarding the group discussions, individuals produced significantly more

fluent syllables over time, with gains occurring between Times 1 and 2 and remaining
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stable thereafter. The group statistics of number, mean length, and total time of gaps
between speaking turns showed large reductions, again specifically between Times 1 and
2. However, these group measures are based on descriptive statistics alone as the groups
consisted of different members at each time point.

Finally, the native-speaker ratings showed significant improvements in both
perceived fluency and communicative adequacy during the semester. Regarding the
former, significance was reached only between Times 1 and 3, and with a relatively
modest effect size (d = 0.59). Regarding the latter, significant gains also occurred
between Times 2 and 3, and with a medium effect size overall (d = 1.16).
Interpretation of the Results for Fluency Development

The most relevant comparison with previous research is with those studies that
have investigated fluency development in an EFL context. Although it has been claimed
that such settings are often unsuitable for the development of oral proficiency, due to the
limited quantity and quality of exposure that is often available (Mufioz, 2008), the current
study supports the small number of EFL studies that have reported significant fluency
gains even within a limited time frame.

Interpretation of Monologue Results

The closest similarities are found with Hanzawa’s (2021) study, also based on
Japanese freshman university students, and with measures taken from a monologue
activity. Although combining silent and filled pauses into one measure, Hanzawa
observed that within-clause pause frequency declined after one semester of instruction,
from a mean of 1.08 to 0.90 seconds. In the current study, the mid-clause silent pause

mean dropped from 0.95 to 0.75 seconds from the beginning to the end of the semester.
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Hanzawa also observed a decline in the length of between-clause pauses but only by the
end of the academic year, whereas in this study end-clause pauses also dropped
significantly within one semester. Similar to this study, Hanzawa found no significant
development in terms of articulation rate (expressed inversely as mean syllable duration
in this study) or pause frequency.

Overall, there is a clear similarity between the current study and Hanzawa (2021)
in terms of the development of breakdown fluency, specifically in the reduction of pause
length. It has been hypothesized that clause-end pausing indicates pre-linguistic planning
at the conceptualizer stage, whereas mid-clause pausing is associated with linguistic
micro-planning, and therefore disfluency at the formulator or articulator stages (Skehan et
al., 2016). Hanzawa suggested that these developments reflected the initial stages of
fluency development, as a reduction in pause frequency tends to occur at later stages of
development and therefore higher proficiency levels (Baker-Smemoe et al., 2014). If so,
this interpretation is likely to be even more relevant to the current study given the
relatively low proficiency level of the participants. As well as pause frequency, gains in
(inverse) articulation rate are also likely to take longer to manifest in an EFL environment
with limited opportunities for L2 use outside the classroom. For example, Kahng (2024)
found significant syllable duration decreases among intermediate-proficiency participants
after five months of study at a university in the United States, as opposed to 14 weeks of
EFL instruction as in the current study.

One difference between this study’s results and those of Hanzawa (2021) is in
terms of the rate of self-repair. Whereas Hanzawa found no difference across the

academic year, in the current study it rose from 2.20 instances per minute at Time 1 to
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3.63 at Time 3 (p = .02, d = 0.88). This finding might seem counterintuitive given that an
increase in the rate of repair appears to signify a decrease in fluency. However, it is
congruent with studies that have found repair rate increases among lower-proficiency
learners and, conversely, decreases among higher-proficiency learners (e.g., Leonard &
Shea, 2017). As the ability to self-repair depends on the effective monitoring of one’s
own output, a possible explanation for such findings is that increased oral proficiency and
metalinguistic awareness allows more attention to be diverted to the monitoring process,
thus leading to an increase in self-repair frequency (Kormos, 1999). In other words, an
increase in the rate of repair at lower proficiency levels—such as in the current study—
might imply more efficient monitoring processes resulting from increased linguistic
knowledge. This account could also explain rate of repair decreases at more advanced
levels, as once a threshold of accuracy and efficiency in linguistic encoding has been
reached the need for overt self-repair is reduced (Lambert et al., 2017), resulting in what
Hanzawa (2021) has called “an inverse U-shaped trajectory” (p. 17). Furthermore,
Hanzawa found a correlation between increased self-repair and the amount of study
reported by the participants in both semesters. This finding suggests that students who
spent more time learning English were more likely to increase the number of self-repairs
over time. Similarly, in this study the fact that repair frequency increased steadily over
the semester implies a gradual increase in the ability to self-monitor as linguistic
knowledge was accumulated.

There are also many contextual parallels between the current study and Doe’s
(2025) study, which similarly used monologue activities to investigate fluency gains

within one semester of Japanese university discussion-based speaking classes. Doe
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reported small but significant gains in phonation/time ratio—used to calculate the amount
of pausing in a speech sample—and mean length of pause (from 1.35 to 1.16 seconds),
although he did not distinguish between type or location of pause. The fact that Doe did
not observe gains in other fluency measures, including articulation rate, implies that his
study also captured the initial stages of fluency development.

Several other longitudinal studies of fluency development have used EFL classes
as control groups to compare with ESL or study abroad contexts (Freed et al., 2004; Mora
& Valls- Ferrer, 2012; Segalowitz & Freed, 2004). The participants in the current study
made substantially more fluency gains than those EFL control group students, although in
most cases the latter appear to have had limited speaking opportunities. It is therefore
unsurprising that fewer gains were made when compared with students in highly
communicative environments, whether at home—as in the current study—or abroad.
Taken as a whole, these findings support the need for extensive practice to proceduralize,
and eventually automatize, linguistic knowledge, as stated in DeKeyser’s (2007)
application of skill acquisition theory to SLA.

In sum, the monologue fluency measures showed gains in utterance fluency, as
significant development was observed regarding mean length of silent pause, both mid-
clause and at clause-end boundaries. Furthermore, the fact that the silent pause gains
occurred almost entirely in the first half of the course implies that they were probably not
related to underlying cognitive fluency, that is, the efficiency with which speakers
integrate the mental processes underpinning speech production, at this stage. This
interpretation is supported by De Jong et al.’s (2013) assertion that silent pause duration
is a weak indicator of cognitive fluency, based on their finding that it had the lowest
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relationship to linguistic knowledge and processing skills, explaining only 5.00% of the
variance.

The mean length of silent pause gains are also reflected in the overall measure of
pruned speech rate, which showed a significant increase over the semester despite an
increase in the number of repairs. However, more speech rate gains occurred between
Times 2 and 3, whereas the silent pause gains occurred mainly between Times 1 and 2.
The post-hoc analysis of filled pause duration (see Table 62) also revealed a larger
decrease between Times 1 and 2 than between Times 2 and 3, indicating that this variable
could not be responsible for the gains in pruned speech rate that occurred in the second
half of the course.

In addition, it is noticeable from Table 62 that the mean duration of filled pauses
was more than double that of silent pauses at each time point. It has been argued that
filled and silent pauses are distinct as the former have communicative value in terms of
maintaining the interactional flow (Peltonen, 2017) and signaling the speaker’s desire to
continue (De Jong, 2018). However, the filled pauses in this study were often extended
by silence on either side of the vocalization, which is likely to be the case at lower
proficiency levels. In such cases the distinction between silent and filled pauses becomes
blurred, as the latter do not only consist of the vocalized element.

Furthermore, it is possible that filled and silent pauses are caused by similar
cognitive issues in the speech planning process, but that some speakers use filled pauses
whereas others use silent pauses to stall for time when encountering such problems (De
Jong et al., 2013). Table 72 (below) shows each individual’s rate of pausing, combined
across the three time points, ranked by ratio of total silent to filled pauses shown in the
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end column. Although unfilled pauses have been found to negatively correlate with
speaking proficiency (Iwashita et al., 2008), these results appear to support De Jong et
al.’s suggestion that individuals often use different pausing behaviors to deal with similar
cognitive processing issues. For example, Naoya had the highest rate of total silent
pauses per minute (26.89) but the lowest rate of total filled pauses (0.44), and Airi had
the third-highest rate of total silent pauses (18.66) but the second lowest rate of total
filled pauses (1.56). Conversely, Kenji had the second highest rate of total filled pauses
(16.22), but the lowest rate of total silent pauses (7.55). Such dramatic differences in
pausing behavior are unlikely to reflect differences in speaking proficiency given that all
participants in this study had been placed in the same proficiency level.

Moreover, pausing behaviors do not always remain stable. For example, Tetsuya
switched from a reliance on silent pauses in the first half of the course to filled pauses at
the end. This change was especially pronounced in terms of mid-clause pauses, when
learners are most likely to be formulating their linguistic message. At Time 1 his rate of
silent and filled mid-clause pauses was 15.33 and 5.33, respectively, which at Time 2
became 21.33 and 4.67. However, at Time 3 this tendency had reversed such that his rate
of silent mid-clause pauses was 4 whereas for filled mid-clause pauses it was 10.
Therefore, the fact that learners adopt differential pausing behaviors, and not always
consistently, further blurs the distinction between silent and filled pauses. Although these
results are based on monologue activities, perhaps the main distinction lies in how such
pauses are perceived by listeners. As De Jong (2018) pointed out, a filled pause has
greater communicative utility because it provides a more overt signal that the speaker

intends to hold the floor, thus providing information that benefits the listener.
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Table 72. Individual Rate of Total Filled and Silent Pauses

Part. SPmid SPend SPtotal FPmid FPend FP total SP/FP
Kenji 6.22 1.33 7.55 12.00 4.22 16.22 0.47
Manabu 10.89 1.78 12.67 12.44 6.67 19.11 0.66
Midori 9.55 2.67 12.22 8.89 4.67 13.56 0.90
Kiyomi 6.45 4.44 10.89 5.78 3.33 9.11 1.20
Katsuya 11.33 5.56 16.89 9.1 4.22 13.33 1.27
Keita 13.78 3.33 17.11 8.00 3.56 11.56 148
Yukino 9.33 5.78 15.11 8.00 1.11 9.11 1.66
Kaito 10.22 2.22 12.44 4.89 1.78 6.67 1.87
Rie 12.00 3.78 15.78 6.44 2.00 8.44 1.87
Tetsuya 13.55 4.00 17.55 6.67 1.78 8.45 2.08
Naho 15.33 2.89 18.22 4.22 2.45 6.67 2.73
Ryota 12.22 3.1 15.33 4.67 0.89 5.56 2.76
Akari 15.33 6.89 22.22 7.11 0.22 7.33 3.03
Konomi 15.11 3.56 18.67 3.11 2.00 5.11 3.65
Aoi 17.34 6.67 24.01 4.22 0.67 4.89 4.91
Emiri 13.78 6.67 20.45 1.78 2.22 4.00 5.11
Honoka 13.33 5.33 18.66 2.00 0.45 2.45 7.63
Shinpei 11.78 6.45 18.23 1.11 0.89 2.00 9.12
Airi 16.66 5.1 21.77 0.89 0.67 1.56 13.96
Naoya 18.67 8.22 26.89 0.22 0.22 044 61.11

Note. Part. = participant, SP = silent pause, FP = filled pause, mid = mid-clause, end =
end-clause.

Another potential cause for the pruned speech rate gains that occurred in the
second half of the course is a more efficient handling of disfluencies. Table 63 showed
that, although the number of repetitions and repairs did not change significantly between
Times 2 and 3, the proportion of fluent syllables did increase. This change therefore
contributed to the higher pruned speech rate.

One potentially fluency enhancing feature that these gains do not appear related to
is the use of the formulaic phrases introduced during the course, such as In my opinion.
Although formulaic language has been found to correlate positively with speech and
articulation rate (Tavakoli & Uchihara, 2019; Yan, 2020), mean syllable duration in the
current study was the same at Time 3 as at Time 1, so their use did not result in a faster

speaking speed. Moreover, many of these phrases relate to turn-taking and managing

237



interaction (e.g., Can I start?) and were therefore not relevant to the monologue activities
on which the utterance fluency measures were based. Although these formulaic phrases,
even if automatized, did not constitute a high enough proportion of total output to impact
the monologue fluency results, it is possible that they influenced fluency during the group
discussions—reflected in the increased number of fluent syllables produced per minute—
as the phrases related to turn-taking and interaction could also be used in this context.

To conclude, the gains in pruned speech rate in the first half of the course were
driven mainly by reduced pausing time, which is a sign of incipient fluency development
(Hanzawa, 2021). However, development in the second half of the course was due to an
accumulation of marginal gains across various utterance fluency measures, none of which
reached statistical significance. For example, the rate of mid- and end-clause pauses fell
between Times 2 and 3, having both increased between Times 1 and 2 (see Table 33),
reflecting the kind of non-linear patterns associated with L2 fluency development (De
Bot & Larsen-Freeman, 2011; Tavakoli et al., 2020).

Development in the latter part of the course was also due in part to learners
becoming more efficient at dealing with disfluencies as they increased their linguistic
knowledge and monitoring capabilities. Furthermore, the fact that more fluent syllables
were produced while pausing phenomena remained stable at this point implies that
proceduralization had occurred (De Jong & Perfetti, 2011; Towell et al., 1996). In other
words, cognitive restructuring might be underway, as the various aspects of speech

production began to work more efficiently and in concert (Segalowitz, 2010).
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Interpretation of Group Discussion Results

Having established that fluency gains were manifested in monologue tasks, the
next step is to investigate whether such gains translated to the interactive context.
However, there are no studies to compare these results with, as to the best of my
knowledge fluency development in a group discussion context has not previously been
researched. Table 63 (above) showed that the participants produced more fluent syllables
in the monologues over time. Similarly, Table 37 in Chapter 5 showed that the
participants produced more fluent syllables in the group discussions throughout the
course (30.75 per minute at Time 1, 38.48 at Time 2, and 39.73 at Time 3). These
findings imply that learners were able to transfer this aspect of fluency, namely the ability
to produce more speech within a fixed time frame, from the individual to the
communicative context. The main difference between the two findings is that, whereas
the total syllable gains were spread relatively evenly in the monologue context (8.77 per
minute between Times 1 and 2; 10.46 between Times 2 and 3), in the group context the
gains were observed mainly in the first half of the course (7.73 per minute between Times
1 and 2; 1.25 between Times 2 and 3). This discrepancy suggests that a ceiling was
reached relatively quickly during the group discussions, perhaps due to the limitations on
speaking time imposed by the group format and the requirements of turn taking.

The increased number of syllables relates directly to the other group discussion
fluency measures, as the scope for increased talking time was produced, at least in part,
by a reduction in the number and mean length of gaps between turns. Specifically, there
was a large reduction (11.92) in the number of gaps of at least one second between Times

1 and 2, and a slight increase (1.80) between Times 2 and 3. In addition, there was a
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larger reduction in the mean length of such gaps (0.62 seconds) between Times 1 and 2,
and a smaller reduction (0.31 seconds) between Times 2 and 3. These two findings were
corroborated by a very large reduction in the total time of inter-turn gaps of 55.20
seconds between Times 1 and 2, but only 3.10 seconds between Times 2 and 3. It is
possible that a reduction in intra-turn pauses was further responsible for the increased
number of syllables produced; however, as mentioned in Chapter 3, such pauses were not
measured in this study due to the difficulties of doing so reliably in the presence of
interlocutors.

Taken together, the discussion-based measures provide further evidence of
fluency development made during this one-semester course. In the monologue activities,
gains took the form of an increase in pruned speech rate—driven early on by a reduction
in pausing time—which was reflected in the higher number of syllables produced.
Similarly, in the discussion activities participants were able to increase the number of
syllables they produced, especially in the early part of the course. In this case, the gains
were at least partly driven by a reduction in inter-turn pausing time. This finding also has
implications for listeners’ perceptions of fluency, as Van Os et al. (2020) found that
extended gaps between turns caused nonnative speakers to be rated negatively.
Furthermore, in terms of the mean length of gaps between turns, confidence intervals
narrowed and standard deviations fell throughout the course. The fact that variance
between groups fell after the first recording implies that the changing discussion groups,
and ultimately the members they consisted of, gradually converged on a shared style of

interaction that enabled more content to be produced.
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It has been argued that fluency in interaction represents a different construct from
that displayed during a monologue, due to the demands of accommodating interlocutors
in the former context (Tavakoli, 2016). Furthermore, fluency in interaction is largely co-
constructed, given the intertwined nature of speaker and listener roles (Kasper, 2006),
and the requirement of speakers to relate their comments to previous turns (McCarthy,
2010). Nevertheless, the similarity of findings across both contexts in this study, in terms
of speech production and pausing phenomena, imply an overlap between the two. These
findings also suggest that learners can transfer gains made in one context to the other.
Interpretation of Ratings Results

Having observed fluency gains in both the monologue and group discussion
contexts, the final step is to investigate whether this development is noticeable by
listeners. Previous research has established a consistent connection between pausing
phenomena and speed of delivery on the one hand, and raters’ perceptions of fluency on
the other (De Jong et al., 2013; Suzuki et al., 2021). In other words, the faster learners
speak and the less they pause the likelier they are to be rated as fluent—a finding that
holds regardless of the raters’ background (i.e., expert or novice, trained or untrained,
native or non-native speaker). For this reason, the analytic rating scale used in the current
study referred to speed and hesitation in each level descriptor (see Appendix R).

In this study, a small but significant improvement was observed by raters across
the semester. Although statistical significance was reached only between Times 1 and 3
(p = .04, d =0.59), average ratings increased more between Times 2 and 3 (p =.17,d =
0.49) than between Times 1 and 2 (p = 1, d = 0.14). This latter result contrasts with the
gains made in terms of fluent syllables produced in the group discussions, which occurred
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mainly in the first half of the course. Furthermore, it is unlikely to reflect the gains
regarding gaps between turns, which also occurred mainly between Times 1 and 2.
Moreover, the ratings were applied to individual participants, and such gaps by definition
cannot be assigned to individuals. It is therefore hard to know what specifically prompted
the raters to assign higher fluency scores in the latter part of the course, especially as
there is no guarantee that what appears salient to raters actually reflects an individual’s
underlying cognitive fluency (De Jong, 2018).

A clue as to why the perceived fluency ratings might have improved more
between Times 2 and 3 is provided by the communicative adequacy ratings, which were
included to confirm that the goals of the task had been achieved. For this scale, the
descriptors referred to the comprehensibility and amount of relevant detail included in the
participants’ contributions (see Appendix R). These ratings improved significantly not
only between Times 1 and 3 (p <.001, d = 1.16), but also between Times 2 and 3 (p <
.001, d = 0.87), although not between Times 1 and 2 (p = .46, d = 0.28), indicating that
substantial development took place in the second half of the course. These results,
therefore, followed a similar—but more pronounced—pattern than those for perceived
fluency, with larger effect sizes at each time point. Révész et al. (2016), using broadly
similar descriptors to those used in the current study, found that utterance fluency
predicted communicative adequacy, in a variety of communicative situations, more
strongly than accuracy or complexity. However, the reverse could also be true in that
communicative adequacy could impact on how fluent a sample of speech is judged to be.
Therefore, the fact that the raters scored the participants considerably higher for adequacy

(i.e., how detailed and comprehensible their contributions were) in the second half of the
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course could have influenced how fluent they felt those contributions to be. If so, this
finding suggests some overlap between how the two constructs were perceived. It could
also be influenced by the fact that raters are often reluctant to assign markedly different
scores to the same individual (Ockey, 2011), which is also known as the halo effect in
Rasch analysis.

It was established in Chapter 5 that the three individual fluency measures—
utterance fluency (i.e., pruned speech rate), fluent syllables per minute (based on group
discussions), and perceived fluency—were all positively and significantly correlated at
each time point, with large effect sizes produced in almost every case. In other words,
participants who performed more fluently in the monologues produced more speech
during the discussions and were rated as more fluent in those discussions. This finding
implies that all three measures were tapping into different aspects of the same basic
construct of L2 speaking fluency. Furthermore, the strongest of these correlations was
consistently between utterance fluency (i.e., based on monologues) and syllables per
minute (i.e., based on group discussions), indicating that learners with the highest
underlying fluency—as inferred from monologue delivery—tended to talk the most in the
interactive context. The communicative adequacy ratings maintained this pattern of
consistently strong, positive relationships with each variable. Moreover, the fact that
perceived fluency had the strongest correlation with communicative adequacy at each
point further implies some overlap between how these two constructs were perceived by
the raters, and that they were perhaps influenced by one when rating the other.

The fact that significant gains were made in all the aspects of speaking fluency

addressed in this study suggests that L2 learners can make substantial progress in an EFL
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environment, even with just a single semester of study. However, the context of the study
is of vital importance. This course consisted of communicative speaking classes, one of
which was discussion-based, with students expected to use English only in class. Many
opportunities were provided for meaning-focused output, and repeated monologue
activities were also regularly used to further develop fluency. Furthermore, classes were
held twice a week, in contrast to the standard once a week classes that are held in most
departments in most Japanese universities. In addition, the students took two other twice-
weekly, required English courses—a listening and a reading and writing course—which
provided further opportunities for engaging with the target language. This learning
context, therefore, provided the opportunities and conditions necessary for fluency
development to take place.
Research Question 2: The Extent of Interactional Competence Development

Research question 2 concerned the extent to which the participants’ interactional
competence developed during a one-semester course of spoken interaction. Most
interactional competence research to date has been conducted qualitatively, with
classroom-based researchers focusing on the development of individual micro-skills such
as repair or disagreement techniques. Such research has established that interactional
competence development includes: taking the initiative during interaction (Young &
Miller, 2004); engaging in collaborative turn sequences (Sert, 2019); and expanding the
range of techniques that learners are able to utilize (Pekarek Doehler & Pochen-Berger,
2015).

Nevertheless, some attempts have been made to quantify the features of L2

interaction, especially in terms of distinguishing between proficiency levels. For
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example, Galaczi (2014) found that higher-level learners displayed more mutuality (i.e.,
engagement with each other’s contributions) and were more collaborative than their
lower proficiency peers, as they developed other-initiated topics, offered more listener
support, and demonstrated more efficient turn-taking. However, such research has
focused mainly on high-stakes assessment, with coding schemes tailored to the tasks and
kinds of language produced in those contexts. Whether quantification can also illustrate
longitudinal development in the types of unassessed group discussions that commonly
occur in EFL classrooms has not previously been investigated. Therefore, in order to
quantify the interactional features used in the current study, Galaczi’s (2014) coding
system was modified to fit the current context. As well as for quantification purposes, this
coding system was then used as the basis for the subsequent qualitative analysis.
Summary of the Results for Interactional Competence Development

Beginning with the quantitative results, non-parametric analysis showed a
significant reduction in the number of topic extension statements and minimal extensions
produced over time. In the former case, the reduction was statistically significant only
between Time 1 and Time 3, whereas in the latter case significance was reached between
Times 1 and 2 as well as Times 1 and 3. In addition, there was a relatively large drop in
the number of topic extension questions in the early part of the course, albeit due to the
behavior of a small number of participants and therefore not statistically significant. In
contrast, the number of turn/topic management moves significantly increased over time.
Significance in this case was reached between Times 1 and 2 as well as Times 1 and 3.

No significant change was observed in the number of support moves, which all remained
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stable over time. Post-hoc analysis revealed a significant increase in the number of words
per topic extension statement between Times 1 and 2, as well as between Times 1 and 3.

Regarding the qualitative analysis, several themes emerged from the data. In
terms of topic development moves, there was a shift from short or minimal topic
extension statements to longer, multi-clausal extensions, which was matched by a shift
from short or lexical topic extension questions to longer, more precisely targeted
questions. There was also a gradual progression towards the smoother use of turn and
topic management features, as well as a reduced reliance on gesture or Japanese use.
Regarding the support features, there was a gradual diversification of methods for
marking (dis)agreement and meaning negotiation, which were utilized across a broader
range of situations.
Interpretation of the Quantitative Results for Interactional Competence
Development

As mentioned above, the coding system used in the current study was based on
Galaczi’s (2014) system. However, it was modified due to some important contextual
differences, as high-stakes paired speaking exams and unassessed group EFL discussions
are fundamentally different types of interaction (see Chapter 3 for a fuller explanation of
the differences between the two contexts and a justification for the system used in this
study—Tables 6 and 7 provide a full list of the topic development and support moves
included). Nevertheless, as with almost any form of interaction, both contexts share a
common need to generate content and maintain comprehension; therefore, it is instructive
to compare findings to ascertain whether development can be observed in the current
study.
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One aspect of collaborative interaction that Galaczi (2014) identified among
higher-proficiency learners was turn-taking efficiency. She argued that gaps between
turns result from the increased processing time that lower-proficiency speakers need to
decode the previous turn and then construct a response. Other research has also identified
inter-turn gaps as a feature of lower-level interaction (e.g., Galaczi, 2008; Sert, 2019). As
mentioned previously, a reduced number and length of gaps between turns was observed
in the current study, although this finding was included in the fluency section due to its
temporal nature.

Regarding topic development, Galaczi (2014) found that higher-proficiency test
takers developed topics initiated by other speakers much more than their lower-
proficiency peers. She attributed this finding to the increased cognitive burden required to
simultaneously maintain speaker and listener roles, which is necessary when developing
other-initiated topics. In the current study, however, the burden of topic initiation was
largely removed from the participants by the provision of a limited number of discussion
prompts, implying the need to discuss a topic in depth rather than continually initiate new
ones. Therefore, the fact that the participants produced fewer topic extensions over time,
whereas the number of fluent syllables produced in the discussions increased (as
discussed in the previous section), suggests that they were contributing fewer but longer
comments.

This suggestion of longer comments was confirmed by the post-hoc analysis of
words per topic extension. However, there was a wide degree of variance between
individuals, reflecting the contingencies of interaction, as shorter comments and

responses are sometimes appropriate even in a discussion, such as in response to a closed
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follow-up question. Nevertheless, it also reflects a wide disparity among individuals in
terms of their propensity to provide fuller contributions.

Table 73 (below) shows the number of fluent words per extension produced by
each individual. The data are ranked by length of topic extension statement at Time 3,
with the number of topic extension statements (including minimal extensions) in
parentheses. This table confirms the variation between individuals. For example, Keita’s
contributions were consistently among the longest, whereas Kiyomi’s were consistently
among the shortest. Even so, Kiyomi roughly tripled the length of her extensions at Time
2, which had then quadrupled by Time 3, illustrating that the participants’ development
occurred relevant to their starting base. Furthermore, Kaito, Manabu, Naho, and Tetsuya
all saw large increases over time from a low starting base.

Overall, despite the large amount of variance at each time point, there was a clear
trend towards longer topic extensions throughout the semester, and therefore more
detailed comments during the discussions. Such comments indicate more complex output,
as length of speaking turn—in this case topic extension statement—is also a measure of
interactional complexity (Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005). Furthermore, supporting opinions
with reasons and examples—as called for in discussion activities—also implies greater
propositional complexity, in which more idea units are included in the speaker’s turn
(Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005). Producing longer extensions also has implications for
fluency development, as such comments provide more of the practice that speakers need

to proceduralize linguistic knowledge (DeKeyser, 2007).
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Table 73. Individual Rate of Fluent Words per Topic Extension

Participant Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
Aoi 21.08 (12) 26.38 (8) 98.67 (3)
Emiri 12.00 (15) 12.53 (20) 58.60 (5)
Manabu 6.53 (15) 19.73 (11) 52.00 (4)
Keita 33.40 (5) 45.33 (6) 46.40 (5)
Katsuya 16.93 (15) 38.44 (9) 43.67 (6)
Yukino 44.25 (4) 16.78 (10) 41.17 (5)
Midori 2.27 (15) 20.40 (19) 39.67 (6)
Naho 9.78 (17) 35.86 (6) 38.57 (7)
Konomi 13.80 (10) 18.50 (10) 36.33 (3)
Ryota 14.50 (5) 27.00 (4) 33.00 (4)
Kaito 6.25 (4) 13.09 (11) 30.50 (6)
Tetsuya 6.15 (20) 30.75 (4) 30.40 (5)
Aliri 9.22 (10) 34.20 (5) 27.60 (5)
Kenji 14.11 (9) 23.00 (8) 23.80 (5)
Akari 14.30 (10) 73.33 (3) 19.55 (10)
Rie 5.19 (16) 27.17 (6) 17.00 (6)
Shinpei 15.57 (7) 9.64 (11) 16.57 (7)
Naoya 4.55 (23) 15.50 (6) 12.21 (14)
Kiyomi 3.06 (17) 9.36 (11) 12.20 (5)
Honoka 10.50 (10) 14.00 (6) 7.38 (8)

Moreover, this trend indicates that learners had adapted to the local demands of
the task, thus demonstrating an ability to deal with a wider range of interactional
contexts, which has been described as the key to interactional competence development
(Pekarek Doehler & Pochen-Berger, 2015). For example, an extended discussion in an
academic environment implies a need for longer, more complex comments than a casual
greeting in a social environment. Arguably, therefore, words per topic extension is a
better measure of development in this context than number of topic extensions, as it
implies engaging with the topic in depth. Consequently, the trend towards longer topic
extensions in this specific context represents the development of this aspect of
interactional competence.

This trend towards longer topic extensions also brought the student participants

closer to the performance of the three highly proficient Japanese speakers of English.
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These speakers, who had one group discussion separately recorded, produced an average
of 37.67 fluent words per topic extension—only 3.41 above the student participants at
Time 3. To illustrate this point, one of Aoi’s (who produced the longest topic extensions
at Time 3) comments is reproduced below, together with a typical comment from the
highly proficient speaker discussion (redundancies removed in both cases) for
comparison purposes. First, Aoi’s comment:

I think in present situation high school life is better. That is because that

we don’t have any time to consider about the university life. However, I

think that university life is so freedom to decide what we do. However, we

have a lot of responsible. For example, that we are absent from the class it

is okay but finally we have a lot of burden, so I think that it is sometimes
better, sometimes it’s not so good.

Next, the highly proficient speaker comment:
I also think nature is really beautiful in Japan, so my favorite place is Izu
peninsula in Shizuoka because it’s a peninsula so you can go to the beach,
and actually there’s a cliff and really rugged coastline. But also you can go

to the mountainside, and you can see beautiful scenery from the mountain
top so it’s a lot of things to see in Izu.

Unsurprisingly, the highly proficient speaker’s comment is more grammatically accurate
and includes more low-frequency vocabulary (e.g., rugged and peninsula) than the low-
intermediate student comment shown above. However, it reveals a similar inclination to
discuss the topic in depth, with several reasons and examples provided to support the
opinion. The highly proficient speakers were given no instruction regarding how to
conduct their discussion; therefore, if the goal of learners is to approximate the natural
behavior of such speakers, the fact that they progressed towards this behavior throughout
the course implies development in this aspect of their performance. A reduction in the
number of minimal extensions over time, to 0.90 at Time 3, also brought the student

participants closer to the behavior of the highly proficient speakers, who produced an
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average of 0.67 minimal extensions, emphasizing their inclination to produce extended
comments when presented with a discussion task.

Despite this convergence, it should be emphasized that longer comments do not
necessarily equate to better interaction, even in this context. For example, according to
Sert (2019), extended individual turns characterized novice performance in EFL group
discussions conducted among Turkish university students. However, he also reported
concurrently long inter-turn gaps and a lack of listener support (e.g., acknowledgement
and agree/disagree tokens) as indicative of such performance. In the current study, the
participants were able to offer such support during—and in response to—extended
comments, as shown by the excerpts in Chapter 5. Moreover, they did so to a degree that
was quantifiably comparable with the highly proficient speakers, as discussed below.
Also, as mentioned previously, inter-turn gaps decreased at the same time as topic
extensions expanded. Therefore, I argue that extended comments in an academic group
discussion context can indicate development—and coexist with other forms of
development—especially when compared with the kind of superficial interaction shown
in Excerpts 2 and 5 in Chapter 5. Furthermore, the fact that the raters evaluated
communicative adequacy highest at Time 3—when the topic extensions were at their
longest—supports this claim, given that the 5-point descriptor refers to “contributions...
with appropriate amount of detail.”

Another potential counter to this argument is that longer extensions could reflect
dominance by individual participants at the expense of other members, which Galaczi
(2008) referred to as asymmetric patterns of interaction. Although this outcome is

certainly possible, the data in this study do not indicate that such dominance occurred.
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Table 73 shows the number of topic extension statements that each individual made next
to the average number of words per extension. At Time 3, when the extensions were
longest on average, none of the four highest ranked participants made more than five
statements. In addition, only three participants in total made more than eight or more
statements, all of whom were ranked in the bottom six in terms of words per statement.
Furthermore, correlation analysis revealed large and significant negative relationships
between number of extensions and number of words per extension at each time point (» =
-.60, p=.005 at Time 1; »=-.54, p = .02 at Time 2; r =-.55, p = .01 at Time 3). The
scatter plots shown in Figures 14 to 16 (below) visually represent these relationships. The
lack of any values in the top right quadrants illustrates the fact that no participant

produced a large number of long extensions at any time point.
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Figure 14. Scatterplot of Number and Words per Topic Extension Statement (Time 1)
Note. TES = topic extension statement.
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Figure 15. Scatterplot of Number and Words per Topic Extension Statement (Time 2)
Note. TES = topic extension statement.
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Figure 16. Scatterplot of Number and Words per Topic Extension Statement (Time 3)
Note. TES = topic extension statement.

Regarding support moves, Galaczi (2014) found that higher-proficiency test
takers offered more listener support, in the form of backchannels and confirmations of
comprehension, than their lower-proficiency peers. Galaczi again attributed this result to

the difficulty lower-level learners have in simultaneously maintaining speaker and
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listener roles. In the current study, no quantifiable change was observed regarding any of
the support features, which includes repair and agree/disagree markers in addition to
confirmations and backchannels. It should be noted, however, that the number of such
features produced was broadly comparable to that produced by the highly proficient
speakers, as shown in Table 51 in Chapter 5. Using the end of course (i.e., Time 3)
measures for the student participants, the proficient speakers produced more
backchannels (16.00 vs. 11.05) and agree/disagree markers (1.33 vs. 0.95), implying
slightly more engagement with the speaker. On the other hand, they produced fewer
confirmations (1.00 vs. 2.10) and repairs (0.00 vs. 0.95), which can be explained by less
need to negotiate meaning among highly-proficient speakers. Nevertheless, the fact that
the student participants were able to consistently produce these support features
throughout the course implies that limited cognitive processing capacity was not a barrier
to this kind of collaborative interaction, which supports Waring’s (2019) assertion that
low linguistic proficiency does not automatically imply low interactional competence.
The only interactional feature that increased quantifiably in the current study was
the category of turn/topic management, with such moves increasing significantly between
Times 1 and 2, as well as between Times 1 and 3. This finding tallies with the decrease in
number and length of gaps between turns, which also occurred mainly in the first half of
the course. The fact that these increases in collaborative behavior occurred early in the
course also suggests that they might not have resulted from increased cognitive
processing capacity, which would likely take longer to manifest, as discussed in the
fluency section above. Rather than cognitive development, reduced gaps between turns

could reflect changes in affect, such as increased self-efficacy, which are discussed later
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in this chapter. In addition, the increased use of turn and topic management features is
probably related to their pedagogical introduction in the first half of the course, which is
also discussed below.

To conclude, quantifying the topic development and support moves produced
during the group discussions highlighted the development of some aspects of
interactional competence. First, the participants produced fewer but longer topic
extensions as they adapted to the demands of the task. Although Galaczi’s (2014)
distinction between own and other topic extension was rendered moot by the provision of
discussion questions in advance, the fact that the participants moved towards longer topic
extensions over time shows progression in terms of “degree of topic development,”
which Galazci identified as one of the most salient differences between higher and lower
speaking proficiency levels.

There was also a significant increase in the number of turn/topic management
moves which, when combined with the reduction in inter-turn gaps, indicates a trend
towards more collaborative behavior. Furthermore, the occurrence of these gains mainly
in the first half of the course, combined with the fact that support moves were produced
consistently throughout the course, suggests that even relatively low-level students can
overcome cognitive processing limitations from the earliest stages when contributing to
multi-party interaction. In other words, learners can draw on the universal
communication abilities that precede L2 learning—or even L1 learning—to establish
collaborative patterns of interaction (Hall, 2018; Levinson, 2006). As fluency develops,
learners can theoretically build on this base and use the increased processing capacity to

contribute longer and more complex comments to the discussion.
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Interpretation of the Qualitative Results for Interactional Competence Development

The quantitative findings are supplemented by three main themes that emerged
from the qualitative data. The first theme relates to the length and detail of topic
development moves. Quantification showed that learners refined their use of topic
extension moves throughout the course, progressing towards longer, multi-clausal
comments rather than a series of short or sub-clausal minimal extensions. Qualitative
examples of this process were shown in Excerpts 2 to 6 in Chapter 5. This shift had
repercussions in terms of fluency and affective development, which are explained in the
relevant sections of this chapter. Similarly, topic extension questions became more
detailed and precisely targeted over time, as shown in Excerpts 7 to 10.

In terms of interactional competence development, adapting to the tasks in this
way signaled an increased ability to deal with a range of interactional contexts, given that
the background questionnaire revealed group discussion activities were unfamiliar to
these students prior to entering university. This finding also highlights the contingent
nature of interactional competence, as not all forms of interaction call for extended turns.
For example, Galaczi (2008) stated that short turns were indicative of a high-
involvement, collaborative style of interaction based on mutual topic development.
However, her study was based on a high-stakes paired speaking exam in which picture
prompts provided many options and opportunities to initiate new topics. In contrast, a
group discussion activity with only two question prompts based on one pre-determined
topic calls for participants to discuss a topic in depth by giving and supporting opinions,
which were the foci of Weeks 2 and 3 of the course (see Table 1 in Chapter 3 for the
course schedule and Appendix E for a list of all the discussion skills and formulaic
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phrases that were taught). Furthermore, the unassessed nature of the activity put less
pressure on the participants to compete for speaking turns in order to display their
competence. Nevertheless, listener support can still be provided while a topic extension is
being produced, as was often the case in the current study—exemplified by the
backchannels in Excerpts 4 and 6.

The second theme to emerge from the qualitative data was a gradual progression
towards the smoother use of turn and topic management features. Quantitative analysis
revealed that this was the only feature to increase significantly over time, indicating more
collaborative behavior as the participants took responsibility for transitioning between
turns and topics. It also implies a greater willingness to take the initiative, which has been
identified as a key aspect of interactional competence as lower-level learners tend to be
more passive and often wait to be invited to participate (Pallotti, 2019).

The qualitative data showed that at Time 1 there were often extended inter-turn
pauses (see Excerpts 2, 7, and 29). In addition, the participants often relied on L1
Japanese or non-verbal means when transitioning between turns and topics, leading to
some awkward exchanges (see Excerpt 11). This tendency was reduced at Time 2,
however, as several participants attempted to use the Joining a Discussion formulaic
language (e.g., Can [ start?) that that had been introduced in Week 5 of the course, prior
to the second recording. Although using such language involves taking the initiative in
terms of managing the discussion, Excerpts 12 to 14 show that it was not always used
accurately or fluently at this stage, suggesting that learners needed time to practice such
phrases in order to use them effectively. At Time 3, however, these phrases and questions

were generally used more accurately and were often combined in collaborative transition
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sequences (see Excerpt 15). Turn-taking dynamics are a fundamental element of
interactional competence (Pallotti, 2019); therefore, an improved ability to transition
smoothly between turns and topics, without relying on the use of gestures or the L1, is
another indicator of development. Examining the use of turn/topic management features
in this study also illustrates the need for both qualitative and quantitative analysis, as they
revealed different aspects of development. Furthermore, smoother transition sequences
are likely related to the reduced gaps between turns discussed in the previous section.

The third qualitative theme relates to the use of support features. Quantification
showed that support moves, in all categories, were contributed from the earliest stages of
the course and that their use remained relatively stable in numerical terms. In this case,
development was observed solely through qualitative analysis, which revealed that a
more diverse range of support techniques was applied to a broader range of contexts over
time.

The use of agree/disagree markers exemplifies this point, as the participants
gradually diversified their repertoires for doing so. At Time 1, Me too was the dominant
method of agreement, which was surpassed by / think so too at Time 2, probably
influenced by the latter’s inclusion as a formulaic phrase in Week 4, prior to the second
recording. By Time 3, however, additional forms had appeared such that there was no
dominant form of agreement or disagreement (see Excerpt 27), reflecting the expanded
range of techniques that is a key component of interactional competence development
(Pekarek Doehler, 2019).

Another index of development is that expressions of disagreement became more

nuanced and mitigated over time. Mitigated disagreement techniques (e.g., I see your
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point, but...) were also taught in Week 4 of the course, although they were not always
used accurately at the Time 2 recording point (i.e., the mid-point of the course), as shown
in Excerpt 24. Their use was both more widespread and accurate by Time 3 (see Excerpts
25 and 28), again indicating that learners needed time to practice and fine-tune the use of
formulaic phrases and techniques taught in class. Incorporating elaborate forms of
disagreement mirrors both L1 discourse (Pomerantz, 1984) and the behavior of more
advanced L2 learners (Pekarek Doehler & Pochon-Berger, 2011). The fact that direct and
unmitigated disagreement markers (e.g., No) occurred more at Time 1 (see Excerpt 23)
corroborates Bardovi-Harlig and Salsbury’s (2004) finding that these forms are more
common at earlier stages of learning. Furthermore, the fact that some mitigated forms
appeared following their introduction in class supports the authors’ suggestion that such
development can be enhanced by explicit teaching.

The range of meaning negotiation techniques, which incorporate repair and
confirmations of comprehension, also expanded over time. At Time 1 (i.e., the beginning
of the course), the objects of repair were overwhelmingly individual lexical items (see
Excerpt 29), although by Time 3 they had broadened to include the collaborative
completion of whole clauses (see Excerpts 37 to 40). Sert (2019) argued that these kinds
of collaborative turn completions indicate interactional competence development because
they demonstrate more attentive and active listenership than word searches. Specifically,
they involve format tying at the morpho-syntactic level, which is inherently more
complex than a lexical offer. They also require greater alignment and understanding of
the wider point the speaker is trying to express than offers of individual lexical items.

There were no instances of such completions at either Time 1 or Time 2 in the current
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study, which suggests a clear indication of development in this aspect of interactional
competence.

An additional method of repair was observed from Time 2 onwards, as several
participants rephrased their own questions when faced with apparent non-comprehension
(see Excerpt 34). At Time 3, rephrasing was also used to summarize and reformulate a
previous speaker’s opinion, either as a precursor to changing the topic or to offering a
contrasting opinion (see Excerpts 35 and 36), illustrating how the same technique was
applied to a broader range of contexts as the course progressed. This finding is probably
influenced by the fact that summarizing and reformulating techniques had been taught in
Week 12, prior to the third recording, illustrating the reflexive relationship between
pedagogy and interaction (Seedhouse, 2004). These results support Hellermann’s (2011)
finding that novice learners had diversified their methods of repair, and expanded the
objects of repair beyond lexical items, by the end of a year-long study. Another similarity
with the current study is that Hellermann’s participants attempted peer repair at the
earliest available opportunity (i.e., in the immediately subsequent turn) even in the initial
stages of learning, suggesting the transfer of an underlying L1—or even pre-linguistic—
competence.

There was also a gradual reduction in L1 use during repair sequences such that by
Time 3 it was almost completely absent (see Excerpt 32), despite its obvious convenience
for the participants. In the absence of sufficient L2 knowledge, the fact that gesture was
retained as a method of conveying meaning, whereas L1 was not, implies a tacit
recognition of the universal comprehensibility of iconic gesture and mime (Levinson,

2006). This pattern of L1 avoidance suggests a further adaptation to the interactional
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environment, even though during the course L1 use was not proscribed for word search
exchanges. This finding supports Siegel and Seedhouse’s (2024) observation that
Japanese university students reduced code-switching frequency over time when
attempting to resolve word search repair. Such strategies were retained to a greater extent
than in the current study, however, perhaps because Siegel and Seedhouse’s research was
based on self-recordings made in a student dormitory, rather than in a classroom with an
instructor present.

To sum up, the participants improved several aspects of their interactional
competence during this one-semester course. They engaged in collaborative behavior
from the earliest stages, implying that their relatively low proficiency level was not a
barrier to this kind of interaction. However, qualitative analysis revealed that the
techniques for doing so diversified over time, as exemplified by the range of methods for
marking (dis)agreement and negotiating meaning that gradually emerged, some of which
were undoubtedly influenced by their proximity to lessons in which those features had
been presented and practiced.

Another indicator of development was the progression towards fewer but more
complex topic extensions, as dictated by the interactional context. Moreover, the fact that
they emerged concurrently with the kinds of collaborative sequences shown in Excerpts
37 to 40 illustrates that these two aspects of development are not mutually exclusive.
Commenting on a topic in depth and providing listener support represent different facets
of competence and can occur during the same interaction, as both contribute to the co-

construction of a discussion within an academic context.
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In addition, the increased use of turn and topic management features, which
became smoother over time, reflected a greater willingness to take the initiative. A
reduced reliance on gesture and L1 was also evident during such transitions, as well as
during negotiation sequences, implying that the participants had become more confident
in their ability to successfully manage interaction without recourse to their dominant
language. Whether this suggestion matches the individual difference data is explored in
the next section.

Research Question 3: The Extent of Speaking Self-Efficacy and Anxiety Change

As well as the performance variables of fluency and interactional competence, it
is also important to investigate the affective dimension in order to understand the learner
perspective. Accordingly, research question 3 concerned the extent to which the
participants’ speaking self-efficacy and anxiety changed during a one-semester course of
spoken interaction. Regarding longitudinal studies, speaking self-efficacy has been
observed to significantly increase during a year-long course of communicative interaction
(Leeming, 2017) and, conversely, to decrease when opportunities for practice are limited
(Busse & Walter, 2013). On the other hand, Pan & Zhang (2023) found that, following a
drop in the first week, speaking anxiety remained relatively stable during a one-semester
communicative course. In the current study, questionnaire data were gathered prior to all
three recordings. The results were then converted to logits, produced by Rasch analysis,
to investigate any changes in speaking self-efficacy and anxiety over time.

Summary of the Speaking Self-Efficacy and Anxiety Results
At the beginning of the course, the participants’ self-reported scores were slightly

higher for speaking self-efficacy than anxiety. Over time, a small but significant increase

262



in speaking self-efficacy occurred between Time 1 and Time 3 (d = 0.68) and between
Times 1 and 2 (d = 0.55), but not between Times 2 and 3 (d = 0.13). Therefore, the gains
in self-efficacy took place overwhelmingly in the first half of the course. On the other
hand, no significant changes were observed regarding speaking anxiety, despite a
downward trend that produced an effect size of d = 0.37 between Time 1 and Time 3.
Between Times 1 and 2 the effect size was d = 0.23, and between Times 2 and 3 it was
even smaller at d = 0.14. It can therefore be concluded that speaking anxiety remained
relatively stable throughout the course.
Interpretation of the Speaking Self-Efficacy and Anxiety Results

Regarding speaking self-efficacy, the closest contextual similarity to the current
study is with that of Leeming (2017), who also investigated its development among
freshman Japanese university students. In both cases, the participants had limited
previous experience of English oral communication and were placed in low-intermediate
classes. Leeming’s study was also based on communicative speaking classes, although
over a whole academic year rather than one semester, and his self-efficacy questionnaire
was adapted for use in this study (see Appendix K). Leeming’s instrument was
administered eight times throughout the year, constituting a repeated-measures design, as
opposed to three times in the current study; therefore, different statistical analyses were
conducted. However, in both cases results were based on logit measures, facilitating a
comparison of the descriptive statistics. Leeming’s participants increased from a low
starting point of -2.75 logits to -0.07 by the end of the year, following a relatively linear
progression. The participants in the current study began from a higher starting point of

1.29 logits, which had increased to 2.70 by Time 3. Clear gains were therefore observed
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across both studies; moreover, both studies saw the biggest increase between the first two
measurement points (1.14 logits in the current study; 1.26 in Leeming’s study).

Taken together, these findings imply that speaking self-efficacy in EFL contexts
such as these is likely to improve especially in the early part of the course, perhaps
reflecting the unfamiliarity of this kind of communicative environment prior to entering
university in Japan (Koizumi et al., 2022). In other words, learners are unlikely to have a
strong belief in their ability to do activities with which they have had little or no previous
experience. The fact that self-efficacy stabilized in the current study but continued to
develop in Leeming’s probably reflects the different starting points, as the participants in
the current study had less room to increase after Time 2. Why the starting points should
be so different, despite an apparently similar level of proficiency at the outset, is of
potential interest. One possible reason is that the students in Leeming’s study were all
science majors, whereas the current study was conducted in a liberal arts department in
which English forms a major part of the curriculum. As such, it is probably more likely to
attract students who are receptive to the idea of studying English. It is beyond the scope
of this study to examine differences in affect between students of different university
departments, although that could represent a promising area of future research.

Regarding speaking anxiety, the results in the current study were broadly similar
to that of Pan and Zhang’s (2023) longitudinal study, which was also based on a single
semester in a communicative, university EFL environment, albeit with upper-
intermediate learners in China rather than lower-intermediate learners in Japan. In both
cases, anxiety remained stable following a relatively small initial drop. Pan and Zhang’s

questionnaire was distributed after every lesson (42 times in total), with an average fall
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from about 3.50 to 3.00 on the 5-point rating scale occurring during the first week of the
course, after which there was very little fluctuation. The questionnaire in the current
study was only distributed three times, with a larger change occurring between Times 1
and 2 (0.40 logits) than between Times 2 and 3 (0.23 logits), although no changes
reached statistical significance. The lack of inferential statistics or effect sizes in Pan and
Zhang’s study mean it is difficult to compare the results of the two studies directly,
although they both appear to support the idea that speaking anxiety is unlikely to change
significantly during one EFL semester. Furthermore, the small reductions that did occur
in the early stages could have resulted from overcoming the stress of an unfamiliar
environment, including a new teacher and classmates.

Looking at the relationship between these two variables, in the current study a
generally small to medium-sized negative correlation was observed between speaking
self-efficacy and anxiety at each time point (» = -.14., -.47, and -.34, respectively),
although statistical significance was reached only at Time 2. This relationship is less
robust than that established in Zhou et al.’s (2023) meta-analysis (» = -.70), although the
latter was not limited to speaking studies. It nevertheless supports the idea that learners
with higher levels of self-efficacy tend to exhibit lower levels of anxiety (Pajares &
Schunk, 2001), as well as the idea—expressed in social cognitive theory—that anxiety is
stimulated by a weakened sense of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997).

End of Course Questionnaire Responses

The student participants were given an end of course questionnaire (see Appendix

Q), which was completed anonymously and on a voluntary basis, in order to provide an

emic perspective on the course. The following comments have been selected to
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supplement the affective data analyzed above. All questionnaire comments in this chapter
have been translated from the original Japanese. The most common theme that emerged
from the responses was the perception of an improved ability to express opinions in
English, with comments such as “I became able to say my opinion in English” occurring
frequently in answer to the question “In what way(s) do you feel you improved the most
during this course?” These comments imply an increase in self-efficacy as it relates to
this course, as giving opinions is an integral aspect of a discussion. Some participants
also mentioned perceived improvements in other aspects of their speaking performance.
For example, Excerpt Q1 refers to specific skills that the participant feels they learned,

whereas Excerpt Q2 mentions an increase in fluency.

Excerpt Q1
Not only could I convey my own thoughts, but I became able to speak while

doing things like rephrasing and agreeing with the other person.

Excerpt Q2
I’ve become able to speak English much faster than before. In particular, I feel

that English words come out much easier than before.

Whereas the above excerpts are unambiguously positive, the following two excerpts
imply that, for these participants, self-efficacy increased from a relatively low starting

point, given the references to initially silent behavior.
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Excerpt Q3
I got a little more confident about speaking English and I’m less likely to stay

silent when speaking English.

Excerpt Q4
At first, I didn’t have my own ideas, I couldn’t speak English, and I was often

silent. But now I’ve got the attitude that anything’s okay so just speak.

As well as increased self-efficacy, some responses also implied a reduction in
anxiety, despite the fact that, according to the questionnaire data, it remained relatively
stable throughout the course. Both Excerpts Q5 and Q6 imply reduced anxiety (i.e.,
feeling “nervous” or “worried”), either combined with a perception of greater fluency, in

the former case, or the ability to participate more actively, in the latter.

Excerpt Q5
When I spoke to others in English, I became able to speak more smoothly and

without feeling nervous.

Excerpt Q6

I became able to say my opinion in English without hesitation or feeling worried.

I became able to speak actively.
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All student participants chose to complete the questionnaire and there were no
negative responses, despite it being conducted anonymously, which implies a widespread
and generally positive attitude towards the course. The vast majority of responses
referred to things that the participants felt able to do or had improved, which supports the
quantitative data regarding increased speaking self-efficacy. Moreover, as Excerpts Q3
and Q4 show, even students who started from a lower base appeared to show increases in
self-efficacy. In addition, several responses mentioned feeling less nervous or worried,
which implies that at least some participants felt a reduction in speaking anxiety.

Research Question 4: The Extent to Which Speaking Fluency Is Related to
Interactional Competence

Research question 4 concerned the extent to which speaking fluency is related to
interactional competence. Although some studies have found moderate correlations
between general speaking proficiency, as measured on the TOEFL iBT test, and ratings
of interactional competence (Ockey et al., 2015; Roever & lkeda, 2021), little is known
about the relationship between quantitative measures of interactional competence and
speaking fluency. Correlation analysis was used to address this question, although the
eight categories of interactional features were aggregated into only two domains (i.e.,
topic development and support moves) for this purpose. These two domains were
correlated with the three fluency variables: utterance fluency (i.e., pruned speech rate),

fluent syllables per minute produced in the group discussions, and perceived fluency.
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Summary of the Results for the Relationship Between Speaking Fluency and
Interactional Competence

As mentioned previously, the three fluency variables were all significantly and
positively correlated at each time point, with large effect sizes in almost every case. This
was also true of the two domains of interactional competence features, indicating that the
participants who contributed the most topic development moves also tended to contribute
the most support moves, and vice versa. The only clear relationships between the two
constructs, however, were with fluent syllables per minute produced in the group
discussions and the number of both topic development and support moves. These
relationships were statistically significant, and with relatively large effect sizes, at Times
1 and 2 (r = .47 and .60, respectively, at Time 1; » = .63 and .58, respectively, at Time 2).
However, they were non-significant, with medium or small effect sizes, at Time 3 (r
=.39 and .22, respectively). There were no consistent relationships between the
interactional competence measures and either utterance fluency (i.e., pruned speech rate)
or perceived fluency, although all were at their weakest at Time 3 (see Tables 53 to 55 in
Chapter 5 for the correlation matrices).

Post-hoc analysis revealed significant relationships between words per topic
extension and all three fluency variables at Time 3. Specifically, with syllables per
minute the relationship was » = .67, with utterance fluency it was » = .58, and with
perceived fluency it was » = .45. The strongest relationship, however, was with
communicative adequacy (» = .72), implying that the longer and more detailed

contributions at the end of the course were detected and positively rated.
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Interpretation of the Results for the Relationship Between Speaking Fluency and
Interactional Competence

It is perhaps unsurprising that the more interactional moves the participants
contributed, the more syllables they generally produced during the group discussions.
However, the fact that the relationships between the interactional competence measures
and all of the fluency variables were at their weakest at Time 3 is of potential interest.
Regarding support moves, the effect sizes at this time point—all non-significant—were r
=.22, .17, and .05 for fluent syllables per minute, utterance fluency, and perceived
fluency, respectively. Taken together, these findings suggest that by Time 3 less fluent
participants had almost caught up with their more fluent peers in terms of their ability to
offer listener support (i.e., provide backchannels, agree/disagree, and engage in the
negotiation of meaning), implying that lack of fluency is not necessarily a barrier to the
development of effective interaction. However, these findings should be interpreted with
caution given that the four categories of support moves were aggregated into one domain
for the purposes of statistical analysis.

A broadly similar pattern can be observed regarding topic development moves.
The effect sizes at Time 3—again all non-significant—were » = .39, .16, and -.03 for
fluent syllables per minute, utterance fluency, and perceived fluency, respectively. At
first glance, these results might suggest that less fluent participants had also caught up in
terms of their ability to develop the topic under discussion, for example by providing
topic extension statements or questions. However, this picture is complicated by the fact
that the number of topic extensions significantly reduced over time, as the participants

began to produce longer and more detailed comments.
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Again, it is unsurprising that longer topic extensions correlated with overall
syllables produced, but the fact that they also correlated with utterance and perceived
fluency at Time 3 indicates that this trend was related not only to the development of
interactional competence but also with other aspects of speaking proficiency. For
example, utterance fluency development is associated with automaticity and parallel
processing (Kormos, 2006); therefore, increased utterance fluency, as measured on the
monologue activities, could enable learners to produce longer and more complex topic
extensions during the group discussions by freeing up cognitive processing capacity. On
the other hand, if more fluent speakers become more adept at producing such comments
over time, less fluent speakers are at a disadvantage in terms of being able to adapt to this
aspect of the task and therefore the interactional context.

To sum up the relationship between fluency and interactional competence, these
results imply that lack of fluency was not necessarily a barrier to interaction in the sense
of offering listener support, as less fluent participants produced almost as many support
moves as more fluent participants at Time 3. However, fluency did appear to present a
challenge in terms of contributing more detailed and complex topic extensions. This
claim is supported by the strong positive relationships between words per topic extension
and all aspects of fluency at the end of the course, as it implies that more fluent speakers
were able to develop and expand such comments to a greater extent than their less fluent

peers.
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Research Question 5: The Extent to Which Speaking Fluency Is Related to Speaking
Self-Efficacy, Speaking Anxiety, and Extraversion

Research question 5 concerned the extent to which L2 speaking fluency is related
to speaking self-efficacy, speaking anxiety, and extraversion. Previous research has not
addressed the relationships between all of these individual difference variables and all the
aspects of fluency included in this study. However, of those that are most directly related
to this study, a negative relationship has been observed between speaking anxiety and
several aspects of utterance fluency (Bielak, 2022; Pérez Castillejo, 2019). On the other
hand, a positive relationship has been observed between speaking self-efficacy and the
number of words produced in a group discussion (Leeming et al., 2024), which is
comparable to the syllables produced measure used in this study.

The other individual difference variable examined in this study was extraversion,
which has been found to correlate positively with speaking self-efficacy (Leeming, 2017)
and negatively with speaking anxiety (Pan & Zhang, 2023). Regarding its relationship
with fluency, extraversion has been observed to correlate positively with the composite
measure of speech rate and negatively with rate of filled pauses, although the latter result
was produced only in formal situations (Dewaele & Furnham, 2000). Furthermore, Ockey
(2011) found that assertiveness—defined as one aspect of extraversion—was a significant
explanatory variable of perceived fluency, albeit with a small effect size. Correlation

analysis was used to address these relationships in the current study.
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Summary of the Results for the Relationships Between Speaking Fluency and
Speaking Self-Efficacy, Speaking Anxiety, and Extraversion

Fluency and extraversion had the clearest relationship in this study, which was
positive and consistent at each time point. Specifically, the relationship with fluent
syllables produced in the group discussions was strong and statistically significant (»
=.58., .68, and .63 at Times 1, 2, and 3, respectively); with utterance fluency it was
medium (r = .32., .57, and .44), although significant only at Time 2; and with perceived
fluency it was small and non-significant (» = .33, .29, and .36). Speaking self-efficacy had
a significant, medium-sized relationship with syllables produced (» = .46), and a small,
non-significant relationship with utterance fluency (» = .24), but only at Times 2 in both
cases. In contrast, a medium to large negative relationship was observed between
speaking anxiety and syllables produced, and a small to medium negative relationship
was observed with utterance fluency at Times 1 and 2 (» = -.33 and -.66, respectively, for
the former; » = -.24 and -.49 for the latter), although significant only at Time 2 in both
cases. No clear associations were found between either of these two variables and
perceived fluency at any time point. See Tables 56 to 58 in Chapter 5 for the correlation
matrices.
Interpretation of the Results for the Relationships Between Speaking Fluency and
Speaking Self-Efficacy, Speaking Anxiety, and Extraversion

The results outlined above indicate that more extraverted participants performed
more fluently throughout the course, especially in terms of syllables produced in the
group discussions, and to a lesser extent utterance and perceived fluency. In addition, the

fact that the extraversion findings were the most stable over time supports the idea that,
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as a dispositional personality trait, its effects are more predictable than contextualized
characteristics such as self-efficacy and anxiety. On the other hand, as context-dependent
variables are more liable to change during a course of study, the effects they have on
outcomes such as fluency and quantity of output is also more likely to vary.

Of the limited number of other studies that can be directly compared with these
results, Dewaele and Furnham’s (2000) findings regarding utterance fluency were
broadly similar. They found a positive, significant, and fairly strong correlation between
extraversion and speech rate, both for assessed and unassessed conversations (» = .51 and
.55, respectively). In the current study, which was based on unassessed discussions, the
effect was moderate (» =.32., .57, and .44 at Times 1, 2, and 3, respectively), although
significant only at Time 2. The current study, therefore, offers some support to the idea
that extraversion is positively related to utterance fluency. Dewaele and Furnham (2000)
argued that this association results from an over-aroused autonomous nervous system on
the part of introverts, which can overload working memory and affect parallel processing,
leading to less fluent speech production.

Regarding speaking self-efficacy, the only significant relationship in this study
was with fluent syllables produced in the group discussions at Time 2. This result offers
some support for Leeming et al.’s (2024) finding that speaking self-efficacy was
positively related to total amount of words produced in a group discussion, as both are
general measures of speech rate within a communicative context. Leeming et al. found a
significant, medium-sized correlation of » = .41, whereas in the current study the
correlation was = .15 and .46 at Times 1 and 2, respectively. However, the fact that this
relationship had completely disappeared by Time 3—as had the weaker relationship with
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utterance fluency—implies that lower speaking self-efficacy was not an impediment to
fluent performance at the end of the course.

A broadly similar, but inverse, pattern was observed regarding the relationship
between speaking fluency and anxiety. Regarding utterance fluency, this result supports
Pérez Castillejo (2019) and Bielak (2022), both of whom found that language anxiety
correlated negatively with several individual speed and breakdown fluency measures (as
opposed to the composite measure of pruned speech rate used in this study). However,
this relationship had again disappeared by Time 3 in the current study, as had the
relationship with fluent syllables per minute in the group discussions. In other words,
lower speaking anxiety, as with higher speaking self-efficacy, was associated with more
fluent performance in the first half of the course but not at the end. The similarity of these
two patterns suggests that students with lower positive affect were able to overcome this
disadvantage in the second half of the course.

Looking at some individual cases illustrates this point. For example, Aoi reported
the second lowest speaking self-efficacy of all participants at Time 3, as well as the
fourth highest speaking anxiety. However, she produced the most fluent syllables per
minute in the group discussions (64.89) and had the highest utterance fluency (i.e.,
pruned speech rate) in her monologue (151.33 syllables per minute) at the same time
point. Taking another example, Kiyomi’s self-reported speaking self-efficacy actually fell
throughout the course and was the seventh lowest at Time 3. Furthermore, she reported
consistently high speaking anxiety and the second highest at Time 3. However, her
utterance fluency increased from 63.33 syllables per minute at Time 1 to 102.00 at Time
3, which took her from the bottom half to the top half of participants. In addition, her
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fluent syllables per minute in the group discussions almost doubled from 16.33 at Time 1
to 31.00 at Time 3. These two cases emphasize the fact that low or below average affect
was less of a barrier to fluent performance at the end of the course.

Research Question 6: The Extent to Which Interactional Competence Is Related to

Speaking Self-Efficacy, Speaking Anxiety, and Extraversion
Research question 6 concerned the extent to which interactional competence is
related to speaking self-efficacy, speaking anxiety, and extraversion. Little research has
addressed any of these points directly, although some studies have investigated specific
aspects of the relationship between extraversion and interactional competence. For
example, Nakatsuhara (2013) found that extraverts took quantifiably more responsibility
for managing turns and topics during group discussions. Also, Ockey (2011) found that
assertiveness—as a facet of extraversion—was a significant explanatory variable of rated
interactional skills, as well as fluency, in group discussions. Correlation analysis was
used to address these relationships in the current study, using the two domains of
aggregated interactional moves.
Summary of the Results for the Relationships Between Interactional Competence
and Speaking Self-Efficacy, Speaking Anxiety, and Extraversion
As with fluency, the clearest and most consistent relationship between

interactional competence and the individual difference variables was with extraversion.
Specifically, the relationship with both topic development and support moves was
moderately positive at each time point (» = .36, .55, and .44 at Times 1, 2, and 3,
respectively, for the former; » = .38, .58, and .3 at for the latter), although only reached
statistical significance at Time 2 in both cases. Regarding speaking self-efficacy, a small
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to moderate positive, although non-significant, relationship was found with topic
development and support moves at Time 1 (» =.25 and .40, respectively). The
relationship then disappeared in the former case, but was maintained in the latter, albeit in
weaker form (= .24 and .31 at Times 2 and 3, respectively). Regarding speaking
anxiety, a generally weak and non-significant negative relationship with topic
development moves existed throughout ( = -.14, -.32, and -.23 at Times 1, 2, and 3,
respectively). A moderately negative relationship was observed with support moves at
Times 2 and 3 (» = -.41 and -.46, respectively), which was significant only in the latter
case (see Tables 59 to 61 in Chapter 5 for the correlation matrices). Post-hoc analysis
revealed inconsistent relationships between words per topic extension and both speaking
self-efficacy and anxiety, although none of these correlations were statistically
significant.
Interpretation of the Results for the Relationships Between Interactional
Competence and Speaking Self-Efficacy, Speaking Anxiety, and Extraversion
These results support previous findings that extraversion is positively related to
aspects of interactional competence in a group discussion context (Nakatsuhara, 2013).
This finding might reflect the fact that assertive participants are more likely to take the
lead during interaction (Ockey, 2011). It might also reflect the demands on working
memory that simultaneously activating speaker and listener roles entails, as introverts are
known to have weaker working memory skills than extraverts (Lieberman, 2000).
Turning to the other individual difference variables, both the positive relationship
between speaking self-efficacy and support moves, and the generally negative

relationship between speaking anxiety and support moves, imply that positive affect plays
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at least some role in facilitating engagement with interlocutors and other speakers’
contributions. Regarding topic development moves, however, the picture is once again
complicated by the reduction in the number of topic extensions that took place over time.
As discussed previously, fluent words per topic extension is arguably a better measure of
competence in this context, as it implies engaging with the topic in depth; therefore, this
measure was additionally correlated with the individual difference variables (see Tables
69 to 71 in Post-Hoc Analyses).

What appears to have happened is that participants higher in self-efficacy made
lots of short contributions at Time 1, resulting in a negative correlation with words per
topic extension. However, these participants adapted to the discussion task more quickly,
producing longer contributions at Time 2, thereby reversing the polarity of the
relationship. Finally, participants lower in self-efficacy had caught up by Time 3 such
that the polarity was reversed once more. This interpretation is supported by the
correlations between number of topic development moves—which consists mainly of
topic extension statements—and speaking self-efficacy (see Tables 59 to 61), as this
relationship went from positive at Time 1 (» =.25) to virtually non-existent at Times 2
and 3 (» =.09 and -.02, respectively). In other words, self-efficacy shifted from an
association with many short contributions at the start of the course to one with fewer but
longer contributions by the mid-point, which then disappeared at the end of the course as
lower self-efficacy was no longer an impediment to producing longer topic extensions.
Similarly, speaking anxiety was no longer negatively associated with words per topic
extension at Time 3 (r = .20), having reversed polarity from » =-.16 and -.34 at Times 1

and 2. These findings recall the relationships between speaking self-efficacy, anxiety, and
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fluency—discussed in the previous section—whereby students with lower positive affect
had overcome this disadvantage by the end of the course.

Again, individual cases illustrate the point. For example, Konomi consistently
reported low speaking self-efficacy, which was the lowest of all participants at Time 3.
However, at the same time point she contributed the fourth highest number of support
moves (21) and increased the length of her topic extension statements to an average of
36.33 words, from 13.80 at Time 1 and 18.50 at Time 2. Another example is Yukino,
who reported the third lowest speaking self-efficacy as well as the third highest speaking
anxiety at Time 3. However, she produced the fifth highest words per topic extension
(41.17) at that time point, which increased from 16.78 at Time 2. The pedagogical
implications of these findings are addressed at the end of this chapter.

Theoretical Implications of the Results

These findings have several theoretical implications for researchers interested in
the development of second language speaking fluency and interactional competence. The
first regards the quantification of speaking fluency development. The results of this study
add to the growing body of literature that suggests EFL learners in instructed settings can
make observable gains in fluency during just a single semester of study in a
communicative environment, even if they have limited previous experience of using the
target language productively (Doe, 2025; Hanzawa, 2021). Although the monologue-
based gains in utterance fluency were small, they followed developmental patterns
identified by other researchers, as initial gains were based mainly on reduced silent pause
duration whereas later gains were accumulated from several different measures. Among

utterance fluency measures, De Jong et al. (2013) found that gains in silent pause
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reduction were the least related to underlying cognitive fluency and argued that they
could therefore be due to non-linguistic factors such as individual differences. The fact
that, in this study, the timing of these initial fluency gains coincided with a reported
increase in speaking self-efficacy seems to support this theory. On the other hand,
accumulated gains from several aspects of the speech production process, as happened in
the second half of the course, indicate better overall integration of these features, and
therefore more efficient cognitive processing (Segalowitz, 2010).

The fact that these monologue-based fluency gains were corroborated by
measures taken from the interactive context further supports the idea that fluency had
developed during the course. Regarding group-based measures, there was an increase in
fluent syllables per minute that was detected by raters at the end of the course. These
results were further supported by a reduction in the number and mean length of gaps
between turns. To sum up, although the extent to which monologue-based and
interactional fluency represent the same construct is debatable (Tavakoli, 2016), the fact
that all these results point in the same direction suggests that measures taken from
interaction can assist researchers in triangulating more traditional, monologue-based
measures of fluency.

Although there is a stronger tradition of measuring L2 speaking fluency in SLA
research, this study also supports the idea that some aspects of interactional competence
can be quantified. However, due to the highly context-dependent nature of interactional
competence researchers should tailor their coding schemes to the specific situation under
investigation, as features that are appropriate in one context might not be so in another

(Schegloff, 1993). Moreover, due to the contingencies of interaction, opportunities to use
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potentially appropriate features (e.g., repair) might not always arise or seem necessary to
participants. Van Batenburg et al. (2018) circumvented this issue by tightly controlling
interlocutor contributions (e.g., including unfamiliar words in examiner scripts) to elicit
specific communicative strategies, and by doing so the authors were able to reliably
measure interactional ability. However, in the case of freer speaking activities—such as
group discussions—there is no guarantee that certain interactional features will be
manifested, and therefore that individuals will be able to demonstrate the full range of
their competence. Nevertheless, given a sufficient amount of data, quantification can
identify patterns of interaction that distinguish between and more less competent
participants (Galaczi, 2008).

In the current study, significant change in the number of interactional moves was
limited to an increase in turn/topic management moves and a decrease in topic
extensions. The latter was followed up by analysis that revealed an increase in the mean
number of words per topic extension statement, demonstrating how participants had
adapted to the demands of the discussion activity. The fact that no significant change
occurred regarding any of the support features emphasizes the need for qualitative to
complement quantitative analysis, as development in this case was revealed only by
careful examination of the content produced and the phrases utilized. Galaczi (2014), on
the other hand, was able to identify differences among proficiency levels in terms of both
topic development and support moves, albeit in a different speaking context. This
disparity raises the possibility that quantifying interactional competence is better suited to
distinguishing between levels than highlighting longitudinal development within them. It
is also possible that quantifying IC moves might be better suited to highlighting
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development over longer terms than one semester. Nevertheless, the patterns that
emerged from measuring individual performance in this study—within changing group
configurations—suggest that the ability to interact can be transferred to novel instances,
consisting of different participants, despite the contingencies of multi-party interaction.
Therefore, the insights gained by quantification in the current study support Fulcher’s
(2010) contention that it is primarily the resources that individuals bring to interaction—
albeit mediated by context and its myriad external variables—that constitute interactional
competence.
Pedagogical Implications of the Results

The results of this study also have several pedagogical implications. First, the
triangulated gains in speaking fluency support the idea that extensive practice is
necessary to proceduralize—and eventually automatize—linguistic knowledge, as
proposed in skill acquisition theory (Anderson, 1992; DeKeyser, 2007). Students in this
discussion-based course were given many opportunities, either in pairs or groups, to talk
about a range of topics related to university life and society in general (see Table 1 in
Chapter 3 for the course schedule). Every lesson also included a repeated monologue
activity to further encourage fluency development (Nation, 1989). The class met twice a
week, with the second lesson a textbook-based speaking lesson that also included pair,
group, and fluency-building activities. This course, therefore, clearly fulfills the criteria
for a communicative approach to language teaching, in which meaning-focused
communication is prioritized, as recommended in several pedagogical frameworks that
aim to develop L2 fluency (e.g., Gatbonton & Segalowitz, 2005; Nation, 2007). The fact
that it was successful in developing participants’ speaking fluency in one semester, and
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that this development extended beyond the initial phase of reduced silent pausing time,
demonstrates the benefits of such an approach. Therefore, the reported lack of teaching
resources, syllabi, or textbook activities that reflect these practical implications (Rossiter
et al., 2010; Tavakoli, 2023) is a situation that needs to be addressed, especially in EFL
contexts in which opportunities for practice outside of the classroom are often limited.

A second implication concerns the direct teaching of interactional skills and
strategies as a way of improving interactional competence. The excerpts taken from the
group discussions show how participants increased their range of available resources for
accomplishing these skills—such as managing turns and topics, indicating
(dis)agreement, and negotiating meaning—more smoothly and without relying on the L1.
This pedagogical approach therefore fostered the flexibility necessary to deal with L2
interaction collaboratively and efficiently, which was also reflected in the reduced
number and length of gaps between turns. Collaborative behavior, which is at the heart of
interactional competence, has been found to produce higher scores on paired speaking
tests (Artunc & Hart, 2019; Galaczi, 2008). The results of this study indicate that such
behavior is also essential to the smooth operation of unassessed group discussions, and
that it can be directly taught via micro-skills and strategies (Galaczi, 2008; Richards,
1990).

Furthermore, the fact that the relationships between utterance fluency, from which
underlying fluency can be inferred, and number of topic development and support moves
had virtually disappeared by the end of the course implies that lower speaking fluency
was not an impediment to their use over time. In other words, less fluent learners had

caught up with their more fluent peers in terms of the amount of such features they used.
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This finding further implies that these skills, and by extension interactional competence,
can and should be taught because their use did not appear to depend on participants’
levels of fluency.

The pedagogical value of these skills and strategies is reinforced by ascertaining
the emic perspective of the participants. Prior to the recordings, instructions were given
for participants to discuss the topic in the way they felt was best, and that it was not
necessary to use what they had learned in class (see Appendix J for the written
instructions). Although desirability effects cannot be ruled out, the intention was for the
learners to use these techniques and phrases only if they felt they were beneficial. The
exemplars provided in the Chapter 5 excerpts give an indication of which skills the
participants valued. Another indication is provided by the end of course questionnaire.
Figure 17 (below) shows the number of times an interactional feature was mentioned in
answer to the question “Which discussion skills, phrases, or questions did you find the
most useful in this course?” For example, mentioning the importance of giving or
supporting an opinion was counted as an instance of TES (i.e., topic extension statement).
Respondents could mention more than one category. If responses indicated specific
phrases or questions that were taught, such as What do you think? and I partly agree with
you, they have been included under the relevant category.

The two categories with the most mentions were agree/disagree markers and
confirmations of comprehension (11 and 10, respectively), which might be counter-
intuitive as their use did not change quantifiably during the course. There were qualitative
improvements in their use, however, which seem to have been noticed by the participants

based on these responses. It is also notable that topic extension statements had the second

284



lowest number of mentions, given that there was considerable development in the ability
to produce detailed and complex comments. As stated previously, many students
mentioned an improved ability to express opinions in English in answer to the earlier
question “In what way(s) do you feel you improved the most during this course?” so they
might have been reluctant to give a similar response to the later question. Another
possibility is that most participants did not equate giving their opinion with performing a

specific discussion skill, but more generally as just speaking English in this context (i.e.,

carrying out the task).
12
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TES TEQ ™™ Agree Confirm BCH

Interactional Feature

Figure 17. Participant Mentions of Most Useful Interactional Features

Note. TES = topic extension statement, TEQ = topic extension question, TTM = turn/topic
management, Agree = agree/disagree marker, Confirm = confirmation of comprehension, BCH =
backchannel/reaction.

Some of the comments are reproduced in full below to provide further insight into

the participants’ perspectives regarding the pedagogical materials and skills that were
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taught. Excerpt Q7 refers to the practical benefits of learning formulaic phrases, whereas
Excerpts Q8 and Q9 also point out that they can provide an initial impetus to begin

speaking.

Excerpt Q7
I learned a lot of expressions that can actually be used in conversation and this

developed my knowledge.

Excerpt Q8
I think it’s very useful to learn fixed sentences and phrases because they are also

an opportunity to start speaking.

Excerpt Q9
After saying whether you agree or disagree with someone’s opinion you can start

to give your own opinion.

As well as helping learners express their own ideas, some of the skills were aimed
at developing listener support. The following two excerpts highlight the importance of
such support for sustaining the interaction, by encouraging others to participate (Excerpt

Q10) and asking questions (Excerpt Q11).
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Excerpt Q10
I felt that the ability to encourage others to speak in the discussion was important.

In order to have a smooth discussion it’s an important skill.

Excerpt Q11
I realized the importance of discussion skills that can continue the conversation. I
think the conversation will be lively if you can understand and summarize your

partner’s opinions and ask related questions.

Despite the recent growth in interactional competence research, there have been
few attempts to connect such research with pedagogy (Salaberry & Kunitz, 2019).
However, it is clear from these responses that the students valued the techniques they
were taught during the course. This emic perspective complements the etic perspective of
the researcher; moreover, the fact that both perspectives are positively aligned adds to the
pedagogical value of this direct approach to teaching such skills. Furthermore, the fact
that giving opinions, agreeing/disagreeing, and turn taking were all highlighted as aspects
of interactional competence development in this study, and were mentioned positively in
questionnaire responses, justifies their inclusion in the early weeks of the course (see
Table 1 in Chapter 3).

The final pedagogical implication is that speaking self-efficacy can increase as a
result of this kind of communicative teaching, even if anxiety remains relatively stable.
Goetze & Driver’s (2022) meta-analysis established a positive link between L2 self-
efficacy and achievement, in which the strongest relationship was with speaking self-
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efficacy. It is therefore beneficial to conduct activities that develop positive affect. Mills
(2014) stated that speaking self-efficacy can be fostered by providing learners with
regular opportunities to exchange information and opinions with their peers in a
comfortable environment. The course upon which this study was based provided many
opportunities for the participants to exchange opinions, resulting in a significant increase
in reported self-efficacy. These opportunities facilitated the practice effect mentioned
earlier, which can not only lead to increased fluency but also self-efficacy as successful
experiences promote feelings of mastery among participants (Bandura, 1997).

However, the picture was more complicated than this finding suggests. Whether
looked at from a fluency perspective (i.e., total syllables produced), or an interactional
perspective (i.e., words per topic extension) results showed that speaking self-efficacy
became less associated with participation over time. In other words, students with lower
self-efficacy had caught up with those higher in self-efficacy by the end of the course in
this regard. As mentioned above, the benefits of self-efficacy regarding achievement are
clear; however, if even students who have relatively low speaking self-efficacy, or high
speaking anxiety, can overcome these disadvantages and participate actively in a
communicative environment, such a course has even greater benefits. The following two
comments, taken from the end of course questionnaire, shed some light on how this

works in practice.

Excerpt Q12
I feel like the hurdle of speaking English has been lowered. I’ve come to think

that it’s okay to speak even if ’'m not good at it.
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Excerpt Q13
It’s important to say your opinion using the knowledge and vocabulary that you
have. Even when I couldn’t, I could ask my friends around me so it became easier

to say my opinion in English.

These comments suggest that even students who felt unable to express themselves
well in English were still able to play an active part in the class. They therefore support
the quantitative questionnaire results, which showed that lower self-efficacy was not an
impediment to participation at the end of the course, especially regarding the number and
length of topic extensions. The resulting practice effect could also explain the
disappearance of the relationship between speaking self-efficacy and utterance fluency by
the end of the course. Furthermore, the lack of a negative relationship between speaking
anxiety and any of the fluency variables, or words per topic extension, at the end of the
course suggests that it does not prevent students from developing their fluency or their
ability to make extended contributions to a discussion. In sum, these findings imply that
educators should strive to create an environment that not only fosters self-efficacy but
also enables students whose self-efficacy remains low, or whose anxiety remains high, to
feel able to participate.

Summary of Discussion

In this chapter, I summarized and discussed the findings for each of the six
research questions. In addition, I related these findings to previous studies and existing
research in the relevant fields. Finally, theoretical and pedagogical implications of the

study were addressed. Next, in Chapter 7, I briefly summarize the main findings of the
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study. I then address its limitations and offer suggestions for future research in the area of

L2 speaking development. I conclude with some final comments.
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CHAPTER 7
CONCLUSION

In this chapter, I begin by summarizing the main findings of the study. After that,
I discuss some of its limitations, then offer suggestions for future research. I conclude the
study with some final comments about what led me to conduct this research and what I
hope it has achieved.

Summary of the Findings

This study was designed to investigate the extent to which Japanese university
students’ speaking fluency and interactional competence developed during a one-
semester communicative course, based on the teaching of interactional strategies and
techniques. Many learners express the desire to speak a language fluently, although in
practice this goal entails not only speaking relatively quickly and smoothly but also
interacting with others in ways that are appropriate to the communicative context.
However, it remains an open question whether and how quickly learners can acquire such
skills in an EFL environment, in which opportunities to use the target language are
limited outside the classroom. An additional purpose of this study was to investigate any
changes in speaking self-efficacy and anxiety during the course, and how these individual
difference variables related to the performance variables of speaking fluency and
interactional competence. To address these issues, data were gathered from 20 low-
intermediate learners at three time points throughout the semester.

The first main finding, based on a variety of measures, was that speaking fluency
significantly improved over the course of the semester. Regarding utterance fluency, as

measured on monologue activities, gains in the first half of the course were mainly due to
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a reduction in pausing time, which is a sign of incipient fluency development (Hanzawa,
2021). In the second half of the semester, however, an accumulation of marginal gains
across various measures implies that discrete aspects of speech production were
integrating, and thus working more efficiently, which suggests the beginnings of
underlying cognitive fluency development (Segalowitz, 2010). Furthermore, these
utterance fluency gains were matched by gains made in the interactive context.
Specifically, there was an increase in the number of syllables that the participants
produced during the group discussions, as well as a reduction in the number and length of
inter-turn pauses. These gains were also detected by raters, who judged the participants
significantly higher in fluency, and communicative adequacy, at the end of the course.
Taken together, these findings present a powerful case for the fluency-enhancing benefits
of communicative interaction in an EFL environment.

The second main finding, based on a combination of quantitative and qualitative
analysis, was that interactional competence also developed during the semester.
Quantitative analysis revealed a significant increase in the number of turn and topic
management moves over time, indicating an increase in collaborative behavior as well as
a greater willingness to take the initiative in managing the interaction. In contrast, there
was a significant decrease in the number of topic extension statements, including minimal
extensions, with the participants making longer and more complex contributions over
time, as they adapted to the demands of the task and thus the interactional context. This
development favored more fluent participants, as shown by the strong positive
relationship between words per topic extension and all aspects of fluency at Time 3.

However, there was no such relationship between utterance fluency and the number of
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interactional moves—both topic development and support—at the end of the course,
which implies that using these skills was not dependent on the participants’ levels of
fluency.

Qualitative analysis was used for a detailed examination of the micro-skills and
techniques that constitute interactional competence (Galaczi & Taylor, 2018). This
analysis confirmed the shift from short, often sub-clausal topic extensions to longer,
multi-clausal extensions, which coincided with a shift from short, often lexical topic
extension questions to longer, more precisely targeted questions. There was also a
gradual progression towards the smoother use of turn and topic management features, and
a diversification of techniques for marking agreement and disagreement. In addition,
techniques for negotiating meaning were applied to a broader range of situations, and
several instances of collaborative turn completions emerged at the final data collection
point. Finally, there was a reduced reliance on L1 when negotiating meaning and
transitioning between turns and topics. These findings emphasize the fact that, although
quantification can reveal some aspects of development, qualitative analysis is necessary
to reveal the essence of how interactional competence develops in context.

The third main finding was that speaking self-efficacy increased significantly in
the first half of the course, which probably reflects the unfamiliarity of communicative
environments for most pre-university learners in Japan. The form-focused manner in
which English is generally taught prior to university means that learners who do well in
high school have often accrued a good deal of declarative knowledge, which DeKeyser
(2010) stated is a prerequisite for proceduralization through communicative practice.

Therefore, when given the opportunity to use that knowledge productively such learners
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often realize that they have a solid foundation on which to develop their communicative
skills. This realization then leads to the kinds of successful experiences that promote
heightened self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997). The increased measure of speaking self-
efficacy correlated with several of the performance variables (i.e., utterance fluency,
number of syllables produced in the discussions, and length of topic extension) at the mid
point of the course. However, the disappearance of these positive correlations at the end
of the course implies that students lower in positive affect had caught up with their peers
in these aspects, which implies even wider benefits of this approach.

In summary, the learners in this course made demonstrable gains in terms of
speaking fluency, interactional competence, and speaking self-efficacy. Moreover, these
elements appeared to work in concert, creating a positive feedback loop whereby higher
self-efficacy coincided with longer topic extensions, facilitated by more efficient turn
taking, which provided more practice, thus creating the conditions necessary for fluency
development. Underpinning all of this was the communicative environment, in which
learners were provided with plentiful opportunities to exchange ideas and opinions, and
practice the skills that were taught, with the benefits of this approach ultimately
extending even to participants lower in fluency and speaking self-efficacy.

Limitations of the Study

This study had several limitations that should be taken into account when
interpreting the results. The first limitation concerns the number of core participants, as
an N-size of 20 raises issues of statistical power for the analyses conducted. A larger
number of participants might have led to different results but also more robust findings.

For example, interpreting the correlation results was hampered by the fact that, due to the
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small sample size, some statistically non-significant relationships nevertheless had
correlation coefficients that, according to Plonsky and Oswald’s (2014) benchmark
guidelines, could be considered small or even medium effect sizes.

Also, although the student participants were all placed in the same low-
intermediate level, it cannot be guaranteed that they all had the same level of speaking
proficiency. Students were placed in this level based on their results on a standardized
placement test (TOEFL ITP), which contained listening, reading, and writing elements
but not a speaking component; therefore, it is likely that the classes were somewhat
mixed in terms of their speaking ability. Furthermore, the lack of a control group means
that no comparisons can be made with other proficiency levels or learning environments.
It is therefore unclear to what extent the gains made in this study can be attributed to
participation in the class activities. It is also unclear to what extent students enrolled in a
different kind of course, or taught according to a different methodology, would have
developed differently from those who participated in this course.

Another limitation concerns the quantification of interactional competence.
Although the topic development and support moves were adapted and coded according to
the specific context of the study, the contingencies of interaction mean that not all types
of moves were required by each participant during each discussion. As a result,
participants were not able to display the full range of their competence in every situation,
as the appropriacy or relevance of specific moves was constrained by the behavior of
other participants during each exchange. Therefore, conclusions about the development
of individuals over time should be made cautiously. In addition, aggregating all topic

development and support moves into two domains for the purpose of correlation analysis
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overlooks the inherent differences between categories. For example, although both were
counted as instances of support, backchannels and repair moves are different types of
features, relying on different cognitive processes, which again calls for interpretations to
be made cautiously.

Finally, although there is a limit to the resources of an individual researcher, other
measures and data-gathering techniques could have been used to supplement these
findings. For instance, despite its methodological difficulties, attempting to measure the
utterance fluency of individuals during the group discussions might have strengthened
conclusions regarding whether fluency development displayed during the monologues
was matched by development in the interactive context. Also, measuring the lexical and
morpho-syntactic accuracy and complexity of learner output could have addressed the
issue of whether any fluency gains were achieved at the expense of other aspects of
speech production. On the qualitative side, in addition to the end of course questionnaire,
interviews with some of the participants would have provided further insight into their
attitude to the course, as well as which skills and activities they valued.

Suggestions for Future Research

The results of this study, and the limitations outlined above, suggest several
possibilities for future research. First, the study could be replicated with a larger N-size.
Including more participants would enable more robust conclusions to be drawn and might
allow patterns of fluency and interactional competence development to be observed more
clearly. Also, the MFRM data could be reanalyzed with the number of facets expanded to

include time (i.e., Time 1, 2, and 3), and the two categories of fluency and
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communicative adequacy. This analysis would allow the difficulty ranking of fluency and
communicative adequacy to be compared on the same logit scale.

Next, although there are benefits to ascertaining whether development occurs in a
single semester, conducting the study over a longer period of time—such as a full
academic year—would allow conclusions to be drawn about the continued trajectory of
development. For example, it would be interesting to see whether the current study’s
findings of longer comments and increased turn taking represented a ceiling that was
reached relatively quickly or whether this development continued in some form. Other
patterns might take longer to emerge, especially in an EFL environment in which learners
do not have regular exposure to the target language outside of class.

Replicating this research with learners of different proficiency levels would also
be beneficial. It is possible that both fluency and interactional competence develop
differently depending on the linguistic knowledge that participants have at the outset of a
course of study; therefore, comparing findings from different levels could provide
valuable insight into which aspects of development overlap and which are distinct. It
would also be interesting to hear the perspective of learners from different proficiency
levels, such as the degree to which higher-level learners also value the direct teaching of
interactional strategies, or whether they feel constrained by them having already attained
sufficient competence and flexibility to navigate various interactional contexts.

Similarly, comparing results from different faculties or L1 backgrounds could
yield further insights. The participants in this study were members of a liberal arts faculty
in which studying English is prioritized, with six 100-minute classes a week required for

freshman students. If development was also observed among students from different

297



faculties, who are perhaps less receptive to English study, it would reinforce the benefits
of this pedagogical approach. It is also possible that L1 and related cultural factors could
have influenced the results. For example, patterns of turn taking are unlikely to be
identical among speakers of all languages, despite the underlying similarities pointed out
previously. It would therefore be desirable to compare the results of learners from
different L1 backgrounds.

Rather than replicating the study, another approach could be to vary task
conditions and compare the results. For example, having learners discuss topics without
being taught interactional strategies could function as a control group, thus highlighting
the way that such skills develop without direct instruction, which would allow educators
to focus more on the skills that appeared to require instruction. Alternatively, other
conditions—such as story-telling or decision-making tasks—could be used in addition to
opinion-based group discussions to evaluate a wider range of speaking abilities.
Comparing results with those obtained from natural interactions in non-controlled
environments, such as informal or business settings, would also be valuable.

Finally, conducting more fluency studies in a group context would also be
beneficial, given the absence of research in this area. A combination of individual
variables (i.e., fluent syllables produced per minute) and group variables (i.e., number
and length of inter-turn gaps) were included in this study, none of which have been
examined before to the best of my knowledge. Whether researchers choose to use these
variables or adopt their own, more needs to be done to investigate fluency development
in interactive contexts, and to compare the findings with those from more established

areas of research, such as monologue-based fluency development.
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Final Comments

I have spent many years teaching discussion-based speaking classes to Japanese
university students, starting long before I became involved in academic research, and was
struck from the very beginning by how positively most students seemed to feel about
these classes. The students seemed to feel that they were both worthwhile and enjoyable,
and I had a general impression that they were improving their speaking skills. After a
while, however, I began to wonder whether this apparent progress could be ascertained
more concretely and perhaps measured in some way. Thus began a multi-year journey
that ultimately led to the current study. I now feel much closer to answering those
questions and have a far better understanding of precisely how fluency and the ability to
interact develops in this kind of communicative EFL environment, as well as how these
elements of speaking proficiency relate to learners’ feelings of self-efficacy.

From the learner perspective, I have often heard students complain about the lack
of speaking opportunities afforded in formal education prior to university, as the
emphasis in such settings is on passing entrance exams, which results in heavily form-
focused lessons. Therefore, a meaning-focused discussion and speaking course—as part
of a balanced curriculum, and with appropriate feedback provided—is one way to redress
this imbalance. Furthermore, I believe that having the opportunity to express their
opinions and put previously learned grammar and vocabulary into productive use, is a
major reason why students value such lessons and develop a positive attitude towards
them. A final comment from the end of course questionnaire sums up this perspective,
“At first I was nervous, but I became more and more able to convey what [ wanted to say
and by the end it was really enjoyable.”
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For language practitioners, the benefits of student-centered, communicative
environments are often held to be self-evident, even if actual evidence—beyond the kind
of general impression | referred to above—is lacking. I hope this study goes some way to
addressing this issue and providing empirical support for what many educators—and
learners—intuitively believe. Given that many learners prioritize their speaking skills, it
is important that language teachers and researchers find out more about the processes
involved in cultivating these skills. I plan to continue with this line of research, and hope
that others investigate similar points of interest in order to deepen the understanding of

L2 speaking development.
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APPENDIX A
INFORMED CONSENT (ENGLISH VERSION)

You are being invited to take part in a research study. A person who takes part in a
research study is called a research subject, or research participant.

What should I know about this research?

Someone will explain this research to you.

This form sums up that explanation.

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

You can choose not to take part. There will be no penalty or loss of benefits to

which you are otherwise entitled.

¢ You can agree to take part and later change your mind. There will be no penalty
or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.

e If you don’t understand, ask questions.

e Ask all the questions you want before you decide.

Why is this research being done?

The purpose of this research is to better understand the development of Japanese
university students’ English speaking. Specifically, we are researching how students’
fluency and interactional skills change over time. We are also looking at how students
feelings of self-efficacy and anxiety change during a speaking course. Understanding
these changes is important to improve English teaching and testing techniques. This
research will help English teachers to improve their speaking instruction and also help
testers to score speaking tests more accurately.

About 40 subjects will take part in this research.

2

How long will I be in this research?

We expect that your taking part in this research will last for 3 months, for one academic
semester.

What happens to me if I agree to take part in this research?
Being recorded is optional and is not a graded part of your class.

Schedule
e You will complete a background questionnaire at the start of the research.
e You will complete three 2-minute monologues, which will be audio recorded.
e You will complete three 9-minute (or 12-minute) group discussions, which will be
video recorded.
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e You will complete three further questionnaires regarding how you feel when
speaking English in class.

About the questionnaires

The background questionnaire will take about 10 minutes to complete. You will be asked
for some personal information such as your name, email, university name, department
name, major, age, gender, and first language. You will also be asked some questions
about your English ability. For example, about your English proficiency, vocabulary
ability, and your recent scores on the TOEIC, TOEFL, etc. If you haven’t taken a test or
don’t know the answer, you can leave the question blank.

The further questionnaires will take about 2 minutes to complete each time and
will be conducted before each recording session. You will be asked to select answers
relating to how you feel when speaking English in class.

About the speaking tasks

The monologue speaking tasks will take 2 minutes each to complete. The group
discussions will take 9 minutes to complete if there are 3 members, and 12 minutes to
complete if there are 4 members. Both the monologue and group discussion activities are
similar to activities that you complete every week in class, including those which you are
assessed on during speaking tests, so it is a good opportunity to practice for those tests.
You will be given a topic and asked to talk about that topic.

Example monologue topic:

Say as much as you can about your favorite season (activities, weather, fashion,
food, trips, etc.)

Example discussion questions:

1. What is the best season in Japan?

2. Which do you think is better, summer or winter?

You will have to complete the tasks using English only and will not be able to ask the
instructor for help during the recordings.

The researchers will study your speaking to learn more about how students’ English
speaking changes over time. At the end of the study, we will email you a report about the
general findings if you request one.

What are my responsibilities if I take part in this research?
If you take part in this research, you will be responsible for completing the background

questionnaire at the beginning of the research as well as three monologues, three group
discussions, and three further questionnaires during the semester.
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Could being in this research hurt me?

e There is a possible risk of discomfort due to completing the speaking tasks if you
do not enjoy English speaking activities or being recorded while speaking.

e There is a possible privacy risk of you being identified by the other researchers
who will listen to your speaking. The other researchers will not be given your real
names and will have to undergo training in research ethics before watching your
videos.

Will it cost me money to take part in this research?
Taking part in this research will not result in additional costs to you.
Will being in this research benefit me?

We cannot promise any benefits to you from your taking part in this research. However,
possible benefits to you include improving your English speaking ability and having the
opportunity to practice for future class and test speaking activities. The tasks used in this
research are also a good way to practice and improve your English speaking fluency, so
your English ability might improve if you participate in this research. Possible benefits to
others include helping researchers to better understand how English speaking develops
for students learning English as a foreign language. A better understand might benefit
researchers, teachers, English program organizers, and test makers.

What happens to the information collected for this research?

Y our private information may be shared with individuals and organizations (if
applicable) that conduct or watch over this research, including:

e The researchers
People who work with the researchers
The Institutional Review Board (IRB) that reviewed this research
Temple University

We may publish the results of this research. However, we will keep your name and other
identifying information confidential. We protect your information from disclosure to
others to the extent required by law. We cannot promise complete secrecy.

Who can answer my questions about this research?

If you have questions, concerns, or complaints, or think this research has hurt you or
made you sick, talk to the research team at the phone number listed above on the first
page.

This research is being overseen by an Institutional Review Board (“IRB”). An IRB is a

group of people who perform independent review of research studies. You may talk to
them at (215) 707-3390 or irb@temple.edu if:
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e You have questions, concerns, or complaints that are not being answered by the
research team.

You are not getting answers from the research team.

You cannot reach the research team.

You want to talk to someone else about the research.

You have questions about your rights as a research subject.

Can I be removed from this research without my approval?

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.
e [t appears that you did not complete the speaking tasks in earnest, for example
completely off-topic responses.
e You did not complete all of the speaking tasks.

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

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

If you decide to leave this research, contact the research team so that the investigator can
remove all or part of your data from the research upon your request. After leaving this
research, you will still be allowed to complete the speaking tasks as a part of normal
classroom activities. There will not be any penalty for withdrawing from the research.

Your consent to participate in this study

I understand the information given to me and agree to the conditions of this study.

Name (kanji)

Name (Romaji) Date
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APPENDIX B

INFORMED CONSENT (JAPANESE VERSION)

HIEIEHARITBMT HRIIBINTOEY, RAEHARICTSMIHIADEEHAENR
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Say as much as you can about your favorite season (activities, weather, fashion, food,
trips, etc.)

TARAY AV EE DB

1. What is the best season in Japan?

2. Which do you think is better, summer or winter?
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APPENDIX C

BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE (ENGLISH VERSION)

Your name:

Age:

Section I: Test scores

Today’s Date:

Gender: Male Female

Prefer not to answer

List your most recent score for any of the following tests.

When you took the test
Test Total score/Level Reading section score (Month/Year)
TOEFL
TOEIC
IELTS
EIKEN

Section Il. Overseas Experience
List the countries you have visited, when you visited them, and the length of your stay in that
country stating with the most recent trip overseas.

Country visited (e.qg.,
Canada)

When you visited the
country (e.g., 2019)

Length of your stay in
the country (e.g., 2
weeks)

Purpose of your visit
(e.g., vacation,
English study)
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Section lll. English Study Experience—Formal Education
Did you study English in your elementary school? If yes, describe your experience:

Describe your experience with English in junior high school (e.g., conversation tasks, grammar
translation tasks)

Describe your experience with English in high school (e.g., conversation tasks, grammar
translation tasks)

Were you ever in a school club in which you used English? If yes, describe your experience.
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Section IV. English Study Experience—Outside of School
List any experience you have studying English outside of a formal school setting. Typical
examples are cram school, English conversation school, and private English lessons.

Study context (e.g., When did you study? How long did you
cram school, English (e.g., 2019)? study? (e.g., 1 year)
conversation school
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APPENDIX D

BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE (JAPANESE VERSION)
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APPENDIX E
LIST OF FORMULAIC PHRASES AND QUESTIONS

Giving Opinions

Asking for opinions Giving opinions
- What do you think (about...)? - In my opinion...
- What’s your opinion, (name)? - (Personally speaking), I think...

- What does everyone (else) think? - I’m not sure, but I think...

Giving Reasons

Asking for reasons Giving reasons

- Why do you think so? - It’s mainly because...
- Can you tell me why? - One reason is...

- How come? - Another reason is...

Agreeing and Disagreeing

Agreeing Disagreeing

- I agree (with you) - I partly agree

- I think so too - I see your point, but...

- [ totally / completely agree - I’'m not so sure about that...

Joining a Discussion

Asking others to join Joining a discussion
- What does everyone think? - Can I start?
- Who would like to start? - Can I say something?

- Can I ask a question?

Giving Examples

Asking for examples Giving examples

- For example/instance? - For example/instance, ...
- Such as? - One example is...

- Can you give me an/another example? - Another example is...
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Follow-up Questions

Who...? What...? Which...? When...? Where...? Why...?
How...? Do you...? Areyou...? Canyou..? Haveyou...?

Talking about Possibilities

Asking about possibilities Talking about possibilities
- If... what will you...? - If Twill...
- If... what would you...? -If... Twould...
Choosing Topics
Asking which topic to choose Suggesting a topic
- What shall we discuss first? - Why don’t we discuss (topic)?
- What shall we discuss next? - Let’s discuss (fopic)
Paraphrasing

Paraphrasing someone’s comment  Paraphrasing your own comment

- Do you mean...? -  mean...
- So, in other words...? - In other words, ...
- Are you saying...? - What I’m saying is...
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APPENDIX F

EXAMPLE DISCUSSION TEST SCORESHEET

Student 1: _ Student 2: _
e 1 Speaking [ Speaking
<{Notes> <{Notes>
Total /25 Total /25|
<{Communication> <{Content> <{Communication> <{Content>
Reac- OO OODO Speaking turns Reac- OOOOO Speaking turns
tons COOO0O0O O000000000 (jtens OOOOO Oooo0ooooooon
Ag&Dis 1000 AggDis OO O0O0O
ooooo Total /5 ooooo Total /5
NoM ooooao ooooo NoM ooooo £d Bl EYENED
oono ooo Total /5 ooo oo Total /5
<{Questions> <Questions> <{Questions> {Questions>
Fs OOO0O0O TTQ@ O0O0O0O00O FQs OOO0O0O TTQ O00000
ooooo gooooo ooooao oooooo
oQs [O0O0O0O0O oQs [O0O0O0O0O
oooon ooooo
Total /5 Total /5|
<{Function> {Function> <Function> <Function>
op OOO Jo OOO Op OO0 vp OO0 op OOO Jo OOO Op OO vbo OOO
Rea OO0 Ex OO0 Rea OO0 Ex OO0O Rea OO0 Ex OO0 Rea OO0 Ex OOO

Total /5 Total /5
<Language> <Language>
Unclear OO OO0O0O Unclear OOOOO0O
Japanese 100000 Total /5llJepanese OO OO0 Total /5
Student 3: Student 4:
[ Speaking Listening Speaking
<Notes> <Notes>
Total /25| Total /25
{Communication> <{Content> <{Communication> <{Content>
Reac- 1O OO0 Speaking turns Reac- OO ODOO Speaking turns
tons OJOOO0O OO00O0000000 |itens OOOOO O 0E00ennnn
Ag&Dis OO 00 Ag&Dis OO OO0
ooooao Total /5| ooooo Total /5
NoM ooooao ooooo NoM oooon EHENDEE
ooo oono Total /5 ooo 1 4 | Total /5
<{Questions> <Questions> <{Questions> <Questions>
FQs O0O0O0O0O TTQ O00000 Fs DOOO0O0O TTQ [DOOOoOooo
ooooao opnoooo oooono oooooo
oqas [O0O0O0O0O oes O0O0O0OO
oooono ooooo
Total /5| Total /5
<{Function> <Function> <Function> <Function>
op OO0 Jo OO0 Op OO0 ub OOO Op OO0 J0 OOO Op OO0 Jyo OOO
Rea 000 Ex OO0 Rea OO0 Ex OO0 Rea OO0 Ex OO0 Rea OO0 Ex OOO

Total /5| Total /5
<Language> <Language>
Unclear OO OOO0O Unclear OOOO0O0O
Japanese 110000 Total /Sl|lJapanese OO O OO0 Total /5
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APPENDIX G
SAMPLE LESSON HANDOUT

Discussion Skill: Agreeing and Disagreeing

Agreeing Disagreeing

- I agree (with you) - I partly agree

- I think so too - I see your point, but...

- [ totally / completely agree - I’m not sure about that...

Be careful...

- Agreeing and disagreeing is a useful way of connecting ideas and comments in a
discussion

- It also shows that you are listening and have understood your classmates’ comments

- It’s often better to disagree indirectly than directly!

Let’s practice!
Discuss these questions with your partner. Remember to agree or disagree.

1. Where is the best place for a relaxing vacation?

2. Where is the best place to go on a school trip?

3. Where is the best place to eat delicious food?

4. Where is the best place in Japan for a foreign tourist to visit?

Discussion 1: Country versus City
For each situation below, decide which is the best place to live: the countryside, the
suburbs, or the city.

1. Growing up (country / suburbs / city)
2. Making new friends (country / suburbs / city)
3. Going to high school (country / suburbs / city)
4. Finding a good job (country / suburbs / city)
5. Relaxing at the weekend (country / suburbs / city)
6. Sightseeing (country / suburbs / city)
7. Shopping (country / suburbs / city)
8. Retiring (country / suburbs / city)

Compare your ideas with a partner
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Discussion 1

~

1. Which is the best place to live: the countryside, the suburbs, or the city?
2. Which is better, living in one place forever or living in different places?

N J

Discussion 2: Deciding Where to Live

Which of the following things are most important when deciding where to live? (Choose

three)

Living close to nature

Living somewhere inexpensive

Living close to school or work

Living somewhere peaceful

Living close to public transportation

Living close to shops and restaurants

Living somewhere safe

Living close to family and friends

Compare your ideas with a partner

Discussion 2
1. What is important when deciding where to live?
2. Where is the best place to live in Japan?
3. If you lived abroad, where would you like to live?
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APPENDIX H

EXAMPLE OF RECORDED MONOLOGUE (TIME 3)

I’'m going to talk about my high school life. (mm) I joined soccer club’s manager- soccer
clubs and I- I did manager. (mm) It is- it was so hard work because the player is- player-
there are- there were v- a lot of players so (er) the mana- management of them is- was
very hard. (mm) Next about my teachers. I remember- I remember the teacher who
managed world history. (mm) It’s because the teacher supported me- supported me when
I- I was hard about university entrance exams. (mm) He- he took the class after the

school so I- I could study world history a lot and I- when I ta- took a
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APPENDIX I

EXCERPT OF RECORDED GROUP DISCUSSION (TIME 3)

Is high school life enjoyable?

Can I say something?

[Sure.

Sure. ]

I think my high school life is enjoyable because I made a lot of memories, for
example my clubs and event- school event, and yeah, okay. (laughs)

Okay, can I start? (raises hand)

[Okay.

Sure.]

Um my school life was enjoyable but it was so challenging because um I made- I
could made a lot of friends, but um high school life um so gave me a lot of um
task like studying and club, and I was- I had difficulty in studying all of the
subjects and my club activity was so hard and so mm some aspects high school
life was enjoyable but other aspects it is- it was so- it was not enjoyable, yeah.
What club did you?

I joined the tennis club.

Ah tennis club?

Ah senior- senior member- senior member were scared for me, for us, so- also the
same- same grade member were also scared for the members because they want to
do as- they do everything as they want to do, so it was so challenging.

It was so hard.

Yeah, that’s all.

(raises hand) Can | say something?

[Okay.

Sure. ]

My answer is yes it is because er [- I didn’t belong to any clubs, but er instead I
can use the time to play games with friends or to go to the bowling or karaoke.
And at third grade er we can- we can er concentrate to studying together, so the

class’s atmosphere is good, so it is enjoyable.
Ah, I see. Okay.
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APPENDIX J
VIDEO RECORDED TOPICS

Topic 1

Monologue topic

Say as much as you can about your favorite season (activities, weather, fashion, food,
trips, etc.)

Discussion questions
1. What is the best season in Japan?
2. Which do you think is better, summer or winter?

Topic 2

Monologue topic

Say as much as you can about your favorite place to visit in Japan (things to see, things to
do, food, people, atmosphere, etc.)

Discussion questions
1. What is the best place to visit in Japan?
2. Which do you think is better, visiting the sea or the mountains?

Topic 3

Monologue topic

Say as much as you can about your high school life (clubs, lessons, teachers, uniform,
classmates, etc.)

Discussion questions
1. Is high school life enjoyable?
2. Which do you think is harder, high school or university?

Instructions Given to Participants
Given before the group discussion

Please discuss these questions in English only. Please discuss them in the way that you
feel is best. You can use what you have learned in class, although it is not necessary to do
so. Do not stop before you are told to do so.

ZOBEMEIGETHE LA TLEIN, RETFHALEZ L 2> THEDLR T
HbEWETA, BEOFFIGEELE S TLEZY, 2L, XX H D F THelT T
<TZEUY,
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APPENDIX K
SPEAKING SELF-EFFICACY QUESTIONNAIRE (ENGLISH VERSION)

Please use the following scale from 1 to 6 to respond to the following statements. Choose
the number that best describes how you feel using the descriptions below.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Strongly Disagree Moderately = Moderately Agree Strongly
disagree disagree agree agree

1. I can express my opinion in English. 1 2 3 4 5 6
2. I can use the phrases and skills that I learn in an 1 2 3 4 5 6
English speaking class.

3. I can speak English when talking to a partner in pair 1 2 3 4 5 6
work activities.

4. I can speak English when taking part in group 1 2 3 4 5 6
discussions.

5. I can listen actively to my classmates during 1 2 3 4 5 6
English speaking class.

6. I can solve communication problems in English. 1 2 3 4 5 6

7. I can ask questions in English. 1 2 3 4 5 6

8. I can speak English only for a whole lesson. I 2 3 4 5 6
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APPENDIX L

SPEAKING SELF-EFFICACY QUESTIONNAIRE (JAPANESE VERSION)

UTo&EHICOZX, POMREYCIIT22HACTIL., 1 ~6 DEFETEZTLFX
W, B, 1~6DHFICONWTIE, UToHEEZSEZ L TLFE 0w,

1 2 3 4 5 6
) Z53 HEOLZEH RZ) z3 )
Hbin Hbmwn Hbwn 58 58 )

l. WECHNPOERZIEZ A LNTE 3, 1 4 5
2. HEORE—F VI TATHALERSZAF L 1 4

TS 2N TX B,
3. RPV—2 DM, N—rF—icEECHToEnTcE 102 3 4 5 6

%,

4 Fr—TV—s oW, sA—TFHCHEETHET LS 12 3 4 5 6
TE %,

5. WEROAV—F vy 7 ACHMEMICH Tt 12 3 4 5 6
3.

6. WEPAL—FV I I IFRACT, 2la=r—vavo 1 2 3 4 5 6
ME2 D 2 HE, HEECHRRTE 5,

7. HWECHEMETAILNTE S, 1 2 3 4 5
PEEDAY —F v 7 7 ADM, EiEoaTEHETE 1 2 3 4 5
NTE D,
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APPENDIX M

SPEAKING ANXIETY QUESTIONNAIRE (ENGLISH VERSION)

Please use the following scale from 1 to 6 to respond to the following statements. Choose
the number that best describes how you feel using the descriptions below.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Strongly Disagree Moderately ~Moderately Agree Strongly
disagree disagree agree agree

1. I feel nervous when speaking English to a partner in 1 2 3 4 5 6
pair work activities.

2. I feel nervous about participating in English group 1 2 3 4 5 6
discussions.

3. I feel nervous because other students speak English 1 2 3 4 5 6
better than I do.

4. I am worried that other students think that my 1 2 3 4 5 6
English speaking skills are bad.

5. T am worried about making mistakes when speaking 1 2 3 4 5 6
English.

6. I feel nervous when someone doesn’t understand 1 2 3 4 5 6

what I say in English.
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APPENDIX N

SPEAKING ANXIETY QUESTIONNAIRE (JAPANESE VERSION)

DToKEHICOZ, POBREYTIEEI»HCTHAL., 1 ~6 DHFETEHEZLTL AL
W, B, 1~6DEFICOWTIE, UTORMEELSEZEICL TLEE 0w,

1 2 3 4 5 6
2L %5 Z9 HIEHLXH YLD Z9 < %9
S PR ¥ o RAN ¥ o RAN b5 ) 58

N
)
a

L 77—y oW, ~—tF—cECHET L IRE | 2 3
T3,

2. In—TF7 -2l Sr—FHCRECHEToeixr 1 2 3 4 5 6
BiRkd 5,

3. 32 EENAS L VEERFEEL LB LEES 1 2 3 4 5 6

%,

4. IroffEICASDERFEN ATV EEb Tz 1 2 3 4 5 6
i))lﬂ‘gafgo

5. BEEECEET L X, MhEZ TR ALELE, 12 3 4 5 6

6. BECER-WI EERMHFICHMLC bR Ao I 2 3 4 5 6
IR, BIRT 5,
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APPENDIX O
EXTRAVERSION QUESTIONNAIRE (ENGLISH VERSION)

Please use the following scale from 1 to 6 to respond to the following statements. Choose
the number that best describes how you feel using the descriptions below.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Strongly Disagree Moderately = Moderately Agree Strongly
disagree disagree agree agree

I am the life of the party.

I like to talk to a lot of people.

I start conversations.

I can get along with almost anyone.

I like to be the center of attention.

I talk a lot.

I feel at ease in a large group of people.
I am skilled at dealing with people.

XN B DD =
_ e e
[NOT NS O (O NS T (O I \O I \§)
LW W W LW W W W
B N I L R
L L L L W e
[o)Jie) Nie) W) We) Nie)Ne) W)
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APPENDIX P

EXTRAVERSION QUESTIONNAIRE (JAPANESE VERSION)

DIFOKHEHIZOE, FPOREYCIIELINHECIMEL, 1 ~6 DHFETEZTLIEE
W, BB, 1 ~6DEFITHOWTE, UTFOREREESEICL T TEEV,

1 2 3 4

EAE <9 bHEVES XL D
Jisv oYATA Bbin Bbin SN

o
(@)Y

EE A\

Oy Y
H

U

FLTRE Y BF & TH D,
ﬂMw%m5@A&£¢®#ﬂ%to
ﬂ\&i}\ B bag Lg%,

FLIEL ﬁ&f%@&<&ﬂéo
ﬁm&aw% (72D DDFE T2,

LT LS Los,

I SADANDOFIZND EHEBLEL,
FLUIA LD L DN EFTE,

NN R DD
el e
[NO 2 O I \O I \O TN \O I \O I \O I \ O]
W W W W W W W W
A, rbrr,brbSr,bAD
DN D D L D e D
[o)Nie) Ne) e Jie) Sie) S NeN
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APPENDIX Q

END OF COURSE QUESTIONNAIRE

Please answer the questions below in either English or Japanese.

TOEMICEATIIZSY, BAFETHLREETHHOEE A,

1. In what way(s) do you feel you improved the most during this course?

TOa—ADOHTEDL I A THRY FZE L ST DD,

2. Which activities did you find the most useful in this course?

CODaA—ADHFTEDT 7T 4 BT 4 BN HEILDEE I D,

3. Which discussion skills, phrases, or questions did you find the most useful in this

course?
TDaA—=ADOPRTEDT 4 AT v g AFNRKE, BN HEx &N D L
)EILEI\ 5 z))o

4. Please write any additional comments you would like to make about the course.

ZDaA—RIZOWTHDOERDZHIVUTFEA L TS 7EE 0,

350



APPENDIX R

ANALYTIC RATING DESCRIPTORS

Fluency

Communicative Adequacy

* Speaks at almost natural speed

* Occasional hesitation at appropriate

points between clauses

» Contributions are relevant with
appropriate amount of detail

* Contributions are always easy to
understand

* Speaks a little below natural speed

» Occasional hesitation at various
points

» Contributions are relevant with
sufficient amount of detail

» Contributions generally easy to
understand

* Speaks a little slowly

* Noticeable hesitation at various
points

» Contributions are relevant with
limited amount of detail

» Contributions are comprehensible

* Speaks slowly

* Frequent or lengthy hesitation at
various points

* Contributions are mostly relevant
but lacking in detail

» Contributions sometimes difficult
to understand

* Speaks very slowly

* Frequent and lengthy hesitation at
various points

» Contributions are often irrelevant

» Contributions are difficult to
understand
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APPENDIX S

EXAMPLES OF TOPIC DEVELOPMENT AND SUPPORT FEATURES

Topic Development Moves

Topic Extension (Statement)
I think (.) Okinawa is the best place (.) to visit because er (.) I visit (.) er Okinawa
twice? first is (.6) school trip? and the other is: family trip (.7) and (2.2) er:: (1.3)
in Okinawa there were a lot- there were museum about World War Two? (.5) so I
learned a lot of things? (1.22) in the (.) museum and (1.4) and I learned about
World War Two.

Minimal Extension
I: Can you: sports ano- another sports
(3.0)

— A: Tennis

Topic Extension (Question)
— R: Is there cherry blossom in Korea?

S: Yes

Turn Management
— C: Can [ start?
S: [Sure
A: Sure]

Topic Management
— A: So (.) we move on to next question?
N: [Ok
M: Yeah]
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Support Moves

Backchannels
M: I like the cooking club and the English club
— A: Yeah

Agree/Disagree Markers
R: I think (.5) spring (.) is the best.

— K: Me too

Confirmations of Comprehension
N: ... my teacher always give me interesting story and we often do
experiments?... yes that makes me so [happy.
— K: You] (.6) you means you can enjoy (.7) your high school life?
N: Yes (.7) how about you.

Repairs
Y: Girls er played ah volleyball er but er I (.) dislike volleyball?
M: Why
Y: er (1.0) hand is er (.5) hand is ((gestures hitting hand))
— T: Ha- your hand [hurt?
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APPENDIX T
TRANSCRIPTION SYMBOLS

Points where overlapping talk starts and ends

Noticeable within-turn pause of less than 0.5 seconds

Length of pause (.5 or above within turn; 1.0 or above between turns)
Heavily stressed word or syllable

Falling intonation within a turn

Falling intonation at the end of a turn

Rising intonation (not necessarily a question)

Abrupt cutting off of sound

Lengthened vowel sound (extra colons indicate greater lengthening)
Non-verbal conduct (e.g., laughter)

Translation of L1

Inaudible or unclear

Omitted talk
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APPENDIX U

EXAMPLE FACETS SPECIFICATION FILE FOR MFRM RSM ANALYSIS

Title = Fluency combined data file

Facets =3
Positive = 1
Noncenter = 1
Arrange = M
Usort=U
Inter-rater = 2
Model = ?,2,?, RS
%

Labels =

1, Student
011-203

*

2, Rater

1, Raterl

2, Rater2

3, Rater3

—

opic

Favorite season
, Favorite place
School life

-

2

, Score
= Fluency

Fo—= B W= W

Dvalues = 4,1

Data =

011 1 1
011 2 1
o113 1

; students, raters, topic

; students are able, raters and topics are difficult

; student measures float

; arrange tables in measure descending order

; sort residuals by unexpectedness

; rater statistics for facet 2

; facets are students, raters, topics, on 5 point rating scale

; labels and additional info for each facet follows
; students are labeled by number only

; raters are labeled by number

; topics counterbalanced between 2 classes

; one score was given for fluency (from 2-5)

; data begin in column 4; 1 column of data

355



APPENDIX V
EXAMPLE WINSTEPS CONTROL FILE FOR RASCH RSM ANALYSIS
&INST

TITLE = Extraversion Questionnaire
Input Data Format (data at the end of this file)

NAMEI =1 ; column of start of person information
NAMLEN =3 ; maximum length of person information
PERSON = PERSON ; persons are called ...

ITEM = ITEM ; items are called ...

ITEMI1 =4 ; column of first item-level response
NI=8 ; number of items = test length

XWIDE =1 ; number of columns per response
DATA = ; data after control specifications

Data Scoring

CODES ="12345" ; valid response codes
%

&END

EXTT1: I am the life of the party.

EXT?2: I like to talk to a lot of people.
EXT3: I start conversations.

EXT4: I can get along with almost anyone.
EXTS5: I like to be the center of attention.
EXT6: I talk a lot.

EXT?7: 1 feel at ease in a large group of people.
EXTS: I am skilled at dealing with people.
END NAMES

S0123232432

S0234333433

S0312222222
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