HACETTEPE UNIVERSITESI
EGITIM BILIMLERI ENSTITUSU

Department of Foreign Language Education

English Language Teaching Program

AN INVESTIGATION INTO COLLABORATIVE BEHAVIOURS IN TASK-BASED
FOREIGN LANGUAGE PEER INTERACTIONS

Kadriye AKSOY

Ph.D. Dissertation

Ankara, 2018



With leadership, research, innovation, high quality education and change,



HACETTEPE UNIVERSITESI
EGITIM BILIMLERI ENSTITUSU

Department of Foreign Language Education

English Language Teaching Program

AN INVESTIGATION INTO COLLABORATIVE BEHAVIOURS IN TASK-BASED
FOREIGN LANGUAGE PEER INTERACTIONS

YABANCI DILDEKiI GOREV TABANLI AKRAN ETKILESIMINDE ISBIRLIKCI
DAVRANISLAR UZERINE BiR ARASTIRMA

Kadriye AKSOY

Ph.D. Dissertation

Ankara, 2018



Acceptance and Approval

To the Graduate School of Educational Sciences,

This thesis entitled “AN INVESTIGATION INTO COLLABORATIVE BEHAVIOURS
IN TASK-BASED FOREIGN LANGUAGE PEER INTERACTIONS" has been
approved as a thesis for the Degree of Ph.D. in the Program of Foreign

Language Education/English Language Teaching by the members of the

Examining Committee.

Chair

Member (Supervisor)

Member

Member

Member

Dog. Dr., Nuray Alago6zlu ( > ( ’1 Q C?f\.‘.ﬁ
Prof. Dr., Ismail Hakki Erten [\MN\ S

Dog.Dr., Gonca Yangin Eksi 4 /V/)

Dr. Ogretim Uyesi, Salim Razi q i b‘/‘/\
Dr. Ogretim Uyesi, Ismail Firat __%
Altay g

This is to certify that this dissertation has been approved by the aforementioned

examining committee members on 20/06/2018 in accordance with the relevant

articles of the Rules and Regulations of Hacettepe University Graduate School of

Educational Sciences, and was accepted as a Ph.D. Dissertation in the Program

of Foreign Language Education/English Language Teaching by the Board of

Directors of the Graduate School of Educational Scienceson ...../J.....[........

Prof. Dr. Ali Ekber SAHIN
Director of Graduate School of Educational Sciences



Abstract

The present study investigated the effect of task type and group structuring on
learners’ collaborative behaviours during L2 task-based peer interaction from a
sociocultural perspective. A total of 15 learners who were studying English at an
intensive language programme participated in a speaking club as an
extracurricular activity in groups of four or five. They were assigned two different
types of speaking tasks; namely convergent and divergent tasks, in two group
structuring conditions; namely unstructured and structured. The emerging
interactions from these tasks were analysed through applying a grounded
qualitative analysis. The results suggest that learners employed 13 different
collaborative behaviours which were grouped under language-related and task-
related collaborative behaviours. There were eight language-related and five task-
related collaborative behaviours. A frequency analysis of these collaborative
behaviours was later conducted to draw conclusions on the effect of task type and
group structuring. Overall, the quantitative findings showed that learners displayed
language-related collaborative behaviours more frequently in convergent tasks. On
the other hand, task-related collaborative behaviours were more frequently
observed in divergent tasks. Additionally, learners displayed more collaborative
behaviours during unstructured tasks than structured tasks. Language-related
collaborative behaviours were more frequently employed in unstructured tasks
while task-related collaborative behaviours were more frequently employed in
structured tasks. These findings suggest both task type and group structuring had
an impact on learners’ overall use of collaborative behaviours. Additionally,
individual collaborative behaviours showed a difference in frequency between
divergent and convergent tasks. Moreover, they showed a difference in frequency

between unstructured and structured tasks.

Keywords: collaboration, collaborative behaviours, convergent and divergent

tasks, peer interaction, sociocultural theory, task-based interaction.



0z
Bu galismada, sosyo-kulturel bakis acgisiyla gorev tabanl yabanci dildeki akran
etkilesimi esnasinda gorev tipi ve grup yapilandirmasinin o6grencilerin isbirlikgci
davraniglari Uzerindeki etkisi arastinlmistir. Bir devlet (niversitesinin ingilizce
hazirlik programindaki 15 o6grenci, ders disi etkinlik olarak duzenlenen bir
konusma kulibune dort veya bes Kisilik gruplar halinde katiimiglardir. Bu
ogrencilere konugma etkinlikleri surecince yapilandiriimamis ve yapilandiriimis
olarak tek-ciktili ve c¢ok-ciktill konusma gorevleri uygulanmistir. Ogrencilerin
gorevleri tamamlamalari esnasindaki ortaya ¢ikan etkilesimler, temellendirilmis bir
nitel analiz yontemi uygulanarak analiz edilmigtir. Elde edilen bulgulara gore,
ogrencilerin 13 farkl isbirligi davranisg bicimi kullandiklarini gdstermektedir. Bu
davranislar, dilsel ve gorevsel olmak Uzere iki ana gruba ayrilmiglardir. Dilsel sekiz
ve gorevsel bes farkh igbirlikci davranis bulunmustur. Goérev tipi ve grup
yapilandirmasinin isbirlikgi davranislarin Gzerindeki etkisini gorebilmek amaciyla
bir frekans analizi yapilmistir. Nicel bulgular, o6grencilerin dilsel isbirlikgi
davranislari daha fazla sergilediklerini gostermistir. Dilsel isbirlik¢i davraniglar tek-
ciktill gbrevierde daha sik gdzlenmistir. Ote yandan, gok-giktili gérevierde gorevsel
isbirlikgi davraniglar daha sik godzlenmistir. Bunlara ek olarak, oégrencilerin
yapilandiriimamis gorevlerde yapilandiriimis gorevilere kiyasla daha fazla igbirlikgi
davraniglar  sergiledikleri  gbzlemlenmistir.  Dilsel igbirlikci  davranislar,
yapilandiriimamis goérevierde daha sik kullanilirken, gorevsel igbirlik¢i davraniglar
yapilandiriimig gorevlerde daha sik gdzlemlenmistir. Bu bulgular, hem gorev turu
hem de grup yapilanmasinin ogrencilerin isbirlikgi davranislari genel olarak
kullanmalarini etkiledigini gostermektedir. Ayrica, her igbirlikgi davranig sikhgi tek-
ciktil ve gok-giktili gorevlierde farkhlik goéstermistir. Benzer sekilde, her igbirlikgi
davranis sikligi yapilandirimamis ve yapilandiriimis goéreviler arasinda farklihk

gOstermigtir.

Anahtar sozciikler: isbirlikgilik, isbirligine dayal davraniglar, tek-giktih ve ¢ok-

ciktili gorevler, akran etkilesimi, sosyokulturel yaklagim, gorev-temelli etkilesim.



To my family, Mine Seref, Mehmet, Tugba, ismail, Erdem and,

To my dearest supervisor, a true role model for me, Dr. ismail Hakki Erten



Acknowledgements

Writing up this dissertation was one of the most challenging tasks of my life.
| did not expect writing the acknowledgement would be a challenge for me too
since there are countless people to whom | would like to show my gratitude and to
thank for guiding me, standing by me, teaching me, enduring and also loving me

during this process.

First and foremost, | would like to thank my dear supervisor, a father, friend,
colleague, Dr. ismail Hakki Erten, who never gave up showing his endless help,
patience, emphaty throughout the years | have been working with him. There are
not enough words for me to express my appreciation and gratitude to his guidance
in this academic world. | also would like to thank Dr. Nuray Alagézlt, Dr. Gonca
Yangin-Eksi, Dr. Salim Razi and Dr. ismail Firat Altay for having accepted to be
examiners of this dissertation and for their feedback on this dissertation. | also
would like to thank Dr. ismail Hakki Mirici who had participated as a member of the

thesis progress committee and helped a lot during the process.

Thanks also go to the other people who provided feedback from different
perspectives on this dissertation. | especially would like to thank the members and
participants of two research centres: HUMAN (Hacettepe University Micro Analysis
Network) and MARG (Multimodal Analysis Research Group). Their constructive
feedback shaped the way | transcribed the data and pursued the analysis of the

data.

| also owe a great gratitude to Dr. Olcay Sert for his endless guidance from
the very moment | met him. There are a number of things for which | should thank
him, but | would like to mention some here that made a huge impact in my life.
First, the book on peer interaction he gave as a present shaped how | should
construct this dissertation and opened new ideas in my mind. Second, | am so
grateful to him for putting me in touch with Dr. Christopher Leyland from Newcastle
University where | had the chance to spend three months as a visiting researcher
in 2017. It was such a great experience, both academically and personally, for me
that | still vividly remember every moment of my time there. | am also very grateful
to Dr. Christopher Leyland for having accepted to be my mentor during the time |

spent at Newcastle University. | would also like to thank him for offering me to live



with him, his wife, Jen and Bertie for three months. Thanks to them, my life in
Newcastle would not have been much easier. | really enjoyed all the time we spent
together from the very first moment | met them at the train station and to the last
minute | left at the airport. | am also very grateful to them for all the people they
introduced me from their family and friends. There are also other people whom |
got to know better and met for the first time in Newcastle. | especially thank Nimet
Copur, Dr. Muge Satar-Coen, Saziye Savaskan for all the time they spent with me.
| was also very fortunate to meet Merve B. both in London and in Newcastle during

this very short period.

During the process of writing up this dissertation, although I had to leave my
position at Hacettepe University and started to work at Canakkale Onsekiz Mart
University, | was given an academic leave for 6 months to finish all the process at
Hacettepe University. | feel very obliged to thank all the people, colleagues or
superiors at Canakkale Onsekiz Mart University, who made this possible for me. |
would also like to thank my colleagues, especially research assistants who were
mostly friends, at Hacettepe University for all the time we worked together. | have
been very fortunate to work with such nice people in the very early years of
academia. Among those people, it would not be fair not to name some people
here. | owe many thanks to Ramazan, F. Merve and especially Arzu for all the
favours they have done for me. Writing this dissertation was like a journey and |
had many ups and downs during this journey. | could not bear it without the
support, motivation, cheering and help that Arzu constantly provided for me.

| am afraid that | cannot find the exact words to express my love and
appreciation to my beloved family; my mother, father, brother, sister-in-law and
nephew. They always supported, trusted and loved me and | feel so grateful to
have them in my life. Canim Ailem! Hepinizi ¢ok seviyorum, iyi ki varsiniz. There is
yet another person whom | do owe many thanks for standing by me throughout all
the time. The sincerest gratitude and appreciation go to Yakup Cagatay who will

always be there for me.

Last but not least, | would like to thank Arzu, Derya, F. Merve, Kenan Hoca,
Nilufer, Olcay Hoca, Ufuk, Ramazan, Sumeyra, Tugba and Zehra who supported,

helped and cheered me before the defense of this dissertation. | am very lucky! |

vi



would also thank the people who sent their warm regards and good wishes upon

the viva.

| would also like to thank the students who voluntarily participated in this
study. Without their effort and presence, this would not have been possible. | am
also very grateful to TUBITAK for providing me with scholarship during my PhD
study.

| still feel as if there are some other people whom | should mention here. If
you are reading here and cannot find your name, it is due to my bad memory. I,
unfortunately, do not have much time to give a second thought since there is very
little time left for me to print the dissertation.

Vi



Table of Contents

Y 013 = Lo PP PP Ii
(7.2 ii
ACKNOWIEAGEIMENTS ... e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e %
TaDIE OFf CONENTS ....eeiiiiiieee it e e e e viii
LISt Of TADIES ... Xi
S o T USRS Xii
Symbols and AbDreVviatioNS ...........ccoiiiiiiiiiii e Xiii
Chapter 1 INtrodUCLION ...........uuiiiiee e e e e e e e e e e e 1
Statement of the Problem ... 1
Aim and Significance Of the STUAY............uuuuiuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 5
RESEAICH QUESHIONS. ... .t i it e e et e e e e e e e e e eeaa s e e e e e e eeeenees 6
ASSUIMPTIONS ..ttt 7
L IIEBTIONS ... 7
DETINITIONS ..ttt 8
Chapter 2 Literature REVIEW .........coooi i 10
Cognitive PSYCNOIOQY ......covviiiie e 10
SOCIAl PEISPECHIVES ... ..ciieeiiee et e e e 15
Learning a Second Language through Interaction in EFL Classrooms............. 20
Peer Interaction and Second Language Learning...........cccccceeveeeeeeeeeeiiiiiineeeeennn. 29
Empirical Studies on Mediating Variables in Peer Interaction...................c......... 38
Chapter 3 MethodolOgy ........covuuiiiiii e 59
Setting and PartiCiPantS .........coooiiiiiiiiiii e 62
INSTIUMENTS ... e e e e e e e e e s 69
DAta COlECTION . ...ttt 73
DALA ANAIYSIS ...ttt ane 81
(O g F=T o) (=1 g B T o[0T £ 92



The Complexity Measurement of Learners’ Production during Peer Interactions

.......................................................................................................................... 92
Collaborative Behaviours Employed in Task-Based Peer Interactions............ 100
The Frequency of the Collaborative Behaviours ............cccccvvieiiiieeiciieiiiinnnnn, 141
The Effect of Task Types on Collaborative Behaviours................cccceevvvvvvnnnnnn. 146
The Effect of Structuring Groups on Collaborative Behaviours....................... 154
Chapter 5 Conclusion, Discussion and SUggestionS .........cccceevvvvvvviiiiiiieeeeeeeennnns 162

The Complexity Measurement of Learners’ Production during Peer Interactions

Tracking Collaborative Behaviours in L2 Task-Based Peer Interactions......... 170

The Most Frequently Employed Collaborative Behaviours in the Present Study

........................................................................................................................ 178
The Effect of Task Types on Collaborative Behaviours..................cccevvvvvvnnnnnn. 181
The Effect of Structuring on Learners’ Collaborative Behaviours.................... 183
CONCIUSION <.ttt e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e r e e e e e e e e e eann 185
Suggestions for Further Research ...........ccoooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiceee e, 187
REFEIENCES ...t 189
APPENDIX-A: CONSENT FOIM ...coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiecceeieei e 206

FBCE .. 208
APPENDIX-D: The Worksheet for Role Assignment.............cccoeivieviiiiiieeceinnnnnn, 209
APPENDIX-E: Jefferson’s (2004) Transcription Notation .............ccccooiiviiieennnen. 210
APPENDIX-F: Ethics Committee Approval...........cccooovieiiiiiiiiciii e, 211
APPENDIX-G: Declaration of Ethical ConducCt .............ccoevvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeee 212
APPENDIX-H: Dissertation Originality Report..........ccccooviiiiiiiiiiiiieceeiceeeei, 213
APPENDIX-I: Doktora Tez Calismasi Orijinallik Raporu ............ccccovvveiiiiiinnneenn. 214



APPENDIX-J: Yayimlama ve Fikri Mulkiyet Haklari Beyani



List of Tables

Table 1 The Distribution of Learners Who Patrticipated in the Speaking Club ...... 68

Table 2 The Types of Tasks Used in the Study.........cccooeeeeiiiiiiiiiiiinieeeeeeeeiinn 70
Table 3 Data Collection Procedure Chart............oouuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiei e, 74
Table 4 Duration Of the TaskS ... 77
Table 5 Possible Roles and Their Duties during DiSCUSSIONS ............cccevvvvvvvnnnnn. 78
Table 6 The Assigned Roles to the PartiCipants...........ccccccvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeee, 80
Table 7 Transcription Conventions used in the Current Study .............ccevvvvvvvnnnnn. 82
Table 8 Collaborative Behaviours Identified in the Study ............cccoooeeeiiiiiiinnnnnnn. 86
Table 9 Number of Turns Taken per SESSION...........ueiiiiieeiiiieiiiieee e 94
Table 10 Number of Words Produced per SESSION .........ccovvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeee, 98

Table 11 Language-related Collaborative Behaviours Identified in the Study .... 101
Table 12 Task-related Collaborative Behaviours Identified in the Current Study 123
Table 13 The Overall Frequency of Language and Task related Collaborative
== oY 0T U T £ 142
Table 14 The Overall Frequency of the Use of Individual Collaborative Behaviours

Table 16 The Frequency of the Use of Task-related Collaborative Behaviours . 145
Table 17 The Overall Frequency of Collaborative Behaviours between Tasks .. 147
Table 18 The Frequency of Each Language-related Collaborative Behaviour
DEIWEEN TASKS ...t e et e e e e e e e e eeeetn e e e e e e e e eeane 149
Table 19 The Frequency of Each Task-related Collaborative Behaviour between

Table 20 The Overall Frequency of Collaborative Behaviours between
Unstructured and Structured TaskS.........oouuuiiiiiiiiiiic e 154
Table 21 The Overall Frequency of Language-related Collaborative Behaviours in
Unstructured and Structured TaskS.........oouuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiecee e 156
Table 22 The Overall Frequency of Task-related Collaborative Behaviours in

Unstructured and StruCtured TasSKS ......oe e 159

Xi



List of Figures

Figure 1. Categorisation of language-related episodes..........c..cceevvvvvvviviieneeeenn. 34
Figure 2. A diagram of a one-group pretest-posttest design..............cccevveveennnnnnns 60
Figure 3. A diagram of one-group time series desSign.................uuueeeiiiimimnneiinnnnnnns 60
Figure 4. Unstructured convergent task 1 ..........ccoovviieiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 72
Figure 5. The setting plan of the groupsS.........cuvuiiiiii e 75

Xii



Symbols and Abbreviations
ACMC: Asynchronous Computer Mediated Communication
CALL: Computer-Assisted Language Learning
CEFR: Common European Framework of Reference for Languages
CF: Corrective Feedback
CLT: Communicative Language Teaching
CMC: Computer Mediated Communication
CSC: Collaborative sentence completion
EFL: English as a Foreign Language
F-LREs: Form-focused language related episode(s)
FTF: Face-to-face
IRF: Initiation, Response, Feedback
LRC: Language-related collaboration
LRE(s): Language-related Episode(s)
L-LREs: Lexical Language Related Episodes
L1: First language
L2: Second/Foreign Language
MO: Modified Output
NL: Non-target Language
SCT: Sociocultural Theory
SCMC: Synchronous Computer Mediated Communication
SLA: Second Language Acquisition
TBLT: Task-Based Language Teaching
TL: Target Language
TRC: Task-related collaboration

ZPD: Zone of Proximal Development

Xiii



Chapter 1

Introduction

This introductory chapter starts with a brief description of the background to
the study. It then states the research problem and the gap in the literature followed
by the aim and significance of conducting this research with the aim of filling this
gap. Later, the general and specific research questions regarding the aim of the
study are addressed. Following this, assumptions about the research and the
limitations of the study are presented. The chapter will finally provide the

definitions of the key terms addressed throughout the study.
Statement of the Problem

During the readings for the comprehensive exam to pursue my studies in
doing a PhD, | really enjoyed reading the studies based on classroom research
and particularly how learning is shaped through interaction in the classrooms.
According to social perspectives, sociocultural theory (SCT) in particular, learning
is embodied in interaction and it is a social process as well. In order to understand
the interplay between learning and interaction, Seedhouse and Walsh (2010, p.
127) suggest investigating classroom interaction first. In L2 classrooms, learning
or knowledge is co-constructed with other people, between teachers or learners,

through interaction.

Sato (2013) claims that in foreign language (L2) contexts, learners do not
find enough opportunities to engage in social interaction both outside and inside of
the classroom. Additionally, there is the dominance of teacher talk due to some
pedagogical reasons (for further information see Sato & Ballinger, 2016, p. 8) in
the classrooms and teacher-learner interaction in a classroom setting allocates
very little time for each learner (Harmer, 2001). These facts shed a light on the
need of opportunities in which learners could engage in meaningful interaction
(Sato & Ballinger, 2016, p. 8).

To overcome these problems, Sato and Ballinger (2016) suggest using peer
interaction activities since they create opportunities for everyone to speak and
participate in social interaction (p. 8). Besides, according to Blum-Kulka and Snow

(2004), peer talk has the following contextual features of a "collaborative,



multiparty, symmetrical participation structure” (p. 291). Investigating peer
interaction provides a richer view of L2 development, showing what learners can
do with language and how language development occurs in turn by turn

interaction.

Although there are studies investigating the effectiveness of peer interaction
since the early 1980s, Sato and Ballinger (2016, p. 1) suggest that peer interaction
still gets less attention when compared to other types of interaction and there are
more studies conducted on peer interaction in second language classrooms than
in foreign language classrooms (Garcia Mayo & Azkarai, 2016, p. 242). Besides,
previous studies on learner-learner interaction have been mostly conducted in
accordance with interactionist perspective which analyses interaction focusing on
negotiation for meaning, modified output, negative and also positive feedback
(Fernandez Dobao, 2014b). Therefore, language was viewed as separate from its
social context, and the data were gained by using experimental tasks (Ohta,
1995).

According to sociocultural researchers, however, interactionist perspective
reflected by cognitive theories can explain only a partial picture of language
acquisition (Sato & Ballinger, 2016, p. 11). Sociocultural researchers view L2
learner-learner interaction as a place for collaborative construction of and
engagement in activities between novice and expert, except from being a place for
negotiation of meaning (Ohta, 1995). Foster and Ohta (2005, p. 403) also argue
that the learner is not the sole owner of knowledge; but cognition and knowledge
are social and dialogically constructed (Lantolf, 2012). During peer interaction,
learners are mostly able to solve each other’s problems and co-construct new
language knowledge (Antén & DiCamilla, 1998; Donato, 1994; Ohta, 2000, 2001;
Swain, 2000; Swain & Lapkin, 1998). Furthermore, according to sociocultural
researchers, co-construction of knowledge (or scaffolding) emphasizes
collaboration (Sato & Viveros, 2016, p. 92).

From the point of sociocultural perspective, interaction has been analysed
as an opportunity for learners to scaffold each other and to collaborate in the
resolution of their language-related problems. Swain and Lapkin (1998, p. 89) refer
to "any part of dialogue where the students talk about the language they are
producing, question their language use, or correct themselves or others” as

2



language-related episode (LRE), what Swain (2006, p. 98) refers as “languaging”.
Through the use of LREs which are seen as the sources of learning, learners build
new knowledge by using language to think and talk about language (Fernandez
Dobao, 2016, p. 34).

There are a number of studies that examined peer interaction using LREs
as a measurement of its effectiveness (Storch & Aldosari, 2013) and evidence
varying degrees of collaboration by identifying and analysing LREs (Storch, 2011).
Moreover, Sato and Viveros (2016, p. 94) argue that a most common unit of
analysis used to understand collaboration is language-related episodes (LRES)
(Swain & Lapkin, 1998). However, since SCT has favoured detailed ‘micro-
genetic’ analyses of dialogic interaction, there is a need to conduct detailed

analyses of the way how collaboration actually occurs (Ellis, 2003).

Sato and Ballinger (2016, p. 14) provide five variables that are essential to
investigate in peer interaction such as "the impact of task type, mode of
interaction, proficiency level, learner relationships, and pedagogical intervention on
learners’ interactional behaviours and language production”. Researchers have
investigated the relation between these variables and how the learners collaborate
in peer interaction. Philp, Adams, and Iwashita (2014) state that when learners
engage in peer interaction even as a part of a planned activity, they complete
mostly L2 tasks. It is not surprising, therefore, that task type has attracted

researchers a lot to investigate in peer interaction (Skehan, 2014).

One of the concerns of SCT researchers is also how performance is
dependent on the interaction of the individual and task (Appel & Lantolf, 1994)
since the same task can result in different kinds of activities when performed by
different learners as well as when performed by the same learners at different
times (Lantolf & Thorne, 2006, p. 233, Activity theory). Sociocultural theory
emphasizes that the activity deriving from a task is unstable, and it changes
according to the specific goals and motives of the participants (Ellis, 2008, p.822).
Therefore, two key terms emerge from this view: task-as-workplan and task-in-
process (Seedhouse, 2004). Seedhouse defines task-as-workplan as the intended
pedagogy, the plan prior to classroom implementation of what participants will do
as a teacher and learners. On the other hand, task-in-process is the actual
pedagogy or what actually happens in the classroom. Empirical data are gathered

3



from task-in-process, and it actually requires an emic perspective for investigating
(Seedhouse, 2005) without bringing apriori categories. van Compernolle (2015, p.
200) states that L2 interaction research drawing on Vygotskian psychology adopt a
qualitative approach to data analysis and when external’ or etic’ coding schemes
are applied to interactional data, there is the rick of understanding participants’

orientations to the interactional phenomena in a misleading way.

Using group work does not guarantee collaboration among learners. For
example, Storch (2002) found that not all students work collaboratively during peer
interaction and they may deliberately avoid negotiation of meaning and do not
indicate nonunderstanding in order to save face (Philp et al., 2014, p. 48). They
prefer referring to shared L1 and common context to understand what others might
be trying to say. There are also other studies showing that learners avoid providing
corrective feedback to peers due to the reasons such as perceived
inappropriateness, low proficiency, face-saving, and the desire to focus on
communication rather than grammatical accuracy. These all prove that
collaboration between peers may be strongly associated with personality
combinations, perceptions of self and other, past histories, and experiences (Kim
& McDonough, 2008; Storch, 2002; Watanabe & Swain, 2008).

Philp et al. (2014, p. 137) inform us about how teachers can shape the
classroom experience to help learners engage in tasks through strategic grouping
of participants (Storch, 2002), assigning task roles according to proficiency task
roles (Yule & Macdonald, 1990), prior instruction or modelling of interactional
strategies (Kim & McDonough, 2011), post-task feedback (Gibbons, 2003), and
prior training in interpersonal skills (Doérnyei & Murphey, 2003). The social
dynamics of peers in groups or pair interactions greatly affect learners’ ability to
profit from each other (Sato & Ballinger, 2016, p. 19). Group roles (Doérnyei &
Malderez, 1997) in peer interaction are said to be of great importance to the
productivity of the group since if learners hold the right role in the group, they will
become useful members of the team, and vice versa. These roles may emerge
naturally among the members, or teachers can distribute the roles for everyone.
Moreover, Doérnyei (2007, p. 724) says explicitly marked roles has the advantage
of preparing learners to perform the roles effectively. However, to date, only there

studies have been conducted on the effect of task role in peer interactions. Both

4



Yule and McDonald (1990) and Jenks (2007) allocated the roles to the participants
based upon their proficiency levels. Moreover, Yule and McDonald (1990)
investigated the interactions from ESL settings. A recent study by Dao and
McDonough (2017) focused on EFL adult learners from mixed proficiency level on
collaborative writing tasks. This indicates that there is still a need to further look

into the effect of assigning group roles on learners’ collaboration.
Aim and Significance of the Study

Based upon the previous ideas, my first aim is to investigate peer
interaction since the studies showing the benefit of collaboration have been mostly
conducted in ESL classrooms which are different from EFL classrooms. Moreover,
there is not a comprehensive study that investigates learners’ interactions in
Turkish context, which is a foreign language context of English. Although
Seedhouse and Walsh (2010, p. 127) looking at the classroom interaction state to
understand learning and there have been few studies which investigated peer
interactions in real classrooms (Kos, 2013), this study is based on an extra-
curricular activity (e.g. speaking club) rather than in the real classrooms. The
reason is that the teachers have always a set curriculum for them to cover in the
classrooms and they do not allocate time for peer interactions during the regular
classrooms in the current research context. However, it is acceptable to
conducting such research on peer interaction since Sato and Ballinger (2016, p. 7)
state that peer interaction can be assigned in any learning environment such as in

the classroom, outside the classroom or in a virtual environment.

Previous studies on learner-learner interaction have been mostly conducted
in experimental settings, and the analysis is carried out input-output models of
language learning. Adopting a sociocultural theory, the collaboration that is

conducive to L2 learning in peer interaction will be the main focus of this study.

Peer interaction in the form of a group can be used to encourage learner
participation in the classroom (Ellis, 2012, p. 13). Furthermore, there are studies
which show the benefit of having a small group interaction over pair interaction
(Fernandez Dobao, 2016, p. 35). However, there are fewer studies that examined
the interactional patterns in peer interaction without the intervention of the teacher
(Loewen and Wolff, 2016, p. 165).



My second aim is to investigate the effect of different tasks types on
learners’ collaboration. Fernandez Dobao (2016, p. 35) claims that EFL teachers
should know about the types of tasks that would be more beneficial for their
students. Although task types have been investigated much, they have not been
investigated along with assigning group roles to the participants yet. Group roles
have important implications for peer-peer interaction; however, it is not

investigated in EFL settings with the same proficiency level adult learners.

Collaboration in peer interaction has been investigated mostly by either
LREs or collaborative dialogue (Sato & Viveros, 2016). However, since SCT has
favoured detailed ‘micro-genetic’ analyses in a task-based research, there is a
need to conduct detailed analyses of the way how collaboration actually occur
while learners performing a task (Ellis, 2003) instead of bringing etic categories to
analyse the data. Therefore, adopting a grounded theory, the collaboration
between learners as a group will be defined and collaborative behaviours will be

categorised applying a constant comparison method.

This study can be summarised to contribute to the peer interaction research
in the form of a group work from a sociocultural perspective in an EFL context. It
will also contribute to the concept of collaboration in a task-based interaction, and
the collaborative behaviours will emerge from the data through a grounded theory.
The study is also significant in its contribution to the social dynamics of peer
interaction in that assigning roles in different tasks will be examined closely. In
order to accomplish the aims of the study, the following questions are formed:

Research Questions
What kind of collaborative behaviours do learners employ in L2 task-based
peer interaction?
Sub research questions.
1. Is there an impact of different task types on learners’ L2 production?

2. What collaborative behaviours do the learners display in L2 task-based

group interaction?

3. What are the most frequently observed language-related and task-related

collaborative behaviours?



4. Do the types of tasks exert any impact on anguage-related and task-related

collaborative behaviours?

5. Do assigning group roles to the participants have any impact on anguage-

related and task-relatedcollaborative behaviours?
Assumptions

The present study was conducted under the assumptions that independent
variables such as motivation, attitudes and pre-existing ability of the learners
would be constant among the learners. These also would be constant from the
beginning of the study to the end. The perceived language proficiency of the
learners would be similar. All the learners would be willing to participate in group

discussions and equally participate in the group work.
Limitations

The limitations to this study can be summarised as below:

Due to its qualitative nature, it was not possible to work with larger groups

of participants. Therefore, the study had to be conducted with 15 learners.

Additionally, the number of participants in the groups was not constant
throughout the whole data collection process. To make it clear, during the first four
tasks, there were three learner groups; however, only two groups could be formed
for the remaining last four tasks. This also resulted in the circulation of the group
members. Although it was planned to work with the same learner groups, due to
the decrease in the number of participants, the groups had to be reformed by
circulating the participants between groups.

Another limitation is the Hawthorne effect, which is defined as “participants
perform differently when they know they are being studied” (Dérnyei, 2007, p.53).
My presence as a non-participant observer and researcher might have affected

learners’ behaviours compared to regular classrooms.

Another limitation was the choice of the tasks. The learners stated explicitly

their dissatisfaction with the topic choice in some tasks.

There was not enough time to understand learners’ individual

characteristics before the assignment of the group roles to the participants.
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Therefore, the assignment of the group roles was accomplished randomly without
taking into consideration individual differences. If certain roles had been assigned

to particular learners, the results might have been different.

The assigned roles had to be changed as well due to the regrouping of the
learners. Only a few learners practised the same role during the structured group

assignments.

Since the study lasted for approximately two months, there was an

observable decrease in the learners’ motivation to participate in the speaking club.
Definitions

Second language/foreign language (L2): L2 has been used as a second
language learned in addition to the first/native (L1) language without making a
distinction between foreign and second language. The terms EFL and ESL have

been used where a distinction is to be made.

Learning/acquisition: These terms have been used interchangeably

without making a reference to the context in which the L2 is learned.

Peer interaction: Peer interaction is defined as the interaction going on
between learners. It could be in the form of dyadic including pair-pair interactions
or in the form of a group interaction including more than two learners. In this
particular study, peer interaction is referred to group interaction which involves

more than two learners.

Collaboration: It is defined as the process that occurs when learners
create opportunities for learning through their deliberation on language, provide
each other with the help, which might be either solicited or unsolicited, to keep the

flow of the activity emerged from the task.

Task: A task is a meaning-focused activity which requires learners to use
the language to achieve a linguistic outcome; and as a result, it generates

interaction data which is in dialogic form and interactionally authentic for research.

Divergent task: This is adopted from Duff's (1986) definition, which
involves a range of possible responses and there is not a single correct answer.

Divergent tasks also resemble discussion tasks.



Convergent task: This is also adopted from Duff's (1986) definition, which
requires learners to converge on a single mutual correct answer. Convergent tasks

resemble problem-solving tasks.

Language-related episode: Any part of dialogue where the students talk
about the language they are producing, question their language use, or correct
themselves or others (Swain & Lapkin, 1998).

Unstructured group work: Naturally occurring group interaction which

allows learners to develop informal roles as the talk unfolds among learners.

Structured group work: The group interaction in which teacher assigns

some roles to learners.

Roles: Roles chosen for this study concern how the work will be done

during peer interactions.



Chapter 2
Literature Review

This chapter will provide the theoretical underpinnings of this study and the
relevant research. Firstly, there will be a summary of learning theories; namely,
cognitive perspectives and social perspectives, to lay the ground for the current
study. I will summarize cognitive psychology and its reflective theories in language
learning. Following this, the role of interaction is viewed from cognitivist
perspectives will be explained. Secondly, | will focus on the social perspectives
and sociocultural theory in particular, which forms the theoretical framework of this
study. | will also discuss the role of interaction from the sociocultural theory and
related concepts such as scaffolding, mediation, and zone of proximal
development (ZPD) which are closely related to the notion of collaboration or
collaborative learning. Following this, | will focus on how interaction assists second
language development in foreign language classrooms task-based language

learning.

Finally, 1 will review the research of mediating variables in peer interaction

which has been conducted in line with sociocultural theory.
Cognitive Psychology

Starting from the 1950s, there were major developments in the fields of
linguistics and psychology. With the influence of linguist Noam Chomsky, there
was a shift in focus from structural linguistics to generative linguistics, which
emphasized creative nature of human language (Mitchell, Myles, & Marsden,
2013, p. 30). Brown (2007) summarises Chomsky’s influence as such human
language cannot be explained simply in terms of observable stimuli and
responses. In a similar vein, cognitive psychologists claimed that meaning,
understanding and knowing constitute significant data for study. Therefore, they
preferred to uncover psychological principles of organization and functioning
instead of looking at mechanical stimulus- response relations (Brown, 2007, p. 11).
Both cognitive psychologists and generative linguists tried to look for underlying
motivations and deeper structures of human behaviour by using a rational
approach in which they employed the tools of logic, reason, and inference to come

up with explanations for human behaviour. Therefore, it can be said that they were
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interested in answering "why" type of questions that aim to understand the
underlying reasons of a particular behaviour in a human being (Brown, 2007, p.
12).

Williams and Burden (1997, p.13) state that since cognitive psychologists
are concerned with how human mind thinks and learns, they investigate mental
processes to understand learning. According to cognitive psychology, learners
have an active role in the learning process and they employ various mental
strategies to understand the features of the language that they learn. Cognitive
psychologists adopt two different approaches to study and explain cognitive
aspects of learning such as information processing theories and constructivism
(Williams & Burden, 1997). Information theorists are interested in explaining the
brain’s, which is seen as a complex computer, working system regarding rules and
models of learning. On the other hand, constructivists are concerned with how
people create their own sense of the world (Williams & Burden, 1997, p. 14).

Information processing. The first cognitive approach is information
processing. Within the scope of this approach, cognitive psychologists investigate
how people obtain information and process it (Williams & Burden, 1997, p. 15).
Therefore, they investigate the factors such as attention, perception and memory.
Cognitive psychologists claim by constructing models or constructs, the working of
human mind can be understood, and therefore; the necessary effective mental
processes for learning can be found (Williams & Burden, 1997). Additionally,
where and how learning difficulties may occur can be identified by looking at

learning difficulties.

Constructivism. In this part, there will a focus on cognitive constructivism
on which Piaget has written extensively (Williams & Burden, 1997, p. 21).
According to this approach, it is important that learners construct their own
representations of reality (Brown, 2007, p. 12). Learners, in a way, make their own
sense of experiences and of the world (Williams & Burden, 1997), and this gives
them a more active role in their own learning. Therefore, it can be said that
Piaget’s theory is more action-based, which shows that focus is on the process of
learning rather than what is learned (p.21). According to Piaget "learning is
developmental process that involves change, self-generation, and construction,
each building on prior learning experiences” (Kaufman, 2004, p. 304). He has
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constructed a series of stages for cognitive development, starting from infancy to
adolescent years.

This cognitive development involves a process of maturation in which
genetics and experience interact (Williams & Burden, 1997, p. 22). This learning
process is called as equilibration, which involves the process of balancing what is
already known and with what is currently being learned. This process is managed
by two complementary processes; namely as assimilation and accommodation.
The process during which incoming information is changed or modified in the mind
so that it can be fit into what is already known is called assimilation. Whereas,
accommodation is the process during which the existing knowledge is modified to
take into account the new information. These two processes contribute to cognitive
adaptation, which is seen as essential aspect of learning (p.22). Although Piaget’s
theory is not directly related to learning, it provides implications for language
teachers.

The role of interaction from cognitive perspectives. There was a
cognitive-interactionist perspective on L2 learning, informed by the computational
models of L2 acquisition during the 1980s and 1990s. According to this
perspective, internal (cognitive) and external (environmental) factors interact (so
‘interactionist’) with each other, and this affects the observed processes and
outcomes of L2 language learning. Ortega (2009, p.55) states that internal
cognition is thought to be the locus of learning (hence cognitive) and environment
provides learners with input, or linguistic data from other users of L2.

Stephen Krashen (1985) was the first person who formulated the best-
known theory of learning named as Input Hypothesis. He provides that
comprehensible input, which is both processed for meaning by learners and also
contains something to be learned, provides the most important source of L2
learning and he rejected the role of output in L2 learning (Ellis, 2008, p. 247).
However, his claims were then proven insufficient to explain second language
learning by the following studies. For example, Ortega (2009, p.60) summarizes
that children attending French immersion (Swain, 1985) and regular English-
speaking schools showed little grammatical development although there were

ample opportunities for comprehensible input. There are also other critiques of
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Input hypothesis in showing the inadequacy of the hypothesis in explaining the L2
learning (Ellis, 2008, pp. 251-252).

Later, in the early 1980s, Michael Long proposed the Interaction Hypothesis
claiming that much of the input in the linguistic environment, both naturalistic
settings and communicative classrooms, originates in the interaction with
interlocutors. Similar to Krashen, Long gave importance to comprehensible input
(Ellis, 2008, p. 253). However, he focused on interaction and proposed that the
best kind of comprehensible input that learners can obtain is the one that is
interactionally modified (Ortega, 2009, p. 61), which is also named as interactive
input (Ellis, 2008, p. 253). Interactional modifications such as clarification requests,
confirmation checks, and comprehension checks are initiated in reaction to
comprehension problems in order to negotiate meaning. These modifications have
the potential to make the comprehension more individualized or learner-
contingent. Ellis (2008, p. 253) also suggest that the interpersonal interaction
where comprehension problems are negotiated facilitates (original emphasis) L2
acquisition. Interaction Hypothesis was later subject to some criticisms. For
instance, Hawkins (1985) showed that learners often fake comprehension, in
which they pretended to have understood as a result of negotiating a problem, in
fact they did not (cited in Ellis, 2008, p. 254). Additionally, similar to Input
Hypothesis, how comprehensible input resulted in acquisition could not be

explained by Interaction Hypothesis either.

By the mid-1980s, it became apparent that input and interaction were not
sufficient on their own to facilitate and guarantee successful acquisition. Learners
engage in interaction not only for comprehension but also for making meaning and
producing messages, which involves output. Therefore, as complementary to input
hypothesis, Merrill Swain advanced the Comprehensible Output Hypothesis. Ellis
(2008) summarizes that by a number of studies, Swain argued that
comprehensible input alone was not sufficient to guarantee that learners
succeeded in high levels of grammatical and sociolinguistic competence (p. 260)
and she provided learner’s limited opportunity to talk or lack of output in the
classroom as a possible reason. Swain also provides that comprehension may not
require the full process of forms, and it is possible to get the messages by some of

the content words. On the other hand, production forces learners to focus on the
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means of expression such as forms in order to successfully convey intended
meaning (Ortega, 2009, p. 62). If learners push themselves to express their
intended meaning when their interlocutors do not understand, the nature of what
they are trying to do becomes more demanding, both cognitively and linguistically.

There are both direct and indirect evidence for output in L2 acquisition.

The advocates of the aforementioned theories vary in their views about
consciousness in L2 acquisition (Ellis, 2008, p. 265). While Krashen’s input
hypothesis definitely rejects the role of consciousness, there is a room for
consciousness in Long’s interaction hypothesis and Swain’s Comprehensible
output hypothesis. Drawing from the works of Long and Swain, Schmidt (1995)
advocated the noticing hypothesis by claiming that this is an essential process
during L2 acquisition. For him, the point of attention is where learner-internal and
learner-external factors come together and development occurs within this
attentional space.

Gass (1988) created a model of second language acquisition to show how
input and interaction affect L2 acquisition by taking insights from the previously
mentioned theories. There are five stages in the model to account for the
conversion of input to output. The stages can be named in an order such as
"apperceived input, comprehended input, intake, integration and output” (see Ellis,
2008, p. 267 for the explanation of each stage). This model incorporates aspects
of hypotheses related to input and interaction, and Ellis (2008, p. 268) provides
that it constitutes the clearest statements of the roles input and interaction play in
L2 acquisition. This model can also be regarded as computational-type model, and
is criticised by especially sociocultural theorists. Firth and Wagner (1997) also
criticised the model, stating that it is individualistic and mechanistic and fails to

account for the interactional and sociolinguistic dimensions of language.

In summary, the interactionist approaches draw on a heavily cognitivist
tradition wherein the individual mind is seen as the sole locus of learning, which
matter computational information processing. (van Compernolle, 2015). Therefore,
interaction is conceptualized as an external trigger for internal acquisitional
processes (p.4). Next section will provide the social perspective for language

learning, emerged as a reaction to cognitive perspectives.
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Social Perspectives

Beginning in the mid-1990s, many of second language acquisition (SLA)
researchers felt dissatisfied with the input-output model of second language
acquisition and opened new directions for SLA (Firth & Wagner, 1997). The notion
of second language acquisition is reconceptualised and it is called as ‘the social
turn in SLA’ (Block, 2003). There are two major criticisms of input-output model by
sociocultural theorists in particular. The first thing that was criticized is the notion
that acquisition is something that happens inside the head of learners. This view
puts language learner as a "disengaged self ... metaphysically independent of
society" (Claude & Weaver, 1949, cited in Ellis, 2008, p. 271). In contrast, L2
learning is shaped by the social context in which it happens (Ortega, 2009, p.
217). The second point that was criticized is that ‘interaction is just a provider of
input’ (Ellis, 2008, p. 271). Social SLA researchers object to this view since input
and interaction models fails to characterize the rich nature of the interactions in
which learners participate. Mondada and Pekarek Doehler (2004) also conceive
social interaction as a social practice in which the learners co-construct linguistic
and other competencies with other social agents in the emerging context (p. 502).
Therefore, social SLA emphasizes the importance of collaboration between
learners, sees learning as taking place in rather through social participation. Input
is viewed as contextually constructed, and consists of both linguistic and non-
linguistic features. Interaction, on the other hand, is seen as a socially negotiated

event.

Social constructivism and sociocultural theory. Social constructivism
emphasizes the importance of social interaction and cooperative learning to
construct both cognitive and emotional images of reality. According to Spivey
(1997, p. 24 cited in Brown, 2007, p. 13), constructivist research focuses on
individuals engaged in social practises on a collaborative group, or on a global

community.

One of the most popular social constructivist theories is the Russian
psychologist Lev Vygotsky’s cultural-historical psychology, more commonly known
as sociocultural theory (SCT) in second language acquisition (van Compernolle,

2015, p. 1). The theory was originally advocated for understanding child language
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acquisition. However, his ideas were taken by many applied linguists to study
second language acquisition from the sociocultural perspective (Lantolf, 1995). As
summarised by Williams and Burden (1997, p. 40), the importance of language
including not only speech but also signs and symbols was emphasized by
Vygotsky. Furthermore, through language, culture is transmitted and thinking

develops and learning occurs.

Vygotsky (1978) viewed children’s thinking and meaning-making is socially
constructed and emerges out of their social interactions with their environment
(Kaufman, 2004, p. 304), and according to Williams and Burden (1997, p. 39)
learning occurs through social interaction with other people. The difference
between Piaget’'s view of constructivism and Vygotsky’s is that in the former
individual cognitive development has been stressed; social interaction has been
claimed to trigger development at the right moment. On the other hand, in the
latter, social interaction is foundational in cognitive development and there are no

pre-determined stages in development (p. 14).

The theory emphasizes that language and communicative interaction play a
central role to mediate higher, specifically human psychological functions and their
development. L2 development is not just seen as the acquisition of language for
communication. It is, rather, about how cognition is mediated by language (L1, L2,
etc.), including the development of L2 communicative abilities and also conceptual
thinking, perceiving and representing things in the external world (Lantolf, 2011). It
can be said that communicative interaction also mediates the development of
concepts, conversational routines, cultural knowledge (van Compernolle, 2015, p.
13).

Researchers in sociocultural paradigm, therefore, take an in-depth
perspective on the qualities of interactions between teachers-learners and among
learners to explore the ways in which interaction mediates L2 development (van
Compernolle, 2015, p.2). The theory also provides a nonreductive framework in
which internal-psychological and external-social are brought together as a

dialectical unity.

The role of interaction in sociocultural theory. As noted above,

language and communicative interaction have a primary role in sociocultural
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theory. van Compernolle (2015, p.6) states that the foundational tenet of SCT is
that learning, such a higher psychological process, is mediated by culturally
constructed artefacts. For Vygotsky (1986), language is an important mediational
means. Communicative language allows people to mediate their thinking through

speech (John-Steiner, 2007 as cited in van Compernolle, 2015, p. 12).

During communicative interaction, cognitive processes are externalized
between people in speech. It involves both external-social and internal-
psychological processes. It appears first in interpersonal interaction (between
people), and then it is internalized to function intrapersonally (within a person) to
mediate one’s own thinking (van Compernolle, 2015). According to this
perspective, communicative interaction is both the source and the result of the
internalization processes (Lantolf & Thorne, 2006). Children or learners progress
from object-regulation to other regulation and finally self-regulation through
dialogic interaction (Ellis, 2008). Object-regulation means the actions of learners
are determined by the objects in their environment. Other-regulation happens
where they exhibit control over an object with the presence or assistance of a
more competent person. Lastly, self-regulation happens where they become
capable of independent strategic functioning (p. 271).

Sociocultural theory also has a psychological dimension to refer to the
development of learners. This entails the extent to which an individual can perform
the new skill. This is called what Vygotsky termed as zone of proximal
development (ZPD) which will be further elaborated in the next section.

Zone of proximal development (ZPD). The construct of the zone of
proximal development (ZPD) is an important facet of sociocultural theory. It is a
metaphorical distance between the tasks what a child can accomplish alone and
the ones she cannot do alone but could do with the assistance of more capable
peers or adults. This informs what an individual's actual and potential levels of
development. The skills that the individual has already mastered constitute the
person’s actual level. On the other hand, the skills that the individual can
accomplish when assisted or supported by another person, or more capable
person, constitute the potential level. For interaction to be beneficial for
acquisition, it needs to assist the learner to construct zones of proximal

development, which is achieved with the help of scaffolding (Ellis, 2008, p. 271).
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ZPD allows understanding a few key factors about learning. Ellis (2003, p.
180) summarises these as such, for example, ZPD accounts for why learners fail
to perform some structures even if mediation is provided because learners cannot
construct the ZPDs to help them perform such structures. In addition, it helps to
understand why learners can perform some structures with the help of social
assistance but not independently since by constructing ZPDs, learners can
perform these even though they have not internalised them. Lastly, the
internalisation of new structures is managed through the appropriation of these

structures in the already created ZPDs by the learners.

Scaffolding. The notion of scaffolding is a social construct which is closely
linked to ZPD. According to the perspective of SCT, L2 acquisition is not merely
individual-based process but rather it is shared between the individual and other
people. One of the ways in which this sharing takes place is scaffolding.
Scaffolding is an inter-psychological or dialogic process and with the help of it,
learners internalize knowledge (Ellis, 2008). That means a speaker (expert or
novice) assists another speaker (a novice) to perform a task or a skill that they are

unable to perform independently.

Scaffolding originally referred to a form of adult assistance (Gonulal &
Loewen, 2018) and the following features of this kind of help were identified as

follows:
1. Recruiting interest in the task
2. Simplifying the task
3. Maintaining pursuit of the goal

4. Marking critical features and discrepancies between what has been

produced and the ideal solution
5. Controlling frustration during problem solving

6. Demonstrating an idealised version of the act to be performed
(Wood, Bruner, & Ross, 1976, p. 98)

Thus, it can be understood that scaffolding involves both attending to
cognitive demands of a task and affective states of a person working on the task

(Ellis, 2003, p. 181). Scaffolding can be identified as one feature of contingency of
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a dialogic process. According to van Lier (1992), contingency refers to how one
utterance is connected to another to produce coherence in discourse. It is
achieved when the rationale behind the utterance is apparent to the interlocutors
and the expectations it sets up are met (Ellis, 2003, p. 182). van Lier also
discusses that contingency helps transform social processing into cognitive
processing drawing on sociocultural theory. Ellis (2003, p. 182) also argues that
contingency provides a condition for learning through social interaction and

scaffolding has a principal role of achieving it with low-proficiency learners.

Gonulal and Loewen (2018) summarise that the term scaffolding has been
extended to teacher-student interactions starting from the late 1970s. This kind of
scaffolding refers to the interventions employed by teachers in their learners’ ZPD
to facilitate learning (p.2). Until the 1990s, this type where there is an expert
helping a novice learner got the L2 researchers’ interest. However, later, it was
understood that there does not have to be necessarily an expert who can provide
scaffolding, learners themselves can provide each other with the help they need.
Donato (1994), for example, coined the term ‘collective scaffolding’ to refer to the
scaffolding learners provide to each other. In this case, there is not a definite
expert, but rather the role of the expert is bilateral (Gonulal & Loewen, 2018). In
this kind of scaffolding, learners can build up ZPDs for each other and be more

successful compared to what they would achieve on their own.

Ellis (2008, p. 527) states that the term scaffolding has been replaced by
new terms such as ‘collaborative dialogue’ and ‘instructional conversation’ in
recent studies due to its being reified into an object and its nature that makes it
difficult to apply in peer-peer interactions. Ellis (2003, p. 182) summarises by
drawing on Lantolf's ideas that dialogic mediation should be seen as an activity
which is jointly created by the participants rather than it is something that one of
the participants brings to the conversation. Collaborative dialogue (Swain, 2000) is
defined as "dialogue in which speakers are engaged in problem solving and
knowledge building" (p. 102). Learners’ using the L2 to jointly address a problem
and paying conscious attention to language forms that arise in the utterances they
produce lead to knowledge building. Instructional conversation (Tharp & Gallimore
1988, cited in Donato, 2000) is defined as pedagogic interaction which is directed

at a curricular goal. It is teacher-led and conversational in nature.
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Learning a Second Language through Interaction in EFL Classrooms

This study is based on the premise that learning is a social process which is
embodied in interaction. Learning is also defined as a change in socially-displayed
cognitive state. In order to understand socially-distributed cognition, we must look
closely at the interplay language, interaction and learning; and Seedhouse and
Walsh (2010) state that classroom interaction must be studied first to understand
learning (p. 127). In classrooms, through their interactions, interactants display
and orient to learning, and they exhibit different abilities during the course of jointly

creating discourse which is conducive to learning.

In L2 classrooms, students’ knowledge is shaped by the ways in which
students interact via distinct and recurrent discourse patterns and by other
interactional meaning-making system, such as gestures (Thoms, 2012). This
knowledge is co-constructed with other people, teachers or learners, via
interaction. Therefore, interaction among participants is seen as a fundamental
aspect of language learning. However, in foreign language contexts, learners have
limited or no access to native speaker models for their linguistic development and
to actual samples from everyday social interaction (Garcia Mayo & Pica, 2000, p.
273). It is not also uncommon that learners do not have opportunities to produce
the target language inside or outside of the classroom (Sato, 2013). These facts
obviously emphasize the importance of language classes in which learners could
engage in meaningful interaction by receiving the necessary input and producing
spontaneous speech (Sato & Ballinger, 2016, p. 8). However, Ellis (2008, p. 302)
defines language classroom as "a setting where the target language is taught as a
subject only and is not commonly used as a medium of communication outside the
classroom”. This also implies the limited opportunities that language classrooms
offer for learners. Moreover, the dominance of teacher talk in foreign language
classrooms can be observed due to some pedagogical reasons (see Sato &
Ballinger, 2016, p. 8) and Harmer (2001) points out that teacher-learner interaction
in a classroom setting allocates each learner very little time to actually speak. In
order to overcome these obstacles, Sato and Ballinger (2016) suggest to use peer
interaction activities as an ecological and effective tool since they create
opportunities for everyone to speak and participate (p. 8) and talking time for any
student is dramatically expanded in peer interactions (Harmer, 2001).
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Ellis (2012) points out that there are longitudinal studies which show that
how learner participation and L2 learning take place in classroom context. He
further comments that in order to encourage learner participation in the classroom,
one of the most common ways is to use small group work (p. 13). Ellis (2003)
maintains that the study of group work is intertwined with research that has
examined ‘tasks’ since most of the studies have investigated how learners perform
different types of tasks either in pairs or small groups. Moreover, he claims that
task-based language teaching (TBLT) is a good option for foreign language
contexts (Ellis, 2009). This is due to the fact that TBLT allows learners to
communicate in L2 in the classroom, which is lacking outside of the classroom. As
the focus of this study, there will be a focus on ‘tasks’ used as a data elicitation
tool. Following this, there will be a section for peer interaction and its relation to L2

learning.

Task-based language teaching and second language learning. Task-
based Language Teaching (TBLT) is explained as one of the off-springs of
Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) (Littlewood, 2014) and it helps
language learners to develop their second language proficiency. Through
engaging in tasks, L2 learners have the opportunity to develop L2 proficiency in
order to communicate fluently and appropriately. Therefore, tasks have an utmost
importance in second language learning, and there has been a growing
importance attached to employing tasks in language classrooms. There has also
been a growing interest in researching pedagogic tasks since the early 1980s
(Ellis, 2012, p. 14).

These two paradigms have led to different interpretations of tasks by
language teachers and second language acquisition (SLA) researchers for their
own purposes (Bygate, Skehan, & Swain, 2001). Within the first paradigm, it was
suggested that requiring learners to express meanings would be an effective
principle to motivate second language learning. Activities such as information gap
or jigsaw were used as methods to promote interaction for learners in a natural
way. Later, these activities were described as ‘tasks’ and there were attempts to
develop principles and methodologies by which such tasks could be used

effectively (p. 3).
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There was, however, a contrastive view on tasks from SLA researchers.
Bygate et al. (2001, p. 3) mention that as SLA researchers began to focus on
causative influences of interaction and output on second language development,
they viewed interaction that promoted negotiation for meaning as an ideal
circumstance for SLA to proceed. Therefore, SLA researchers started to use the
concept of tasks to account for the manner in which negotiation of meaning was
provoked more or less, and published works on the possible relationship between
different task features and performances during which there was more or less
negotiation of meaning. This takes us to the distinction of tasks termed by Long
(1990) such as ‘closed’ and ‘open’ tasks. While closed tasks require agreement on
the outcome; no required agreement is necessary to perform open tasks. Although
these two different approaches put the tasks into centre, they use this term to
address different problems (Bygate et al., 2001). The first paradigm, named as
pedagogic approach, takes its starting point from the problem of how to make the
behaviour of the teacher more effective, and how learners can interact with tasks
more effectively. The research approach, on the other hand, starts with the
problem of how tasks can be used as a device to unveil acquisitional processes.
Tasks, therefore, enable fundamental issues to be studied more effectively (p. 4).

According to Bygate et al. (2001), tasks-as-research generate data that is of
interest to the researcher. This interest may arise from two different sources: one
is from theory such as the role of negotiation of meaning in promoting change in
interlanguage and the other is from pedagogy such as the usefulness of different
task types in achieving certain pedagogical goals (p.6). From the task-as-research
perspective on learning, we see that research draws upon theories of second
language development to formulate relevant questions for task-generated data.
These questions, for example, may propose how particular interaction and task
types or conditions might be more supportive of interlanguage change, or how
interlanguage change might be consolidated. It is important for researchers to
come up with research methodologies which can help address internal processes
through external evidence (p. 7). For learners, research questions such as the
acceptability of tasks to learners, the effect of different task types on extending
and involving learner performances, or learner motivation (p. 8). Bygate et al.

(2001) further emphasize that in terms of learning and learners, there is a
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tendency for a detailed analysis with careful examinations of task performance to
provide specific evidence of learning processes.

As it is stated above that there are different approaches from language
teachers and SLA researchers, there are also different definitions of tasks
throughout the history of TBLT. In the next section, the definitions of tasks will be
given in a chronological order without making a distinction between two

paradigms.

Definition of tasks. According to Ellis (2003), tasks are viewed as devices
for generating interaction involving L2 learners (p. 69). He later states that a task is
a language-teaching activity in which meaning is primary and there is some kind of
gap (Ellis, 2008, p. 981). Learners are required to fill in these gaps by using their
own linguistic resources. Although there are many different definitions of tasks,
most of them share one aspect in common, that is tasks involve communicative
language use where the focus is on meaning rather than linguistic structure. Below
there are some definitions of tasks collected by Bygate et al. (2001), Ellis (2003)
and Nunan (2004). The first definition of tasks has been provided by Long (1985)

as follows:

a piece of work undertaken for oneself or for others, freely or for some
reward. Thus examples of tasks include painting a fence, dressing a child,
filling out a form, buying a pair of shoes, making an airline reservation,
borrowing a library book, taking a driving test, typing a letter, weighing a
patient, sorting letters, making a hotel reservation, writing a cheque, finding
a street destination and helping someone across a road. In other words, by
‘task’ is meant the hundred and one things people do in everyday life, at
work, at play and in between. (p. 89)

According to Long’s definition, tasks must be real-world tasks. It is also
implied that learners do not necessarily come up with a linguistic outcome at the
end, and they do not need to use language to perform the tasks. Therefore, it is
quite obvious that Long’s definition of a task is more of a non-linguistic one and
tasks can consist of both oral and written activities. Crookes (1986, cited in Bygate
et al., 2001, p.9) later defined tasks that combine both pedagogical and research

aspects as it is "a piece of work or an activity, usually with a specified objective,
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undertaken as part of an educational course, at work, or used to elicit data for

research".

Richards, Platt and Weber's (1986) definition of tasks seems more
pedagogical in nature similar to the previous one. The authors have defined the
tasks in terms of what the learners will do in class rather than outside of the

classroom. The way of how the authors define a task is consists of:

an activity or action which is carried out as the result of processing or
understanding language (i.e. as a response). For example, drawing a map
while listening to a tape, listening to an instruction and performing a
command may be referred to as tasks. Tasks may or may not involve the
production of language. A task usually requires the teacher to specify what
will be regarded as successful completion of the task. The use of a variety
of different kinds of tasks in language teaching is said to make language
teaching more communicative . . . since it provides a purpose for a
classroom activity which goes beyond the practice of language for its own
sake. (p. 289)

Although Richards et al.’s definition is pedagogical, similar to Long’s
definition of tasks, they also emphasize the importance of a non-linguistic
outcome. Prabhu (1987) defines tasks from the perspective of pedagogy and
different from Long and Richards et al.’s definitions, there is an emphasis on the
linguistic outcome at the end. For him, a task is "an activity which required learners
to arrive at an outcome from given information through some process of thought

and which allowed teachers to control and regulate that process".

Another pedagogical definition is made by Breen (1987, p. 23) as "any
structured language learning endeavour which has a particular objective,
appropriate content, a specified working procedure, and a range of outcomes for
those who undertake the task". In this definition, tasks are referred to work-plans
which simply have the purpose of facilitating language learning. In addition, a brief
practice exercise or a complex workplan or lengthy activities can be regarded as

tasks.

Nunan (1989) defines the task as "a piece of classroom work which involves

learners in comprehending, manipulating, producing or interacting in the target
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language while their attention is principally focused on meaning rather than form".
Also, the tasks should stand alone as a communicative act in its own respect with
a beginning, a middle and an end, which gives a sense of completeness as a
whole. Nunan (2004), then, divided the ‘tasks’ as real-world or target and
pedagogical tasks. For him, target tasks refer to uses of language in the world
beyond the classroom; on the other hand, pedagogical tasks are the ones that

occur in the classroom (p.1).

Skehan (1998) puts forward five key characteristics of a task which tries to
combine most of the characteristics provided in other definitions. In his definition,
he refers to meaning’s being primary and there is a correspondence to real-world
activities. In his definition, task completion has a priority and outcomes are used to
assess the tasks. In Skehan’s definition, there is not an emphasis for the use of
real-world tasks. For instance, ‘deciding where to locate buildings on a map’ can
be taken as a task, and this type of tasks rarely occur outside of the classroom.
However, these tasks have some sort of relationship to the real world (Ellis, 2003,
p.6) because the kind of language behaviour they elicit corresponds to the
communicative behaviour arising from performing real-world tasks. In addition, it is

assumed that the tasks are performed orally, and so they are directed at oral skills.

Compared to other definitions, Willis and Willis (2001) narrowed the scope
of a pedagogical task to the classroom since the previous definitions grant
anything the learners do in the classroom as a task. They define the task as "a
classroom undertaking ... where the target language is used by the learner for a
communicative purpose (goal) in order to achieve an outcome". In this definition, it

is seen that tasks bring about an outcome through the exchange of meanings.

Additionally, Ellis (2003) defines a task as "a workplan that requires learners
to process language pragmatically in order to achieve an outcome”. According to
his definition, learners need to give primary attention to meaning, and also they

need to make use of their own linguistic resources.

The definitions of tasks provided previously seem similar, but also
interestingly different from each other. Bygate et al. (2001) provide an explanation
for this by stating that definitions of tasks need to be different for the different

purposes to which tasks are used. Tasks-as-research are not directly connected to
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pedagogy, but used to gain a better understanding of pedagogy. Researchers may
use tasks as a vehicle to investigate such issues which have either indirect
relationship or no connection at all to pedagogy. The definition of task-as-research

may be what Bygate et al. (2001) provide:

A task is a focused, well-defined activity, relatable to learner choice or to
learning processes, which requires learners to use language, with emphasis
on meaning, to attain an objective, and which elicits data which may be the

basis for research. (p.11)

Later, Samuda and Bygate’s (2008) provided the core concepts used by
researchers of tasks as:

A task is a holistic activity which engages language use in order to achieve
some non-linguistic outcome while meeting a linguistic challenge, with the
overall aim of promoting language learning, through process or product or
both. (p.69)

All of the definitions above were drawn from both what Bygate et al. (2001)
distinguished as task-as-research and task-as-pedagogy perspectives. Ellis (2003,
p.2) provides six dimensions upon which these different definitions can be
addressed. They can be summarised as involving "scope of a task, the
perspective, authenticity of a task, linguistic skills to perform a task, psychological
processes involved in performance and outcome of a task". Based upon the
definitions in the literature, | came up with my own definition of a task based upon
the six dimensions proposed by Ellis (2003).

A task is a meaning-focused activity which requires learners to use the
language to achieve a linguistic outcome and as a result of performing it, it
generates interaction data which is in dialogic form and interactionally

authentic for research.

Based upon this definition, tasks were either designed or chosen to elicit
interaction data which is authentic (more information is provided in Methodology
part). Having provided the distinction between tasks-as-pedagogy and tasks-as-
research paradigms and definitions of tasks based upon six dimensions proposed

by Ellis (2003), the next section will provide the types of tasks.
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Types of tasks. Nunan (2004) mentions that there are many definitions and
types of tasks as the number of people who have written on task-based language
teaching. Each of them has their own definitions and categorizations. Some of

them will be provided below based on Nunan’s (2004, pp. 56-59) summary.

Prabhu (1987) distinguished three types of tasks, e.g. information-gap,
reasoning-gap and opinion-gap. Information gap activities involve transferring of
given information from someone to another. On the other hand, reasoning-gap
activities requires inducing new information from given information by applying
processes such as inference and deduction. In opinion-gap activities, however, a

personal preference or attitude is identified in response to given situation.

Pica, Kanagy, and Falodun (1993) proposed five different pedagogical tasks
such as jigsaw, information-gap, problem-solving, decision-making, and opinion
exchange tasks. Jigsaw tasks involve distributing different pieces of information to
learners and then asking them to combine these pieces to form a whole. Similar to
Prabhu’s definition, in information-gap tasks, one part is provided some
information while the other part holds complementary information. They need to
find out the other party’s information to complete the activity through negotiation.
Problem-solving tasks involve assigning a problem and a set of information to
learners to find only one solution to this problem. During decision-making tasks,
learners are given a problem and a possible set of outcomes for the problem.
Through negotiation and discussion, they try to choose one. Lastly, opinion
exchange tasks involve engaging in exchange of ideas. There is not a required

agreement in the end.

Duff (1986, p. 5) provided two types of tasks e.g. convergent and divergent
tasks. Convergent tasks are coined from problem-solving tasks and they are
defined as tasks in which learners are required to converge on a single mutual
correct answer (Tan Bee, 2003, p. 54). On the other hand, divergent tasks
resemble discussion tasks. These tasks encourage a range of possible responses
and there is not a single correct answer in contrast to convergent tasks. Tan Bee
(2003) also suggests that debates and opinion-exchange tasks may resemble
divergent tasks.
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Long (1990) proposed a distinction between tasks, i.e. open and closed
tasks by referring to Duff (1986). For him, an open task is the one which does not
necessarily involve a predetermined correct solution, but rather there are a
number of different acceptable solutions (p. 45). On the other hand, a closed task
requires learners to reach a single outcome, previously determined by the
researcher. He argues that closed tasks may elicit more incorporation from the
learners than open tasks. Ellis (2003, p. 89) states that opinion-gap tasks are
mostly open in nature and these may involve making choices, debates and
general discussions. He also suggests that information-gap tasks are typically
closed in nature (2003, p. 89).

Sociocultural SLA and tasks. Interactionist and cognitive theories of
language state that tasks lead to interactions which are predictable on the basis of
the design features of the tasks (Ellis, 2008, p. 822). For example, Pica and
Doughty (1985a, 1985b) found that required exchange of information led to more
negotiation compared to optional exchange of information. Foster (1998) also
compared required and optional exchange of information tasks and found similar
results. There was more negotiation in required exchange tasks than optional
tasks. Pica and Doughty concluded that task type was a more determining factor
in the amount of negotiation of meaning produced either in teacher-fronted
classrooms or in group-work. Moreover, Ellis (2003) summarises that task design

variables can have an impact on language production.

On the other hand, sociocultural theory emphasizes that the activity deriving
from a task is unstable, and it changes according to the specific goals and motives
of the participants (Ellis, 2008, p.822). This means that there is not a
correspondence between task-as-workplan and task-in-process (Seedhouse,
2005). Seedhouse defines task-as-workplan as the intended pedagogy, the plan
prior to classroom implementation of what participants will do as a teacher and
learners. On the other hand, task-in-process is the actual pedagogy or what
actually happens in the classroom. Seedhouse (2005) suggests that empirical data
be gathered from task-in-process, and this actually requires a detailed
investigation. This is because the interaction resulting from a task is dynamic and
locally managed. For example, Hellermann and Pekarek Doehler (2010) explored

how teacher-designed language-learning task interactions could vary in their
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performance. The researchers used three directions-giving tasks. The results
showed that participants’ individual and group orientations to the similar tasks led
to different co-constructed performances of the task and unique potentials for
learning in each one. Therefore, the investigation of tasks should not be based
upon the quantification of a priori variables as interactionist and cognitivist
researchers have done, but rather there should be a close examination, i.e. emic,
of emerging interaction (Ellis, 2008, p. 823) as suggested by conversation

analysis.

The investigation of tasks from a sociocultural perspective requires also a
close examination of the interactions emerging from tasks. Ellis (2003, p. 184)
states that sociocultural theory warns researchers not to treat tasks as blueprints
for interaction but rather as tools that are used to construct an activity by learners.
The kind of methodology of investigating tasks should be qualitative micro-analysis
of interactions. This forms the rationale behind the methodology of this study,

explained in Chapter 3.
Peer Interaction and Second Language Learning

Although the interaction between second language (L2) learners has been
investigated since the early 1980s, there is still less attention to this research
domain when compared to other types of interaction (Sato & Ballinger, 2016, p.1).
Peer interaction is described as "any communicative activity carried out between
learners, where there is minimal or no participation from the teacher" (Philp,
Adams & Iwashita, 2014, p.3). It also includes a context in which all the
participants are language learners, and they are together for the purpose of
learning. Philp et al. (2014) also state that this context is of a kaleidoscope in that
it changes with the shifting combinations of those involved, how they relate to one
another, the activity in which they are engaged, their purposes and means, and so
on (p.1). Philp and Tognini (2009) define the purposes of peer interaction as "1)
interaction as practice, including the use of formulaic language; 2) interaction that
concentrates on the exchange of information; and 3) collaborative dialogue

including attention to form’ (p. 254).

Sato and Ballinger (2016) inform that peer interaction can be used in a

variety of forms (from pairs to small groups and to larger groups). Any type of task
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can be adapted for peer interaction, and those tasks can be assigned in any
learning environment (in the classroom, outside the classroom for a project or in a
virtual environment etc.). Peer interaction is useful in second language classes, in
content-based classrooms, as well as in foreign language classrooms for tasks

designed to promote L2 production (p.7).

Peer interaction is different from teacher-learner interaction, and it allows for
different types of language use and practice (Philp et al., 2014, p. 2), and provides
a context facilitative of learning in which learners experience greater levels of
comfort (Sato & Ballinger, 2016, p. 6). Therefore, it is usually regarded as being
less stressful than teacher-led interaction, mostly because there is not a careful
monitor of ongoing interaction (Philp et al., 2014). According to Sato and Ballinger
(2016, p. 5), this comfort positively affects learners’ L2 processing since it can help
them notice and point out errors in their partners’ speech and encourage them to
modify their own errors when given feedback. Compared to teacher-learner
interactions, learners have more talking time and more opportunity to engage in
meaningful conversation in peer interactions. Unlike teacher-fronted activities in
which there is an expert, the roles of learners in group works are always changing
as they contribute to the interaction. Blum-Kulka and Snow (2004, p. 291) describe
peer talk as having a "collaborative, multiparty, symmetrical participation
structure”.  Since participants work together toward a common goal, it is
collaborative, and it is multiparty for there are at least two or more participants.
Lastly, it is symmetrical since all the learners are equal in interaction in terms of
participant contributions (Philp, 2016, p.378). The nature of peer interaction as a

context for learning is shaped by different dimensions such as:

« The emphasis of language use in the interaction (e.g., experimental,
corrective, or fluency based);

* The participants within the group (e.g., their social relations, age,
experience, and proficiency);

 The medium and mode of instruction (oral or written, face-to-face, or
online);

* The task (purpose, specification, and content) (Philp et al. 2014, p.11)

Tognini, Philp and Oliver (2010, p. 5) state that peer interaction can offer

different types of learning opportunities in the way the L2 is used, and, potentially,
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complementary benefits for language learning. Therefore, investigating peer
interaction provides a richer view of L2 development, showing what learners are
able to do with language and how language development occurs in turn by turn
interaction. However, there are a few empirical studies that have shown a link
between engagement in conversational tasks with a peer and L2 learning (Adams,
2007). Previous studies on learner-learner interaction have been mostly conducted
in accordance with input-output model of second language acquisition, e.g. Long’s
interactionist perspective which analyses interaction focusing on negotiation for
meaning, modified output, negative and also positive feedback (Fernandez Dobao,
2014b). In these studies, language was viewed as separate from its social context,
and the data were gained by using experimental tasks (Ohta, 1995). However, as
Ohta (1995) puts forward L2 learner-learner interaction is a place for collaborative
construction of and engagement in activities between novice and expert, except
from being only a place for negotiation of meaning. Moreover, Mercer (1995, p. 97)
stated the collaboration and interaction were not being evaluated in terms of
process, but outcome as cognitivist and interactionist perspectives have
conducted the studies. Therefore, there is the need to look for the collaborative

nature of peer interaction as a process with more detailed analysis.

Although cognitive and social approaches view L2 development differently,
look for different outcomes and employ different methodologies, both paradigms
provide studies that can inform and benefit the understanding of peer interaction
and how this kind of interaction can be employed in foreign language classrooms.
The theories can be summarized under three sections which will be provided as

follows:

Cognitive perspectives. There has been a dominance of cognitive
perspectives as well as interactionist framework in investigating peer interaction
(see Garcia Mayo & Alcon Soler, 2013, for a review). These studies date back to
the 1970s and to Long’s (1983 as cited in Sato & Ballinger, 2016, p. 9) interaction
hypothesis. The idea of the interaction hypothesis is when an L2 learner interacts
with a native speaker, they need to use conversational moves labelled as
negotiation for meaning in the event of communication problems. The native
speaker in turn will modify the utterance to make it comprehensible to the non-

native speaker. This comprehensible input (Krashen, 1982) along with modified
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interaction is believed to promote second language interaction. Later, Long (1996,
2016) revised the interaction hypothesis by emphasizing the role of feedback —

positive or negative- in promoting L2 acquisition.

Following this, researchers have started to focus on corrective feedback
(Lyster, Saito, & Sato, 2013) as the most important interactional move since it
allows noticing (Schmidt, 1990). Schmidt argues that when learners notice the gap
between what they produce and input in the environment, the noticed input
becomes intake which is necessary for L2 learning. Corrective feedback is
important in that it allows L2 learners to shift their attention to formal aspects of
language while they are still working on meaning; to produce meaningful output
(Swain, 1985); to avoid entrenching wrong knowledge representation (Lyster &
Sato, 2013). Sato and Lyster (2007) found that Japanese learners of English
provided quantitatively more feedback and also more effective type of feedback
than native speakers. Also, Sato and Lyster (2012) argue that during peer
interaction, both feedback provider and feedback receiver benefit from developing

more automatic use of the target language, which is proceduralisation.

Sociocultural  perspectives. Research based on sociocultural
perspectives investigates how learners assist each other through scaffolding and
building knowledge together (Philp et al., 2014, p.25). This process helps learners
to perform at a level beyond their individual ability, developing knowledge and use.
On the other hand, an interactionist view, developed from cognitive perspectives,
focuses on linguistic data that learners receive from their interlocutors during
interaction. The emphasis especially is on individual acquisition, based on all the
different types of language input received through interaction with others.
According to sociocultural researchers, cognitive theories can explain only a partial

picture of language acquisition (Sato & Ballinger, 2016, p. 11).

Foster and Ohta (2005, p. 403) argued that knowledge is not owned only by
the learner, but it is rather a property of social settings. Similarly, cognition and
knowledge are also social and dialogically constructed (Lantolf, 2012). When
learners from the same level collaborate, they pool their individual knowledge and
resources with each other. As a result, they are mostly able to solve each other’s
problems and co-construct new language knowledge (Anton & DiCamilla, 1998;
Donato, 1994; Ohta, 2000, 2001; Swain, 2000; Swain & Lapkin, 1998).
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Sociocultural researchers also suggest that co-construction of knowledge
(or scaffolding) emphasizes collaboration (Sato & Viveros, 2016, p. 92). The terms
such as zone of proximal development (ZPD) and scaffolding are central to the
sociocultural theory. Aljaafreh and Lantolf (1994) define ZPD as the framework
which brings everything together. Scaffolding is defined as the support or the
guidance and sociocultural researchers have used this term to explain peer
interaction (Donato, 1994; Ohta, 2001; Swain & Lapkin, 1988, 2001, 2002). When
peers work together, they can act both novices and experts, and therefore, they
provide scaffolded assistance to each other (Donato, 1994; Ohta, 2001) because
neither of them shares the same weaknesses and strengths with the other one
(Fernandez Dobao, 2016, p. 34).

Donato (1994) proposed the term of collective scaffolding arguing that
scaffolding is not necessarily unidirectional, from expert to novice, but bidirectional
in collaborative peer interaction. He also showed that internalisation was takin
place while learners were providing scaffolding to each other. Peers can support
each other by "questioning, proposing possible solutions, disagreeing, repeating,
and managing activities and behaviors" within the ZPD (Swain, Brooks, & Tocalli-
Beller, 2002, p. 173). Scaffolding is also associated with assistance which is a
feature of learner talk that is claimed to promote L2 development (Foster & Ohta,
2005, p. 413). Storch (2002) in her oft-cited paper, conceptualized scaffolding and
co-construction of knowledge into four relationship patterns (collaborative,
expert/novice, dominant/dominant, dominant/passive) in pair-pair interactions
under two dimensions; namely, equality and mutuality. She found out that

collaborative and expert/novice patterns were more conducive to L2 learning.

From the point of sociocultural perspective, interaction has been analysed
as an opportunity for learners to scaffold each other and to collaborate in the
solution of their language-related problems. Swain and Lapkin (1998, p. 89) refer
to "any part of dialogue where the students talk about the language they are
producing, question their language use, or correct themselves or others" as
language-related episode (LRE), what Swain (2006, p. 98) refers as "languaging".
Through the use of LREs which are seen as the sources of learning, learners build
new knowledge by using language to think and talk about language (Fernandez
Dobao, 2016, p. 34). There are a number of studies that examined peer interaction
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using LREs as a measurement of its effectiveness (Storch & Aldosari, 2013) and
evidence varying degrees of collaboration by identifying and analysing LREs
(Storch, 2011) (more empirical studies on LREs will be provided in the next

section).

Jackson (2001) states that LREs have been used to investigate discourse in
classroom studies, especially to investigate collaborative learning and task-based
language teaching. He claims that research into LREs can provide fine-grained
analyses of learner productions. For example, LREs, as a research tool, can help
understand the nature of second language production and also explore the
contributions that output makes in learning a second language. LREs can be
subcategorised as meaning-based or form-based based upon the nature of the
discourse. The following categorisation has been taken from Garcia Mayo and
Azkarai’s (2016, p. 249) categorisation, which has been also used in other studies
Ross-Feldman (2007) and Storch (2008).

[ LREs

“NATURE )
[ - Meaning ]
'— Form ]
_ Phonology J
—: Spelling |
_ Morphology J
— Syntax ]
OUTCOME ]
— Resolved |
Target-like ]
L Non larget-like |
Not Resolved |
Addressed ]
—] Ignored J

—i LEVEL OF lf[\_](.;;'\(il",Ml".N'l'
Elaborate (E)

]
Limited (L) J
) ]

Limited + Limited (L+L

Figure 1. Categorisation of language-related episodes (excerpted from Garcia
Mayo & Azkarai, 2016, p. 249)

Mediating variables in peer interaction. Peer interaction activities can
be affected by internal and external factors that mediate the ultimate effect on

learning. Sato and Ballinger (2016, p. 14) provide five variables that are essential
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to investigate in peer interaction. These can be given as "the impact of task type,
mode of interaction, proficiency level, learner relationships, and pedagogical
intervention on learners’ interactional behaviours and language production."
Since the aim of this study is to investigate the effects of task types on the
interaction, there will be a special focus on studies that investigate different tasks

In peer interaction.

Task type has attracted researchers a lot, partly due to the popularity of
task-based language teaching research on peer interaction (Skehan, 2014). The
researchers have focused on the interactional modifications like negotiation of
meaning, in other words, the outcomes of this kind of interaction, in different types
of tasks. There is a substantial body of research suggesting that the learning
outcome of peer interaction tasks may be related to the nature of the task (Philp et
al., 2014, p.125).

Different types of tasks lead to differences in language production (Philp et
al. 2014, p.128). Pica, Kanagy, and Falodun (1993) studied the impact on task
type on interaction patterns by using jigsaw, information gap, problem-solving,
decision-making, and opinion exchange activities. They found that jigsaw and
information gap activities provoke the most beneficial interaction patterns because
the first type requires learners to converge on a single outcome after sharing what
they have in hand; and the second one requires one learner to elicit information

from other learner who holds the information.

Fotos (1994) found that more negotiation was triggered in a task which
involved split information and required a closed outcome. Duff (1986) found that
convergent tasks promoted more interactional modifications than divergent
outcome tasks. Gass, Mackey, and Ross-Feldman (2005) examined the incidence
of negotiation of meaning, language-related episodes (LRES), and recasts in three
different tasks, two of which required information exchange between participants
and one in which information exchange was optional. The tasks were completed
both in classroom and laboratory setting to see the role of setting on interactional
modifications. The findings show that there is more focus on form occurred in the
required information exchange tasks. Dornyei and Murphey (2003) also state that
collaboration can be promoted by using certain tasks in which students work
towards a common goal and a single group product (p. 22). The effectiveness of
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jigsaw and information gap activities over other activities have been found in

computer-mediated communication (CMC) settings as well (Yilmaz, 2011).

Sato and Ballinger (2016, p. 15) provide that learners interacting with peers,
they wuse their body language, complete the task by using simple
acknowledgements such as “yes/no”, avoid using the targeted linguistic structures
because it is common that “successful completion of the task does not require the
form”. Therefore, task types are an important mediating variable for peer
interaction and there is a necessity of further research investigating not only
interactional moves but also task effects on L2 learning outcomes. For this
research to be of use and helpful for language teachers in classrooms, Philp et al.
(2014) state that there is a need to go beyond classifications of tasks to
consideration of how different tasks take particular forms in actual classrooms and
how task effects on language production are mediated by other variables such as
context, setting, and participant.

Philp, Walter, and Basturkmen (2010) carried out a qualitative analysis of
task-based interactions and post-task interviews to describe the relation of
personal and contextual factors that support learner engagement in focus on form
in peer interactions. Their study contributes to the task-based interaction since it
shows the effects of task-based engagement on language production and learning
cannot only attributed to cognition but also to the social unit of learners engaged in
the tasks. For task models to capture these effects, both individual variables and
group dynamics need to be included in peer interaction tasks (Philp et al., 2014).

Group dynamics in peer interaction. Philp and Tognini (2009) state one
role of peer interaction is to provide an opportunity to experiment with language
form and use, through communicating and collaborating with other learners.
However, Storch (2002) found that not all learners in pairs do work collaboratively
when assigned to work on language tasks. Philp et al. (2014, p. 48) explain that
learners intentionally avoid negotiation of meaning and do not indicate
nonunderstanding in order to save face. They rather guess what others are trying

to say by referring to shared L1 and common context.

Other studies also show that learners avoid providing corrective feedback to

peers due to the reasons such as perceived inappropriateness, low proficiency,
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face-saving, and the desire to focus on communication rather than grammatical
accuracy. These all prove that collaboration between peers may be strongly
associated with personality combinations, perceptions of self and other, past
histories, and experiences (Kim & McDonough, 2008; Storch, 2002; Watanabe &
Swain, 2008).

Philp et al. (2014, p. 137) inform how teachers can shape the classroom
experience to help learners engage in tasks through strategic grouping of
participants (Storch, 2002), assigning task roles according to proficiency task roles
(Yule & Macdonald, 1990), prior instruction or modelling of interactional strategies
(Kim & McDonough, 2011), post-task feedback (Gibbons, 2003), and prior training
in interpersonal skills (Dérnyei & Murphey, 2003). The social dynamics of peers in
groups or pair interactions greatly affect learners’ ability to profit from each other
(Sato & Ballinger, 2016, p. 19). Dornyei and Malderez (1997) use the term group
dynamics as "the scientific analysis of the behaviour of small groups”. There are
some key issues related to the group dynamics: group composition, norms, roles
and interaction patterns, group cohesion and climate, group formation and
development, etc. Group dynamics involve the description and analysis of central
features of groups and how these affect group life, and group structure is seen as
the most important feature of group characteristics. The structure of a group
involves the patterns of relationships emerging among the participants. There are
some key concepts of the group structure such as the norm and status system,
group roles, group cohesion, and classroom goal structures (Levine and Moreland,
1990, as cited in Dérnyei & Malderez, 1997).

Doérnyei (2007, p. 723) explains that the term ‘role’ originally comes from
sociology. He further states that it refers to the shared expectation of how an
individual should behave. Roles describe the norms for a particular position or
function, and they also specify what are expected from people to do. They are said
to be of great importance to the productivity of the group since if learners are given
the right role, they will become useful members of the team, and vice versa. Roles
can change according to the nature of the tasks, but some of the typical roles
include the leader, the organizer, the information-seeker and so on (Ddrnyei, 2007,
p.723). Dérnyei and Murphey (2003, p.110) state that these roles may emerge

naturally among the members (informal roles), or teachers might encourage
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learners to adopt the roles that suit them best for strategies and activities
(assigned roles). At the same time, teachers can distribute the roles for everyone.
Dérnyei (2007, p.724) says explicitly marked roles has the advantage of preparing

learners to perform the roles effectively.
Empirical Studies on Mediating Variables in Peer Interaction

In this part of this dissertation, studies conducted by using and analysing
language-related episodes (LRES) to investigate collaboration in peer interaction
will be summarized. Studies that analysed the effect of task type and assigning

group roles on collaboration between learners will be the main focus of this study.

Researchers have examined different variables such as the task type
(Alegria de la Colina & Garcia Mayo, 2007; Erten & Altay, 2009; Garcia Mayo,
2002; Storch, 2001b; Swain & Lapkin, 2001), proficiency level (Choi & Iwashita,
2016; Kim & McDonough, 2008; Kos, 2013; Leeser, 2004; Sato & Viveros, 2016;
Storch & Aldosari, 2013; Watanabe & Swain, 2007; Williams, 1999; Young &
Tedick, 2016), pair and group dynamics (Kim & McDonough, 2008; Storch, 2002;
Storch & Aldosari, 2013; Watanabe & Swain, 2007), mode of communication
(Loewen & Wolff, 2016; Rouhshad & Storch, 2016), number of participants in the
task (Fernandez Dobao, 2012; 2014a; 2014b; Garcia Mayo & Zeither, 2017; Lasito
& Storch, 2013), task modality (written vs. oral) (Garcia Mayo & Azkarai, 2016;
Niu, 2009), task role (Aslan, 2015; Dao & McDonough, 2017; Jenks, 2007; Yule &
McDonald, 1990) and type of formations of the groups (Mozaffari, 2017) in peer
interaction by analysing LREs. As the aim of this study is to see the effect of task
type and group dynamics among learners, the empirical studies that have

investigated these variables will be the main focus of this part.

Task type. To start with, Swain and Lapkin (2001) compared data from
French immersion classes. Researchers collected data using two different task
types, e.g. jigsaw and dictogloss task and hypothesized that the students would
focus more on focus on form in dictogloss task than in jigsaw task while working in
pairs. Both of the tasks required students to produce a written product in the end.
The researchers found no difference between jigsaw and dictogloss tasks in
producing either lexis-based LREs or form-focused LREs.

38



Similarly, Storch (2001b) compared the performance of intermediate level
tertiary ESL learners on three different grammar-focused classroom tasks. Similar
to Swain and Lapkin’s study, the students in pairs were required to produce written
output in three different forms which involve a short composition, an editing task
and a text reconstruction. The researcher firstly classified the types of LREs found
in the data as form-based (F-LRES), lexis-based (L-LRES) and mechanics-based.
Later, she categorised LREs as interactive and non-interactive. In interactive
LREs, the students provided suggestions and offered counter suggestions; on the
other hand, in non-interactive LREs, the students ignored suggestions or requests
for assistance, or there was a little engagement by the other partner in the
decision making process (p.112). She also further analysed the F-LREs for
whether the interaction led to a correct or incorrect decision. The quantitative
results showed that the editing and text reconstruction tasks generated more LREs
and more attention to form than the composition task due to the fact that those
tasks are more overtly grammar-focused tasks. The researcher also observed that
there was a high interactive resolution of F-LRE across all three tasks, but in the
editing and text reconstruction tasks, students engaged in more negotiations and
explanations. The text construction task also triggered more L-LREs than the other
two tasks. These results prove that although the three tasks generate higher
proportions of LREs in the form of form-focused and lexis-based, there are

considerable differences among them for triggering LRESs in general.

Garcia Mayo’s (2002) study on the task types is different from the previous
studies in that she collected data from EFL learners who have high-intermediate
level proficiency and in laboratory setting. Similar to them, she applied two form-
focused tasks (a dictogloss and a text reconstruction). The learners’ interaction in
both tasks was analysed and language-related episodes (LREs) were identified.
The quantitative results indicate that task type had an effect on learners’ attention
to form. The text reconstruction generated three times more LRE turns and eight
times more LREs than the dictogloss task. The qualitative results indicated that in
the text construction task, learners focused on the language features, but in the
dictogloss task, they seemed to focus on the completion of the task rather than

discussing LREs.
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Alegria de la Colina and Garcia Mayo (2007) added a different task to what
Garcia Mayo (2002) included in her study and compared three different writing
task types, e.g. jigsaw, dictogloss and text reconstruction to determine which one
fosters most focus-on-form and metatalk (p.95) among EFL low-proficiency
learners. The researchers calculated the number of LREs without making a
distinction between the types of LREs and found similar results to Garcia Mayo
(2002)’'s study. The text reconstruction generated the largest number of LREs and
the greatest number of turns in overall. The jigsaw task triggered a larger number
of lexical LREs than other types of tasks. However, according to their results, it is
seen that form-focused LREs outweighed lexical LREs in all task types. Their
findings suggest that there are differences in regard to task type in the number of
LREs produced across tasks. It may be hypothesized that this is due to output

derived in turn from the task demands.

Erten and Altay (2009) compared the collaborative behaviours of learners
while working as a group in task-based and topic-based activities. The researchers
explained that task-based activities are convergent in nature whereas topic-based
activities are divergent. The participants involved 25 adult learners studying at a
state university in Turkey. The study was conducted during the regular classroom
hours of speaking classes and learners worked in groups during the activities. The
group works were then followed by a whole class discussion with the lecturer. The
researchers employed speaking tasks and the transcribed data was subject to
both qualitative and quantitative analysis. The quantitative results suggest that
task-based activities are more conducive to more turns and collaborative
behaviours when compared to the topic-based activities. The qualitative analysis
of the data showed that the participants employed four collaborative behaviours.
The researchers also conducted a quantitative descriptive analysis to compare the
frequency of these behaviours across different tasks. The results showed that

learners employed these collaborative behaviours more in task-based activities.

Proficiency level. Other researchers have examined the effect of
proficiency level such as Williams (1999). In her study, the researcher collected
data from intact classes of an intensive English program. She used a variety of
activities to collect learner-generated data such as correcting homework in pairs,

listening to dialogues and repeating them, creating individual dialogues or other
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text, using words and structures provided in their textbooks, free discussions, role-
plays, and brief pronunciation and grammar activities in levels 1, 2, and 3. In level
4, she used the activities such as listening to the stories, answering
comprehension questions, reconstructing stories, and doing grammar and
vocabulary exercises. She observed that more structured activities such as
correcting homework led to more LREs. The results showed that there is an

increase in the number of LRESs as proficiency rises.

Leeser (2004) also investigated how the proficiency of pairs in dyadic
interaction affects the types of LREs and the amount of LREs produced by pairs
during collaborative tasks. The researcher grouped learners by their relative
proficiency, e.g. high—high, high—low, or low—low, and examined how this affected
the amount, type (lexical or grammatical) and outcome (correct, unresolved, or
incorrect) of LREs produced during a passage reconstruction task (dictogloss
task). The participants involved adult L2 Spanish learners and there were a total of
21 pairs who completed the task in a content-based course during normally
scheduled classes. The researcher held two sessions with the learners. The
researcher held a practise session firstly by aiming to familiarize learners with the
type of task that would be used for the study. During this session, the respective
dyads in which learners would work together were formed, and they were given an
instruction about the task they would be doing. One week later, the learners were
given another passage in the form of dictogloss task and their interactions were
recorded during the reconstruction phase of the task. The LREs emerged from
these interactions were coded having either as lexical or grammatical focus by two
raters. The quantitative results showed that the number of grammatical LRES
(60%) outnumbered lexical LREs (40%). The comparison of different proficiency
levels across LREs showed that as the proficiency decreases, the number of LREs
decrease as well as the number of correctly resolved LREs. The researcher
concluded that the proficiency of the pairs affected the amount of interaction they
focused on form, the types of forms they focused on as well as how successful

they were at resolving the language problems.

Similar to Leeser‘s study, Watanabe and Swain (2007) also conducted a
similar study to investigate the effects of proficiency differences in pairs and

patterns of interaction on L2 learning. Four core participants were matched by the

41



researchers with higher and lower proficiency non-core participants. The
participants were all enrolled at an ESL programme at a Canadian university. The
learners engaged in a task which included pair writing, pair comparison and
individual writing stages. The researchers analysed the language-related episodes
and patterns of interaction as well as each learner’s individual post-test score. The
findings showed similar results with the previous studies. The researchers
provided that as the overall proficiency of the pair increased, the frequency of
LREs increased as well. The researchers also distinguished the patterns of
interaction among pairs such as collaborative and non-collaborative. They found
that collaborative orientation, e.g. collaborative and expert/novice, to the task
caused learners to produce more LRESs than the non-collaborative orientation, e.g.
dominant/passive. In addition, the post-test scores of the learners who engaged in
collaborative patterns of interaction were higher, on which the pair's proficiency
level did not have an impact. The researchers concluded that although proficiency
differences had an impact on the nature of peer assistance and learning, it was the
patterns of interaction, e.g. collaborative and non-collaborative, which had more

influence on both the frequency of LREs and post-test performance.

Kim and McDonough (2008) had a similar design with the previous study
and they investigated the effect of interlocutor proficiency on Korean as a second
language learners’ focus on language forms and the resolution of linguistic issues.
The researchers collected data from eight intermediate Korean L2 learners who
carried out the task with both eight intermediate interlocutors and eight advanced
interlocutors. The learners were given two dictogloss tasks during which they
reconstructed a listening text in dyads, and their interactions during the task were
recorded. The researchers investigated the transcribed data in regard to the
occurrence of lexical and grammatical LREs during the interactions and resolution
of these LRESs, and also examined the patterns of interaction. Similar to what other
researchers’ findings, the results showed that during the interaction with more
advanced level learners, the core participants produced significantly more lexical
LREs and additionally, they resolved these lexical LREs correctly. The patterns of
interaction varied according to the interlocutors from different proficiency levels.
This might be because the intermediate level learners tended to act as novice or

collaborative when matched with advanced level learners. On the other hand, they
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tended to have a dominant position when matched with the same level learners.
The number of dyads which had a collaborative pattern was higher than the non-

collaborative pattern in overall.

Storch and Aldosari (2013) found relatively contrasting results to the
previous studies. They investigated the nature of interaction of mixed L2
proficiency level learners in a college in Saudi Arabia where the L2 proficiency of
the learners in classes is quite heterogeneous. There were thirty learners who
were paired as high-high, low-low or mixed-L2 pairings from each level. The
learners completed a short composition task and the interactions during the task
were recorded. The transcribed data was analysed in terms of learners’ overt
focus on language use and the amount of L2 used. The researchers specifically
focused on the effect of pairing and the relationship between learners. Firstly, the
results showed there is an effect of proficiency level on the occurrence of LREs.
For example, the high-high pairs produced the largest number of LREs followed by
high-low and low-low pairings. The number of each type of LREs (grammatical,
lexical and mechanical) was the highest in high-high pairings. However, the
researchers observed that there was no effect of proficiency level on the amount
of L2 produced. The investigation of the patterns of interactions showed that the
learners from the same proficiency level participated in more collaborative
interactions, in contrast to what Kim and McDonough (2008) found in their study.
On the other hand, mixed proficiency level learners tended to participate in a non-
collaborative interaction. The researchers concluded their study by saying that
optimal pairing of learners might depend on the goal of the activity rather than the

proficiency level of the learners.

Choi and Iwashita’s (2016) study on the effect of proficiency is different from
the previous studies in that they looked at the effect of proficiency in group
interaction rather than pairs. In their study, the researchers grouped two low-
proficiency Korean L1 speaker who are learning English in Australia (core
participants) with three different proficiency level peers (non-core participants),
e.g. high-proficiency dominant, low-proficiency dominant, and low proficiency.
They collected data from three small group discussion tasks and analysed the
data in terms of the types and outcomes of LREs. The results showed that lexical

LREs outnumbered grammatical LREs, which might be attributed to nature of the
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task and the proficiency level of the interlocutors had an effect on the occurrence
and outcome of LREs. For example, the number of grammatical LREs increased in
the high-proficiency dominant groups although the contributions of core
participants were really low. In general, the number of both lexical and
grammatical LREs was the lowest in low proficiency groups. The analysis of the
outcomes of the LREs also showed there was an effect of proficiency. The
quantitative results supported the previous studies and showed that both of the
core participants engaged in correctly resolved LREs when grouped with high-
proficiency dominant group. The frequency of incorrectly resolved and unresolved
LREs was more common in low-proficiency groups. However, the researchers
concluded that attitudes toward sharing ideas in the completion of the task had a
great impact on the core participants’ contributions to and perceptions of group

work rather than the interlocutors’ proficiency.

Young and Tedick’s (2016) study also contributed to the investigation of the
effect of proficiency level on group composition, student interaction and
collaborative dialogue. The researchers conducted their study in small group
interactions taking place in a two-way immersion context (Spanish and English).
The learners’ Spanish interactions in a 5" grade were analysed firstly in terms of
the occurrence of LREs during homogenous and heterogonous group work based
on the proficiency level. The results showed that the students grouped in
homogenous groups participated in more episodes of collaborative dialogue than
heterogonous groupings, which is similar to Storch and Aldosari’'s (2013) study.
The researchers later conducted a micro discourse analysis informed by
positioning theory to understand the interactional patterns of three core
participants both in homogenous and heterogonous groups. The patterns revealed
that the learners in homogenous groups tended to have a more collaborative
positioning, therefore participating in scaffolding in homogenous group work. They
concluded their study as homogenous groups tended to facilitate more
collaborative patterns with similar level of proficiency, questioning the

effectiveness of heterogonous groupings of learners in terms of proficiency level.

Kos (2013) investigated the effect of mixed-proficiency on the patterns of
interaction between pairs, the type and the quantity of LREs produced. There were

10 pairs formed in either homogeneous or heterogeneous groupings from EFL
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classrooms in Germany. The researcher employed a variety of tasks including
both speaking and writing tasks over a term and the talk among pairs were audio-
recorded during these activities. The analysis of the data involved both qualitative
and quantitative methods. The transcribed data was first subject to qualitative
analysis to categorise the LREs in terms of form-focused, lexical and mechanical
LREs and find out the patterns of interaction between pairs. The findings suggest
that the proficiency level had an effect on the patterns of interactions, i.e. the
learners in homogeneous pairs showed either collaborative or dominant
orientation while heterogeneous pairs showed expert/passive or expert/novice
orientation to the tasks. The researcher had then a micro-genetic analysis of LREs
to investigate how peer assistance is requested and provided between pairs. He
found 3 assistance initiation moves and 5 assistance types provided in response.
He concluded the study that although proficiency had an effect on the learners’
engagement with LREs and types of assistance requested and provided, it was

learners’ relationships that also affected the pairs’ interactions with each other.

Sato and Viveros (2016) investigated the group dynamics in the foreign
language classroom to understand whether learners interacted or collaborated
during the peer interaction. Their study was a classroom based research and the
researchers conducted a quasi-experimental study to examine the relationship
between interactional moves and collaborative acts and the effect of these on
language development. The researchers used the proficiency level as an
independent variable to group the participants. The learners were given a set of
communicative group work activities during the regular class hours. In order to
assess L2 development, past tense usage and vocabulary size were used and
interactional moves such as corrective feedback and modified output were used to
understand the collaborative patterns. The learners were firstly given a vocabulary
test to assess their knowledge of lexical items and this was used as the pre-test.
Later, five learners from lower and high proficiency group were chosen as focus
groups and their interaction was audio recorded during the completion of four
tasks. This interactional data were analysed in terms of the occurrences of
corrective feedback (CF) and modified output (MO). Then, the data were analysed
to look for the patterns of the collaboration and three patterns emerged from the

data such as a) task-related collaboration, b) language-related collaboration, and
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c) collaborative sentence completion. After defining these instances, the
researchers quantified the results. Only except for task-related collaboration, the
low proficiency level learners outnumbered the high proficiency learners in terms
of CF, MO, language-related collaboration and collaborative sentence completion.
According to the qualitative results, language- related collaboration and
collaborative sentence completion seemed to show collaborative mindset of the
learners, the results showed contrasting results in task-related collaboration. The
researchers related their findings to social interdependence theory to draw a link

between interactional moves, collaborative mindset and L2 learning.

Group dynamics. The researchers who investigated the effect of
proficiency level of the learners on the occurrence and outcome of LREs
frequently found the effect of the dynamics between learners as a more mediating

variable effecting LREs.

The oft-cited study of Storch (2002) can be taken as the pioneering study
that investigated the relationships between learners. In her study, the researcher
investigated the nature of dyadic interaction of ten pairs of adult ESL learners over
a range of tasks in classrooms. She collected data from the writing classes of the
semester. The learners completed three tasks which were a short composition, an
editing and a text reconstruction task. She firstly qualitatively analysed the
interactions and found four different patterns of interaction in terms of the degree
of equality and mutuality between learners. These were named as collaborative,
expert/novice, dominant/dominant and dominant/passive. She later compared the
interactions in these patterns to investigate the effect of these on language
development. The quantitative results showed that during the patterns of
collaborative and expert/novice interactions, there was a high number of instances
that showed the language development. The number of these instances was the
lowest in the patterns of dominant/dominant and dominant/passive interactions
and the number of missed opportunities of learning was the highest. She
concluded her study by saying that learners can scaffold each other’s performance
when working in collaborative and expert/novice relationships. Her division of
different patterns of interaction has been widely used by other researchers in their

studies.
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As mentioned earlier, Watanabe and Swain (2007) and Kim and
McDonough (2008) investigated the effect of proficiency level of learners on the
occurrence and outcome of LREs and on the patterns of interactions between
learners. In the first study, the researchers found a mediating effect of proficiency
level on the production of LREs between pairs. As the proficiency increased, the
learners engaged in more LREs and more correctly resolved them. However, the
researchers concluded that although proficiency differences did affect the nature
of peer assistance and learning, patterns of interaction had more influence on both

the frequency of LREs and post-test performance.

Kim and McDonough (2008) also found similar results to Watanabe and
Swain’s (2007) study. They investigated which language forms Korean as a
second language learners focused on and how their linguistic issues were
resolved when collaborating with interlocutors from the same and advanced
proficiency levels. The results showed that during the interaction with more
advanced level learners, there were significantly more lexical LREs and correctly
resolved ones. The patterns of interaction varied according to the interlocutors
from different proficiency levels. The learners tended to have more collaborative

pattern when interacting with advanced level learners.

Storch and Aldosari’s (2013) study with EFL learners showed a surprisingly
different pattern of dyadic interactions from previous studies. As mentioned earlier,
the researchers investigated the effect of proficiency on learners’ production of
LREs during the composition of a short text and the dyadic relationship of learners
during this interaction. There were three groups of dyads such as high-high, low-
low and high-low. Although they found the highest number of all the types of LREs
(grammatical, lexical and mechanical) and the highest production of L2 in high-
high dyadic groupings followed by high-low and low-low, the learners tended to
have the collaborative patterns of interaction in high-high and low-low pairings.
The mixed level groupings had a non-collaborative pattern which let the
researchers conclude as the goal of the activity might be a decisive factor rather

than proficiency level in forming the dyadic relationship of the learners.

Mode of communication. With the developments of technology, computer-
assisted language learning (CALL) started to dominate language learning and
researchers started to study mode of communication in order to compare the

47



interactions in either synchronous computer-mediated communication (SCMC) or
asynchronous computer-mediated communication (ACMC) or both with face-to-

face (FTF) communication.

Rouhshad and Storch (2016) examined the patterns of interaction in FTF
and written SCMC interaction. There were 24 adult intermediate ESL learners who
participated with the same pairs in a collaborative writing task in a FTF and a
computer-mediated mode (Google Docs which is a SCMC tool). The learners were
required to produce a report of 150 words in pairs during the both modes and the
interaction during this writing process was used fir the analysis. There were two
versions of the task (Task 1 and Task 2) and two modes (FTF and SCMC)
creating a total of four conditions. The researchers randomly assigned pairs to
those conditions and while half of the pairs started with the FTF mode for task 1
and continued with the task 2 in SCMC mode, others started with the task 2 in
SCMC mode and finished with task 1 in FTF mode. FTF interactions were audio-
recorded and SCMC interactions were recorded with the help of free online
software to record the screens of the learners. During the interactions, the learners
were encouraged to correct their pairs’ mistakes since previous studies show that
learners avoid giving corrective feedback to their partners to save face. The
researchers firstly analysed the patterns of interactions in both modes by referring
to Storch’s (2002) patterns of interaction. The results showed that the collaborative
pattern was dominant in FTF mode since eight out of twelve pairs followed this
pattern. On the other hand, only one pair followed a collaborative pattern in SCMC
mode, but seven of them followed a cooperative mode in which they divided the
labour between themselves. These pairs surprisingly collaborated in FTF mode.
The analysis of the number of LREs produced in the different modes showed that
there were substantially more LREs in FTF mode than in SCMC mode although
the pairs spent more time on the task in SCMC mode. The number of form-LREs
predominated in both modes followed by lexis-LREs and mechanics-LREs. There
was no effect of mode of interaction in the amount of LRES produced across the
modes since there were relatively similar percentages. Also, the resolution of the
LREs did not different across different modes, and the majority of LREs were
correctly resolved in both the FTF and SCMC modes. However, the learners’ level
of engagement in the resolution of LREs did different across two modes. The

48



majority of the learners in FTF mode showed extensive engagement while in
SCMC mode they showed limited engagement. According to these results, the
researchers concluded their study as mode of interaction did have an effect on the
pattern of interaction. What was striking about their findings were the absence of
the collaborative pattern in SCMC mode which also affected the number of LREs
between two modes, level of engagement of the learners in the resolution of these
LREs.

By extending the investigation of two modes in the previous study, Loewen
and Wolff (2016) conducted a study to investigate the characteristics of peer
interaction in three different communication environment; FTF, oral SCMC and
written SCMC. There were forty-eight intermediate proficiency level of L2 learners
engaged in three different communicative tasks, e.g. a picture differences, a
consensus and a conversation task in one of the previously mentioned contexts in
a sequence. The researchers investigated the interactions in terms of negotiation
for meaning, recasts and language related episodes which are considered to be
beneficial for L2 development across three modalities. They also compared the
task effects on the interactions. The learners were assigned to one of the three
modalities in dyads and were given a maximum of twenty minutes to complete
each task and to move on to the next one. The interactions in FTF mode were
recorded by using a video camera and online interaction was conducted through
Skype and the interactions were audio-recorded and chat files were saved. The
researchers analysed the data in terms of negotiation of meaning, recast and
language related episodes. The mean scores of confirmation checks, clarification
requests, comprehension checks and LREs were the highest in FTF mode
compared to other modes. The task type did not have a significant effect and there
were not any interaction effects between modality and task type. In terms of LRES,
there was a scarcity of LREs across all the tasks. There were more LREs in FTF
and oral SCMC mode than written SCMC groups. There wasn’t any main effect for
task type or an interaction effect for modality and task type. The researchers
concluded that although the interactional moves which are found to be beneficial
for L2 development were common in FTF mode, the occurrences of these are

guite common in oral SCMC and in written SCMC even in limited cases. These
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modes could be also used as a supplementary to FTF modes to facilitate L2
development of the learners.

Number of participants. The studies mentioned so far mostly focused on
interactions between pairs. However, small groups of peer interaction can be also
a beneficial context for language development. To investigate the number of
participants in the interactions, Fernandez Dobao (2012) conducted a study to
investigate the benefits of writing tasks with pairs, groups of four learners and
individual learners. To do that, the researcher assigned the same writing task to
these participants and investigated the effect of the number of participants with
regard to the fluency, complexity and accuracy of the written texts that the learners
produced. She also investigated the nature of the interactions between learners in
pairs and in the groups as they collaborate together during the writing process.
There were 111 students who voluntarily participated in the study. These learners
were all English native speakers and enrolled at the intermediate level classes of
Spanish as a second language in the same university. The learners were given a
maximum of 30 minutes to complete the task. The interactions during the
composition of the written text were audio-recorded and analysed in terms of
LREs. These LREs were later coded in terms of the types and the resolutions of
them. The results showed that the learners in the groups produced more LREs
and a higher number of correctly resolved ones than pairs although both of the
groups (pairs and groups) focused their attention of language quite often. Also, the
written products produced in groups were more accurate not only than the
individual products but also pairs. The researcher concluded as the higher level of
success achieved by the groups might be due to the different members’ sharing

their knowledge and collaborating to solve their problems.

Different from the previous study, Lasito and Storch (2013) compared the
interactions of students who were learning English as a Foreign Language (EFL)
in a junior high school in Indonesia. In total, there were seven pairs and these
pairs also interacted with other learner in small group interaction, thus constituting
of seven small groups. The tasks used for the interactions included oral
communicative tasks which were designed in line with the curriculum and the book
of the course. During the pair work, the students were given a picture depiction

task in which they had different occupation cards and asked to describe the
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occupations. During the small group interactions, the learners completed a jigsaw
task, where each of the learners had three different pictures showing body parts
and learners had to describe the cards they had in order to complete a composite
picture. The learners’ talk during these interactions was audio recorded and was
subject to analysis. The researchers investigated the amount of learners’
production of target language (TL) compared to their first (L1) language, where
and why the L1 was used in those instances, and also LREs in terms of quantity,
focus, and resolution of LREs. They started the analysis by calculating the turns
both in TL and L1. They found that the number of turns per student was smaller
when the students worked in small groups; whereas, when working in pairs, they
produced more turns. However, the learners produced the same number of TL
words regardless of working in pairs or in small groups. This was because the use
of L1 was less common in small groups than in pairs. Later, the researchers
focused on the functions of L1 use in the interactions and found two functions of
L1 use such as for task management and to discuss vocabulary in both contexts.
However, the reasons for the use of L1 did differ across two contexts. For
example, learners in pairs used L1 for task management while they used the L1 to
discuss vocabulary in small groups. The results also showed that learners
produced more LREs in pairs when compared to the small groups. The learners in
pairs mainly focused on lexical LREs. On the other hand, the learners in small
groups focused on both vocabulary and on grammar. The proportion of correctly
resolved LREs was quite high, though this was smaller in pairs than in groups.
Similarly, the proportion of unresolved LREs was higher than in small groups, only
a small number of unresolved and incorrectly resolved LREs were found in small
groups. The researchers provoked the effectiveness of pair work in creating more
opportunities for learners to engage in an oral task. However, in small groups,
learners did rarely resort to their L1 when they encountered a language problem,
and in turn they resolved their deliberations correctly. Based on these findings,
small groups could be more beneficial for language learning than pairs for oral

tasks.

Fernandez Dobao (2014a) expanded her previous study and investigated
what opportunities of completing a collaborative writing task offer for attention to

form in pairs and in small groups. By referring to the extensive use of collaborative
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writing tasks in pairs in the literature, she compared the performance of learners
on the same writing task conducted in pairs and in groups of four. A total of 144
learners, who enrolled in a Spanish intermediate level course at a public university
in the United States, participated in the study. She investigated the effect of the
number of participants on the frequency, resolution, and length of LREs that
focused on Spanish past tense morphology specifically and the level of
engagement of learners in these LREs. The learners were given a picture-based
narrative task and each learner in pair work and in small groups received a set of
15 pictures and asked to rearrange the pictures to create a story and write it down
in 30 minutes. To elicit past tense verbs, learners were encouraged to use the past
tense. The interactions during the completion of the task were audio recorded and
the texts they produced were collected. The results showed that although both of
the pairs and small groups focused on form relatively similar, there was a high
number of past tense LREs in small groups and the learners were more successful
at resolving them, thus they created more accurate texts in the end. The length of
the LREs was also longer in small groups and learners showed more evidence of

elaborate engagement with past tense morphology.

Fernandez Dobao (2014b) had another study which had the similar design
to the previous one and compared the opportunities for collaborative dialogue and
L2 vocabulary learning in small group and pair interaction. In this study, there were
a total of 110 learners who enrolled in a Spanish intermediate level course at a
public university in the United States. She used the same data from the previous
study and examined interactions of the learners during the same writing task in
pairs and groups of four. During the data collection of the interactions, the learners
were demanded to use some uncommon vocabulary along with a grammatical
focus. In order to assess the learners’ knowledge of specific lexical items, they
were given a vocabulary task which was used as a pre-test. A similar task with the
same items but in different order was used as a post-test. The researcher started
to analyse interaction data by identifying the lexical LREs due to the focus of the
study and then classified the LREs as correctly resolved, unresolved and
incorrectly resolved ones. The results indicated that the learners in small groups
produced more lexical LREs than pairs and resolved a higher percentage of LREs

correctly. The findings also indicated that although the opportunities to contribute
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to the conversation were limited in small group interactions for each individual
learner, the number of participants involved in the interaction did not affect the
learners’ rate of retention of the vocabulary co-constructed in interaction. The
results of pre-tests and post-tests showed that learners benefited not only from the
LREs they initiated or resolved but also from observing other peers’ collaborative
interactions. The researcher summarized the findings as small group interaction
did offer significantly more instances of L2 vocabulary learning compared to pair

interaction.

Garcia Mayo and Zeitler (2017) investigated the relationship between the
setting of learners either in pairs or small groups. The researchers also focused on
the occurrence and outcome of LREs and L2 vocabulary learning. There were 30
EFL adult learners enrolled at a Spanish university who participated in the study
either in four groups or seven pairs on the same collaborative writing task which
was replicated from Fernandez Dobao’s (2014b) study. A 20 items vocabulary test
was given a pre-test in order to assess learners’ knowledge of which words they
were familiar before the collaborative task. A similar version was used at the end
of the study to assess the learners’ vocabulary development. The interactions
during the collaborative writing tasks in pairs and small groups were recorded and
analysed in terms of lexical LREs. These LREs were then further classified as
correctly resolved, incorrectly resolved and unresolved and the length of the LREs
was also calculated to understand the number of turns. The quantitative results
showed no significant difference in the frequency of LREs produced between pair
work and group work. In terms of the resolution of the LRES, it was observed that
the groups were more successful than pairs. The results for vocabulary task
showed that groups and pairs did have similar results. The researchers concluded
that although the quantitative analysis showed no significant differences between
pairs and groups in terms of the instances of LREs and vocabulary learning,
gualitative results seemed to prove that learners in small groups could benefit

more even if they did not actively participate in the discussion.

Task modality. Most of the studies conducted with peers have used
collaborative writing tasks since the belief is that when the learners are required to
produce a product, there will be many instances for LREs and in turn this will

benefit L2 development.
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Niu (2009) conducted a study to compare the impacts of collaborative
writing tasks and oral communicative tasks on learners’ attention to form. There
were eight adult EFL pairs participated in the study and these learners completed
two tasks. The tasks were text reconstruction tasks designed either as a writing
activity or speaking activity. The learners were given thirty-five minutes to
complete the task in each modality and their performances during the completion
of the tasks were video recorded and the interactions were analysed in terms of
LREs. The LREs were coded as lexis-focused, grammar-focused and discourse-
based LREs. The results revealed that learners’ attention to forms in written task
and oral task was different from each other in terms of both quantity and quality.
However, the learners focused on similar aspects of forms regarding the lexis. The
number of lexis-focused was greater than in written task than in oral task. This was
also observed in grammar-focused LREs and discourse-based LREs as well. The
number of LREs was higher in all types of LREs in written product. The level of
engagement of learners in deliberating LRESs is also higher in written product. The
learners provide a possible reason for this saying that the nature of the task might

have an effect on these results.

Garcia Mayo and Azkarai (2016) investigated whether task modality had an
impact on LREs and on learners’ level of engagement in EFL task-based
interaction. There were forty-four EFL adult participants enrolled at a major
Spanish university. The researchers used four collaborative tasks. Two of them
were designed as requiring the production of oral and written output, which were a
dictogloss and a text editing task. Other tasks were a picture placement and a
picture differences task which included only the production of oral output. The data
was collected in a laboratory setting and different versions of four tasks were
designed avoid task repetition. All the interaction during the task completion was
recorded and transcribed verbatim. The instances of LREs were coded and the
number of turns was counted. The LREs were further classified according to their
types and resolution of them. The researchers found significant difference in the
number of LREs produced between two modalities. Overall, the learners produced
more LREs in writing tasks when compared to the oral tasks. Between the two
different types of tasks, there were significantly more LREs in the text editing task

than in the dictog