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Introductiont

The beginning

Teaching English as a foreign language (EFL) can take place within the

context of an enclosed classroom, the®d f f SR WY2y I aG6SNEQ aASG0AY:
GAOGKAY GKS O2yGSEG 2F GKS WNBIf $2NI RQX (K
al. 2015). If it only takes plaS A GKAY GKS O2yFTAySa 2F GKS
English as a Foreign Language has been claimed to run the risk of becoming

Woy3IfAakK & | C2NBH2GGSY [Fy3ddZd 3asSQ 69C[ X . S|
TBLT Conference, Lancaster University, 2009), simply becauser¢éeare

not challenged (enough) to mobilise and practice their language skills in the

authentica SGGAYy3 2F GKS WNBIFIf 62NI RQ®

For a number of years, the monastery and market place dilemma had been
a topic of discussion between my colleague and friendi Yoior, senior
lecturer at the Drama Department of Deakin University in Melbourne
Australia, and myself. Although we taught in different disciplines and in
vastly different settings on either side of the wogdhe drama department

of a suburbanAustralan university versus the English department of an
urban Dutch universitg we were both struggling with what we had dubbed
WHiKS A YA (Ve dBchssed Aovlwé dodigyed the doors of our
relatively insular academic classrooms and offer our stigleam authentic
experience that would enrich, augment and intensify the subject of their
studies. In what way could we send our students from the monastery down
to the market place and, more importantly, to what type of market did we
want to send them?

Although the English proficiency modules at the University of Amsterdam

are all amed ato N2 RSyAy3 aidzRSydaqQ I O0GAGS @20!Lc
improvised presentations in English and producing grammatically and

idiomatically correct sentencegyracticing theseskills by communicating

with native speakes is not part of the curriculundue to logistic and

financial reasons. Instead, our students are encouraged to spend a year as

an exchange student at a university in one of the English speaking

' Two paragraphs from this chapter have been previously published as Prior, Johnson & Van
der Zwaard (2011),-kearning through digital theatre: breaking down the tyranny of distance
and limits of locationUbiquitous Learning3, £14.
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countries. Similal > A GKAY (GKS Y2RdzZ S W5SOAa

University, the main aim of which is to jointly devise a theatre performance
from scratch,the Australian drama students (particularly at a suburban
university in remote Australia) do not have immediate asceto
performance ideas and genres beyond their immediate (and sometimes
limited) experience. Having taught the course for years, it was the
experiene@ of my Australian counterparthat the literal insularity of
Australiaas a remote, albeit colossagland together with the confines of
the drama depament of a suburban universittended to inhibit making
adventurous choices in relation to concept, form and/or content.

Because of the reciprocal needs of our student groups and because we
were looking fora new, meaningful and authentic interdisciplinary context
for our courses, Yoni Prior and | embarked on whatuld become a
pioneering andnnovative series of telecollaboration projects. Because both
language acquisition and training in performance andg@enancemaking
require learners to speak, writand perform in order to develop their skills,
and because both disciplines require an audience or interlocutor, we
expected that our students would profit from working together: the Dutch
students would begfit from connecting with interlocutors from the target
language while the Australian students would profit from input and
feedback from peers outside of their community, their country and even
their continent?

In 2009, not quite knowing what was ahead, ewdecided to take our
students to the kind of market place that turned out to be unparalleled,
unpredictable and unprecedented, market place that was both a dream
and a nightmare, where unfamiliar forces would be at work that would
make us long for theadety of our monastery but where all g&ipants,
teachers includedwould also thrive and be inspired by the opportunities it
offered.

An indispensable part of this market place was the ewgryanding digital
technology that proffered and facilitated the type of réishe communication

that we needed in order to connect our students. We had access to unique
platforms of computeimediated communication that enabled the Dutch

2 Before this collboration, the Australian students would perform their work to an
Australiaronly audience, mainly consisting of family and friends, at theampus Deakin
University Theatre.

S

R

¢ K¢
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and Australianstudents to break oubf their singlediscipline classrooms.
They joined a virtual market place where interesting questions about
communicating through language and communicating through art would be
raised with a different intellectual and linguistic scope across cultural and
geograplical boundaries.

For five consecutive yeatshetween 2009 and 2018five cohorts ofstudents
(consisting of an average of about 40 students) telecollaborated within a
similar framework @r a detailed description, seeh@pter 2). Our ultimate

aim was something that, to our knowledge, had never been done before:
casting our students as writers and actors and putting them on the same
reattime digital stage at opposite ends of the world. Each successive
project taught us something more about the f@fdances and the
constraints of the digital and pedagogic framework, about the relationship
between Second Language Acquisition (SLA) and training in performance
making, and about the capacity of ubiquitous learning methods to defy the
limits of domainspecific outcomes as well as physical and conceptual
locations. The projects were designed to enrich the learning experience of
these two apparently disparate groups of students locaaedpposite ends

of the globe.

Immersion in this performanemaking praess offered the Dutch students
an opportunity to collaborate with native speakers of English on an
authentic task which made considerable and real demands on their
developing vocabulary and fluency. For the Australian students, the
telecollaborationproject was aimed at promptingtudents

X to deal with more complex and unfamiliar ideas in relation

to content and form [and to see€] if the use of videoconference

technology could bring them into an encounter with

O2ff 02N 12NB Ay Wihg 8o graupd LI | OSQad [/ 2y ySOi
was an attempt to counter the sometimes parochial culture of

their own location by providing them with a set of alternative

perspectives, both literally and metaphorically, that might

allow them to view their locationg culturally, historielly,

aestheticallyg through other eyes and from another place.

(Prior 2016189190
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The telecollaboration projects

All five telecollaboration projects focused on retives of shared history
(see @Gapter 2). These topicslawed the students to exaime:

X perspectives of commonality and difference between the
two student cohorts in projects where the distance between
them, and the digital framework of their making and
presentation could be incorporated as stage metaphor (in the
history projects), or literal context (in the techology
projects) (Prior 2016196)

During our first projectUnsettled Dus(2009), which centred on whether
and, if so, how we are affected by our cultural history and background, the
students mostly worked together via asynchronous compumediated
communication forums, such as email and discussion boards. They would
do research on their cultural histories and hotese shaped their
identities, and would present these results to each other during gitoup
group video callhook-ups. During the next stagéhe Australian students
would act out their scenem-progress, after which the Dutch students
would interpret and react from a Dutch perspectivgiving the Deakin
University students a crossitural reaction to their workAt the end of the
project, Australian students performed their play in front of a live audience
in Australia; the Dutch students were projedt®nto a sreen as digital
audience (seeifures 1 and 2 below). As a final assessment, the Dutch
students all wrote reviews of the play, which were sent to the Australian
students, who would respond to the Dutch reactions and give feedback on
the linguisic and a communicative level of their work. Cros#tural
elements would also be addressed here, such as the etiquette of feedback
and directness.

The Dutch studentdad to articulate their oral and written feedback both
during 6eeExamplel) and after he performance (seBamplesl and 2).
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Table 1: Transcript of live discussion during grmigroup video call after
Australian students had pfrmed their workin-progress

Dutch student

First of all | would like to compliment you on the way
you incorporated the whole aboriginal story without
neglecting how civilization was built up in the deser
RARY QU ljdzadS 3SG GKS f I

[Australian students laugh]

Australian teacher
(addressing her students

Ok¢ so why are w doing sheep?

Australian student

Herding the women off the boats from the different
fleets in the colonial er&sheep and women were
herded in the same way.

Australian student

Yeahc metaphorcL 1 Q& ae@vYoz2f Aay

The collaboration framework encouraged the Australian students to extend
their performancemaking vocabulary to incorporate consideration of both
collaborators and audience beyond the set of cultural assumptions encoded

in their location at a suburban Austran universityThe transcript in dble

1 above is an example of the type of cultural issues and communicative
effectiveness the Australian students were challenged into addressing when

confronted with an international audience. For an Australian autkethe
metaphoric associationof herding sheep and herding women would

probably have been evident; for a Dutch audience, however, this scene had

to be spelled out because they did nbave the cultural framework to
correlate herding sheep and women in tbelonial era.
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Figurel and Figure: Unsettled Dust. Left: Australian stage as viewed from Australia;
right: Australian stage as viewed from Amsterdam

At the end of the first telecollaboration pject, after having watched the
Australian performance in real time through videoconferencseg Figures

1 and 2 above) the Dutch students each wrote an extensive review of the
play, in which they also had to reflect on their own contributions to the
project and the performance, as illustrated in the excerpts belBxamples
land?2).

Example 1Excerpt fronthe review written by a Dutch student

Blazing white lights, countered by large red lamps. The crackling su
imposing layer of red sand, dzZNNB dzy RSR o6& o244t S
gAtf FAYR AYy lyeé (N @St 3FdzARS:

GKAAa Aad !'dZAGNIETAFD 2SQOQNBS t221AY
the students of the performance arts school willggtaan Australian history
Not any old Australian history mind you, the students will tackle Austr
identity and anything or everything that has helped form that very identi

These Australian students have called in help to study their naicberatity.
A group of Amsterdarbased students has addressed their concern
writing papers on identity and collaborating via an online forum. | hap
to be one of those Dutch students, and was smitten with some of the
put forward.
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Example 2Exerpt fromthe review written by a Dutch student

The distinctive and exceptional quality of the project lies in the fact tha
students have been able also through discussing the script with th
classmates, Dutch counterparts and history lecturete transform these
onedimensional concepts into an intelligent, challenging and compe
LX & 2y | dza i NF surhstumthe Igs$018s yedred &t the end
'y dzyaSaiatAay3a séley a52yQi SELISO
That is &actly what the actors urge all of us to do when we think af
national identity: ask questions.

During the evaluation of our first telecollaboration project, a number of
Dutch students indicated that they wanted to be more involved, not just in
the resarch and critical viewing, but also in the writing process and the
performance. Consequently, we stepped up the framework for the
following telecollaboration projects to involve script writing and rehearsal

sessions between (dyads of) Dutch and Austrafiudents. Although it

would mean expanding the range of digital technology needed, we decided

that it would intensify and enrich the collaboration fn@work between our

students asve envisaged that the performance would consist of scenes as

devised and erformed by both the Dutchand the Australian students.

Working with a technologicalgediated Australian stage and using the

state-of-art live digital media available at the media studiok eakin

University (see Figures 3 and #)e Dutch students w& W6 S| YSR
the Australian stage where they became an integral and interactional part

of the performance. The scenes were directly interagtimethat the Dutch

actors would be projected onto the screen on the Australian stage and the

two actorsspoketo each other Figure3 below). In turn, the Australian part

of the performance was projected onto the Dutch stage, where a live

audience was also present.

3 One of the Australian studeractors.

2vii2Q
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Figure3: Dutch student on screen of Australian stage

Figure3 is a still from the 2013 performancére You There@bout how

contemporary réationships are shaped and disrupted by the technology

that mediates them. Theiew is from the stage as sefmom Australia: the

FOG2N) 2y GKS NARIKG Aa 2y (GKS WLKe2aAOlt
Dutch student, his digital interlocutor as projed onto the back drop.

Figure 4is at the end of the performance as seen from Australia, where all
actors, both live and virtual, are taking their bows together.

ai



Introduction 25

A QUARTER ACRE MASTER S|

“ -
S LN TR S
Start] (3 8 D121 39 Widows Expl, o 1] Varcfinal_edted. . | 1) Sope™- yonge... | @) Searchresis fo.. | T Hardware ntata.. [ quaRTER ACRE. _100% § @ [« A= U@ DIHD e

Figured: Seen from Australia; live and digital students takirer bows together

The telecollaboration projects: challenges

Attractive and spectacular as the telecollaboration projects may have been,
there were multiple challenges to be negotiated. First, logistical issues
managing time and semester synchronisatibad a majr impact on
project planningWhile certain aspects of the collaboration, such as online
discussions and filposting, could be managed in an asynchronous mode,
critical aspects of the process such as grtapgroup live discussion,
rehearsals and, of course, performances, necessarily had to be
synchronous. This meant that the Australian staff and students were
required to work outside scheduled classuns to manage the eight to ten
hour time difference between The Netherlands and Australia.

A second major and virtually insurmountable challenge was the digital
technology, particularly at the Amsterdam side of the project. Finding the
funding for the appropriate equipment and, just as important, the right
staff to support that equipment, turnedut to be one of the biggest
hurdles.We learned the hard way that having the right equipment is not
nearly enough: networks would be down or overloaded, firewalls got in the
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way, or technical staff were unavailable due to reorganization and
relocation.

Figure5 and Figures: Australian technical support

Thirdly, it was a major challenge to involaiof our students to participate
equally, particularly in the asynchronous part of the telecollaboration.
Students were asked to post questions, topics for discussion or research
results on the university digital learning environments, but many would
complan that feedback was late or not posted at all.

Within a very short time it became evident that students were

spending very little time on the university sites, generally only

when directed to in order to complete some specific task.

tKSe GUSNBINKESYROEED 9 OK 20KSNJ 2y CIl O0So622!
from the second project when Dutch participants were given

the option of performing in the work, they began setting up

private Facebook groups for the project. From 2012, we

virtually dispensed with the university wsites, reverting to

GKS dzaS 2F CIF 0S06221 3INRdzZLIA ©XB8 F2NJ &aKIF NRY:
well as videerecordings of scenes in development, but also

live and interactive options such as text and vigeat. If the

shift involved a loss of a certain, sometimeseful reminder

of the formal learningbased purpose of the projects, it

nonetheless provided the best available interstitial space for

the complex range of formal/informal encounters that

generate and support collaborative relationshigBrior 2016:

192.
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The telecollaboration projects: affordances

Both the Australian and the Dutch students developed important
collaboration skills, such as the capacity to articulate ideas and problems in
language and performance, and to give and receive criticism. Wprkin
within a digital learning environment allowed for a more immersive
learning process, giving students the option to work both synchronously
and asynchronously on multiple platforms and unfettered by geographic
boundaries, the walls of the classroom andssl schedules.

In their reflections and evaluations of the projects the students expressed
considerable pride in the fact that they had succeeded in creating a
conceptually complex performance which worked in both real and virtual
space and which communieal meaning effectively to a crossiltural
audience. The international technologically mediated performance project
led to a range of enhanced learning experiences for both performance and
English language students. Each group had their view of their own
geographical and social location challenged and their disciplinary
boundaries breached as Australian students successfully engaged with the
many questions of crossultural communication and the Dutch extended
the depth of their English and cultural langgacompetencies.

The research projects

The telecollaboration projects as outlined above culminated in two
separate PhD projects in two different disciplines: Theatre Studies and
SecondLanguage Acquisition Studiéoni Prior investigated the dramatic
dramaturgy of the performance making practitavhile | studied dyadic
communication between the Australian and Dutch participants during a
digital task that was designed especially for and as part of the
telecollaboration project.

Although the performance wagshe spectacular grand finale of the
telecollaboration projects, for our research projects, both as teachers and
researchers, we were particularly interested in the dynamics and forces at

* This resulted in YRrior(2016).Pragmatic Dramaturgy: The Creative Management of Limits
in PerformanceMaking ProcessggJnpublished doctoral thesis). Deakin University,
Melbourne, Australia.
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work during the collaboration process. The major questions askellinwvit
the Australian research project were:

A How do the affordance and constraints of digital actors impact on
the live theatre performance?

A To what extent does a double audience (live Australian, virtual
European) influence the creative process and end pectielu

A To what extent does European participation influence the shaping
and artistic expression of Australian cultural awareness/identity?

At the Dutch research end of the project, | looked iritee kinds of
communication strategies and strategies of negotiation of mearioth
native and nomative speakers employeduring the very first on¢o-one
digital hookup that launched the telecollaboration projedAs such, | set
out to collect and angke interactional data to compare them to theoretical
assumptions and claims made about negotintof meaning and taskased
L2learning.The research projeaeported onin this book, in other words,
focuses on the occurrence of negotiation of meaningdbsence thereof)
during oneto-one interaction via two forms of synchronous computer
mediatedcommunication(SCMC)ideo call(or video call) and instant chat
messaging (written chat).

The telecollaboration projects under discussion in this researcfe@trtook
place between February and Maf 2012 (pilot project; see ®Gapter 3)
and 2013 (main study, seeh&pters 4,5 and 6). Chapters 4, 5 and 6
examine different aspects from the same data set.

Research questions

The following research questions lealseen investigateth the fourstudies
of this dissertation (Rapters 3 to 6):

RQ 1 Are there significant differences in patterns of negotiation of
meaning in online chat and videxall during ongo-one interaction
between native and nomative speakers?

RQ 2 Do social constraints, such asddnmunication apprehension due
to issues of (loss of) face, influence negotiation of meaning
episodes in online chat and videall during oneo-one
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interaction between native and nenative speakers? And if so,
how?

RQ 3 To what extent doesonoccurrence of negotiation of meaning
occur in and influence dyadic tablsed communication between
native and nomative speakers during synchronous computer
mediated communication in cases where negotiation of mearsng i
expected to occur, and how can it be explained?

RQ 4 Do nonnative speakerinteractants consistentlyinitiate repair in
case of norunderstanding during dyadiaskbased synchronous
computermediated communication® not, why not?

RQ 5 Does a reversalf expert and learner participant roles during dyadic
telecollaborationg the native speaker becomes the novice cultural
non-native, and the nomative speaker the expert cultural natige
involve a reversal of native and naorative participant roles?

Thestudies in this book, then, aim to combine two of the most significant
trends in L2education: digital technology and taskased language teaching
(TBLT). Research into the efficacy of communication through different
digital tools within LZearning envionments is still underdeveloped,
although the 21stentury networked society is entering the language
classroom and educators are urged to include digital communication in
(academic) language acquisition curricula. Negotiation of meaning studies
have prova to be a prolific research area, although different claims have
been made conceing occurrence and effect andnly recently have
investigations startedo explore the implications afiegotiation of meaing
during synchronous computanediated conmunicaton. The studies in this
book attempt to contribute to this budding area of research.

Organization of the book

Chapters 1 and 2 are introductory chapters. In the first chapter the
theoretical perspectives are presented that informed the research
questions ad guided the selection, description and analysis of the data.
The second chapter outlines the design and scope of the telecollaboration
projects and the organizational and procedural details of the research
project.

Chapter 3 addresses the first and sed research questions (RQ 1 and
RQ2) through arossmedia comparative analysis (dyadiideo calland
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chat)of telecollaboration between native and nerative speakers in order

to assess the effect of the digital medium of communication on the ongoing
discourse and task performanc€hapter 4 RQ3) reports on data, usually
disregarded in negotiation of meaning studiediichshow that participants

do not respond according to the models in SLA negotiation of meaning
studies. Chapter 5 (RQ4xamines thanteractional effects of a task that
confronts the learner with multiple and cumulative instances a@nn
understanding. Chapter 6 (RRZTompares participant behaviour and
responses when expert and learner roles are reversed: when thenative
speaker beomes the expert and the native speaker the apprentice.
Together, these four studies aim to give a comprehensive overview of the
affordances and constraints of tablased dyadic telecollaboration through
synchronous computemediated communication.

The stulies in Gapters 3 to 6 have been written as four separate articles

that were published or are still under review in different academic journals.
This means that there will be a certain overlap in the chapters, particularly
in the presentation of theoretal background and methodology.

Finally, Gapter 7 proposes a revised, more figeained model for possible
discourse trajectorig in taskbased L2 interactionsnd presents tentative
implications and recommendations fotelecollaboration research and
practice.
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Chapter 1
Theoretical perspectives

1.1 Introduction

This chapter outlines the theoretical perspectives of this thesis. It addresses
the SLA paradigms that informed the selection, description and
interpretation of the data presented in the studies Ghapters 3 to 6, and
introduces the pedagogical and techagical frameworks of the research
project that generatedthese data. First we focus on the theory of two
major approaches to LRarning: the interactionist approach and the sccio
cultural approach. Then we reflect on the parameters of ta&ed
language teaching, which occupies a central position in current SLA
research. Finally, we briefly trace the development and scope of digital
communication media within a language learning environment.

1.2 Cognitive and socigultural perspectives on SLA

1.2.1 Thenteractionist approach to learning

In her semial studies into second languagequisition(SLA)Hatch(1978)

recommends an approach to language acquisition that takes learner

interaction and communication as a point of departure rather than as a

final goal. In other words, rather than focusing on how language acquisition

can lead to communicatiogthe mainstream assumption in SLA research at

the time ¢ she proposes analysing how communication can lead to

f L y3dz 3S | OljdzA &A G A 2y earning hoy Bdehrg 6n S@2t gSa 2 d
conversations, outof lealny 3 K2 ¢ (2 63YYdzyAOIF 1S¢ 0

A few years later,Long (198lb) made a major contribution to the

interactionist approach by introducing the Interaction Hypothesis, which

claims learners acquire language inyeracting with othersc in particular

with native speakers; and by engaging in conversational modifications

during breakdowns in the communication. The latter process has been

flroSttSR WySA2GAlFGA2Y 2F YSIYAYy3IQ o[ 2y3 wmby
(Hatch 1978) and is widely considered a crucial pdrthe L2learning

process todaysince it forces learners to check, clarify and adjust their

utterances and often leads to modified input (usually from the speaker of
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the trigger) when participants attept to solve the misunderstanding or
non-understanding.

Another major inflence on the development of the interactionigpproach

has beeny NI 8 KSy Qa L y{1985)F The IBpudHiipktiSedidiaims

0KFG aKdzyYlkya | Oljdzhi NB  fclby Brdeks@arBlingA y 2y f &
messages, or WB OS A @A y 3 WO 2 ¥eJNBikhSkoaldbe br& A vy Ldzi
language level that is slightly higher than the level of competence of the
fSENYSNE 2N A b wmMd 1'a adzOKI YN &aKSy

2y ¢

as:e

SYGANRYYSyi{lt AYyaNBRASyGé onnnov F2N € y3Idz

Input Hypothesis,Swain (1985)roposed the Output Hypothesis, which

odzAif Ra y20 2y NBOSLIiAz2yX odzi 2y fSIFNYSNARQ

comprehension, Swain argues, but they cannot fake production, which is

why it is important that they are pushed to produce correctput, both in

writing and speakingfor instance by forcing them to reformulate a

problemaic utterance. As Swain (2000 LINR L2 8 S& > G 2dzi Lddzi Y &
learners to move from the semantic, opemded, strategic processing

prevalent in comprehension to theomplete grammatical processing

YSSRSR T2NJ I OQ@eNT GS LINPRdAzOGA2YyE

Although Swain emphasized the need faccurate production, the
interactionist approach in general generated a shift from accuracy oriented
activities¢ with departures from the norm foaccuracy regarded as errors
(cf. Housen &uiken2009)¢ to fluency oriented activities with a focus on
unprompted oral Lgproduction. Focus on form, a term coined by Long in
1988, however,remained important Long defined focus on form as a
cognitive pocess where learners are meant to focus on particular elements
(i.e. the form, which could be grammatical, lexical, phonological, etc.) of
language while in the process of comprehending or producing messages
(Long 1988, 2015). A focus on form may be tiggeR o6& F G SIF OKSNRaA
YIEGAGBS &LlS lorib$ Bdexplatdo® bf s grammar rule after a
grammatical inaccuracy. With the focus on form approatiten, it is seen

as acceptable and even desirable to explicitly and deliberately focus on

a particuar grammar rule in order to solve the trouble souré@mcus on

® Krashen did not invent the hypothesis as such but rather developed and named similar
versions as previously proposed by Machamara (1973) and W&gmagh and Hatch (1975).
®Ellis (2003) later observes that neither Krashen nor Long address the key guesivhich
degree of comprehension would be needed in order for acquisition to occur.

! Although in a recent article Ellis (2016) proposes they are activities or procedures rather
than approaches.

z

ad

2
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meaning on the other handemphasizes incidental learning and starts from
the premise that to learn a languagdearners should use whatever
communication tools they have available (Howatt 4R85till, Longnsists

that focus on meaning, although imay result in communicative
competence, is inefficient in terms of accuracy amil eventually slow
down the L2earning process (see Ellis, 2016 for a comprehensive overview
2F [ 2y 3Qxyuagdtdading.y Iy

A major pedagogical operationalisation of the interactionist approach is the

notion of negotiation of meaning (Ellis 2003; Gass & Mackey ;20079

1981, 1982NakahamaTyler & van Lie2001; Oliver 2002; Pica 1991, 1992,

1994; Pica, Yo & Doughty 1987; Varonis & Gass 19B5aNegotiation

of meaning takes place in a series of conversational turns in which one of

the interactants, usually the learner, stops the conversational flow due to

difficulties in comprehension and attempts to solve the breakdown in

communication. It is s as a crucial part of the {2arning process and is

widely claimed to promote L-acquisition. The substantial body of research

GKFG KFa SYSNHSR a4AyO0OS [2y3Q&a LYGSNIOGAzYy |
claim that negotiation of meaning in the {ctassroon does in fact enhance

comprehension and internalization of linguistic features (Ellis 2003; Long

1980, 1982; Pica et al. 1987; Pica 1991, 1992, 1994; Varonis & Gass 1985a,

1985b; Nakahama, et al. 2001; Oliver 2002; Gass & Mackey 2007). Indeed,

Mackey Abluhl & Gasg2012 observe that it is now commonly accepted

GKFG aGKS AYGSNIOUGA2YIE Wg2Nl Q GKIFG 200dzN
AYOUSNI 20dzi2N) SyO02dzy iSNJ a2YS (1AYyR 2F 02YYd
OSYSTAOALFE FT2@®) [ H RSOSt2LIVSy ¢

The most widely sed modé to describe and analgs episodes of
negotiation of neaning is the Varonis and Gass model of -non
understandings (1985). This model claims that episodes can be divided into
two main parts:

8Although the term egotiation of meaning (Rulon BicCreay 1986) is widely used and will
also be used in this study, it should be pointed out that, in negotiation studies, various labels
have been apptid to refer to the same phenomem of listener uterance:Languageelated
episode (Kenning 2M; Swain 1998; ain & Lapkin 1995; Wiliams 1999); repair
construction (Hatch 1978ajonversation modifications (Long 1980); tactics for repairing
trouble (Long 1982), or signals (Pica etl8PB4).However, all refer to the same process of a
negotiation routine: a sees of conservational turns between interactants to solve a-non
understanding.
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ATRIGGERNd aRESOLUTION

TRIGGER RESOLUTION

TA A RA RR

A TRIGGERY) uttered by the speaker during interaction, is considered to be
any part of the discourse that prompts the nonderstanding on the part

of the hearer. During theesoLuTion the nonunderstanding episode is
WRSI f (0 gokATrdg)Qsrthelefisdde in which the hearer signifies the
non-understanding, arresting the progression of the conversation. This
leads to arespoNgR) of the speaker to the nominderstanding episode. The
final prime is thereacTioN To REsPaRsguttered by the hearer (and initiator

of the negotiated routine), which usually marks the end of the negotiated
routine, i.e. the norunderstanding has been solved and the flow of the
discourse can continue. Examples rrtutterances are ©kay, 4 see,
<Alright>, or 4 understand. An example of the model at work is given in
Table2.

Table 2: Varonis and Gass model with data and observations from study under
discussion

Turn Participant | Transcript Coding
1. NS Did you get a Christmas hamper | TRIGGER)
this year?

2. NNS° 2 Kl GQ& | KI YLISN INDICATOR)

3. NS LiQa | ol ailSd X RespoNgB)

4. NNS Ah! Yes. | got one this year. REACTION TO RESPON
(RR

5. NS L RARY QUG 3ISi{ 2y Interaction has
popped back up

In Table 2, the word <hamper as expressed by the native speaker during

the interaction serves as therRIGGERf the negotiation episode. The nen

YEGAGS ALISI | SNDA 4 ddRKISTH azS y B> sBsvd IS KA §  NB LI &
indicate that the meaningful interaction, i.e. the horizonfédw of the

communication (see able 3), has gound to a halt. Thenative speaker

°In this and other tables: NS = native speaker
%I this and other tables: NNS = npative speaker
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responds to the indicator by elaborating on thRIGGER order to solve the
non-understanding. With thenon-native speake® &  dzii i SARl WOIS 2 F
got one this yea#(RR, the native speakempresumes that the negotiation
episode has come to an end and kstkrts the meaningful interaction back

into motion with the utterance<The next item on the list }>

Table 3: Schematic rendition of the Varonis and Gass pushdown angppaupitine,
with examples.

—» (interaction)|—  TRIGGER (participants pop backup) —®  interaction continues —»
J (a hamper) (The next item on the list is ...)
INDICATOR
{ (what’s a hamper?)
RESPONSE
(it’s a basket ...)
REACTION TO RESPONSE (Ah, yes ...)
(end of negotiation routine) -——-

Table 3 shows a schematic rendition of the same example as in Table
illustrating the beginning and the end of the negotiation of meaning routine
as pushawn and popup (Varonis& Gassl985). Tie negotiated routine is
seen as temporarily holding up the horizontdw of the meaningful
exchangethere is a brief focus on, in this case lexical, form materializing in
I WHSNI A O &nfa pushingSdelltbJthd @egper, underlying
level where meaning needs to be negotiated and where the interactants
need to get to the bottom of therRIGGERWhen the problem or trouble
source has been solved, the participants pop back up to the surface of the
meaningfulconversation and continue where they left off.

Between the steps, fronTRIGGERO REACTION TO RESPONbBE negotiation

routine can be pushed down further if one of the interactants verifies or

tests whether they have understood correctly. This additiopaime is

referred to as aCOMPREHENSION CHET& and can occur anywhere in the

negotiation process. Added to the example frofable 2, the participant

(non-native speakerin Table 4 below, seems to test his hypothesis ofia

you mean...?> to make sure s/he has understood correctly. White

native speakerhas confirmedthe non-native speakeRd O2 YLINBKSy aAz2y
check the discourse pops back up and continues.
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Table 4: Comprehension check during negotiation routine.

Turn Participant | Transcript Coding

1. NS Did you get a Christmas hamper thi§ TRIGGER
year?

2. NNS 2 KFdQa | / KNX &G Y| INDICATOR

3. NS I o6l &a1Sd X 6A0GK |RESPONSE

4, NNS Do you mean what employers COMPREHENSION
sometimes give to their employees?| CHECK

5. NS CSEHFKY GKIFGQ&a O2 NJ] RESPONSE

6. NNS Yes, | got one this year. REACTION TO

RESPONSE

As we have seen, the final prime of the Varonis and Gass model is the
reaction to responseg utterances such asokay, | see alright> or <l
understand as expressed by the initiator of the negotiated routimevhich

is regarded as marking the end of the negotiated routine, i.e. the- non
understanding has been solved and the flow of the discourse can continue.

1.2.2 The socioultural approach to 2 leamning

In their seminal article On discourse, communication, and (some)

fundamental concept in SLA researplublished inThe Modern Language

JournalA Y MdpdpTEI CANILK FYyR 2F3ySNI OFff F2N I 4
research in order to remedy the, in thedA Sg> WAYOol I yOSRQ LINIY O
mainstream SLA research. Firth and Wagner argue that the predominant

notion within SLA research is too cognitive and mechanistic, specifically

because it fails to take interactional and sociolinguistic dimensions into

accouwnt, and because the nenative sgaker is chiefly stereotypicadid as

I GRSFTFSOUGAGBS O2YYdzyAOI G2NE fAYAUSR o0& |y d
O 2 Y LIS (i 3990 $88). Afthough (prel997) multiple researchers had

contended with the cognitive versus sociabdge in SLA (see Lafford 2007),

with their article, Firth and Wagner seemed to have dropped a bomb on

mainstream cognitive SLA research.

Firth and Wagner observe, for instance, that the prevailing Chomskyan

cognitive research approach towards languageyeary 3 A a4 WAYol fFyOSRQ |
WoAl &SRQ® ¢KS& I NBdZS GKIFIG Ay GKAA | LINEI OK
G2 | &adzweSoitsz FyR O2YYdzyAOlFIGA2y G2 dal LINEO!
2yS AYRADARdzZ t QBirth& SMadrer [1927288)ya8dDIESINI &
dz

€
to how the nonnative speaker is regarded in tigproach, a$ WNB & 2 dzZNDO S Q
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NI GKSNJ GKEYF & | Wi 2ALAEGICK Gdzi A2y £ £ &
O2YYdzyAOFi2NR 6AGK WEAy3IdzZhialdxdatRSTA
of a learner¢ who actsaccordingly (and, mostly, predictably). They also
challenge the analysklevant (etic) precedence this approach gives over
participantrelevant (emic) issues. Instead, Firth and Wagheggest that,

rather than describing native speakers and nwtive spgakers with
aoftlylSi GSNX¥aszs AYLIEE@AYy3d K2Y®BSySihae 0 KNP
learners should be extracted from the bland community labellech@s

native speakes and should be regarded and treated as individuals who all

possess separate social identitidthey are brothes, sisters, husbands,

a2YSo2Re Qithabrfeéd tod& takéniird account. They argue that

these socieanthropological aspects of interactianlargely ignored by the

cognitive approaclg should no longer be flouted. Language lgag should

be regarded as a socially constructed practice and, as such, research should

not focus on isolated sets of data but should take the nonlinguistic context

into consideration as well. Firth and Wagner conclude by suggesting a more

holistic appro® K G2 { [ ! NBaSI NOK GKIFEG F20dzasSa 2y
uniqueness of the language learner and thagnsicallyembedded.

A heated debate ensued. In his response in the same journal, Long) (1997

OFfta GKS CANIK |yR 2F3ySN IaliAOtS |y Wi
I NBdzYSydas | NABdzySyida oe Faa@rlile2y > NI G4KSNJ
O2y Of dzZRS& o6& SELINBaaAy3dI KAa a1SLIAOAEAY | &
SL use will necessarilyhave much to say about Shcquisitiorg(322)

Conversely, however, Liddicoat @& supported Firth and Wagner and

envisaged a promising payoff in future research studies following &ivth

2 3y SNDRa a4dz33SaiSR YSiK2R2t23e0d

The debate ultimately culminated in a special focus issu&hef Modern
Language Journaih 2007 to gauge the impact of the issues Firémd
Wagner had put forward. A number of authors were invited to investigate
the impact of the paper on SLA research and theory, and on teacher
training and language pedagogy. For instance, Qass and Root&007)

in an overview of research projects in the field between 1997 and 2007,
claimed that Firthand Wagner had not launched a new direction, and that
their call for reconceptualization had only widened the gap between
cognitive and social SLA frameworks. Heere in her introductory note to
the special issue, Lafford (2007) articulated the difficulty of measuring the
impact of the Firthand Wagner article because of a lack of studies that
worked with classroom data. This had also been notedSkghan and
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Foste (2001), who contended that there was a lack of empirical evidence
which causally linked negotiation of meaning with language development
because of the descriptive character of most publicationsLafford,
therefore, concluded that Firtand Wagner made a major contribution to
the cognitivistsocial debate amongst researchers but had not had a
significant impact on language pedagogy, simply because classroom
practice had embraced the smlled communicative approach to -L2
learning Hymes 1971 Widdowson 1978)even as early as the 1970s
other words, Firthand Wagner postulated arguments that teachers (and
classroom researchers) had long been familiar with: learners are not just
languageprocessing beings but also social beings with sadggitities. The
Special Issueoncludes by calling for a dialectical approach to SLA that
should combine insights from both cognitively and socially informed SLA
research paradigms (cf. Block 2003, Reinhardt 2008).

1.2.3 Negotiation of meaning andthe @5 LJi 2 F WFI OSQ

The Varonis and Gass model of rgrderstanding starts from the premise
that in case of a conversational problem participants in an interaction will
start up a negotiated sequence of correction and repair by indicating non
understanding. Meoeover, negotiations will continue until the original
trouble source, otrigger, has been resolved and mutual understanding has
been reached.

However, as Firth and Wagner (1997) observedeblthers can and should

not be regarded solely as language mrssing beings but also as human
beings with social identities in relation to their environment. Indeed, as
early as 1986 Agn criticized the idea that Ll2arners should engage in as

many negotiatios of meaning procedures as possible by pointing out that
GiKSaS LINRPOSRdAz2NB&a NS @SNE FNBIdSyix
hence pedagogicallyy RS a A NI 6t S 1482 MJher ®dedddf St ¢ 0
into negotiation of meaning amongk®R collegestudents at an intermediate

level, Foster (1998) concludes that in her study, protracted non-
understanding routiness proposedoy Varonis and Gas#id not occur at

all. The reason, Foster argues, is that learners are hesitant in indicating a
problem during task performance because it slows down the interactio

and makes them look and feel inept and unsuccessful. Often enough, Foster
finds in her study, learners will not indicate randerstanding in the hope

Myt Aaaz2y al O0158Qa aiGdzRé OmMdddpy Al feNBriblricaR SR | &
studies that corroborates relationship between interaction and language acquisition.
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of a future utterance by their counterpart that will shed light on and

possibly repair the nownderstanding retrospectively. In a replication of

FosteQa a i dzRe X LIS NI s BiBr, Eckertihii009)Kound a (i Sy

similar low frequency of negotiation of meaning per student. Seedhouse

OHnnnov FGONROGdzGSE addzRSyGaQ amin§oSNIF £ NBf dzOi
0KS WAYGSNI OlA2yIlf I NOKAGSOGAINBQ 2F (GKS f
interactional activity of language learning is an institutional activity but it

will always be influenced by elements of social interaction, even if it is at

the cost of theactual learmg process (Slimaiftolls 2008). As suctgat

world, social roles and obligation airgevitablyinherited in the institutional

setting. Although negotiating for meaning may be in the interest of the L2

learning process, it is not always iretmterest of the social process.

So what are the social issuggerent to the communicative situatiothat

influence any reatime L2communication environment? Sometimes they

are identified as individual learner variables, such as communication
apprehension or foreign language anxiety (Arnold 20@3rwitz, Horwitz &

Cope 1986; Jung Yoon &McCroskey 2004;) or vulnerable sefiteem
(Freiermuth & Jarrell 2006 Horwitz et al. 1986) that learners may
experience when they interact with someone inr (fom) the target

language. Indeed, redlme communication in the target language has been
described as the most threatening aspect of foreign language learning
(Arnold 2007 Horwitz et al 1986). However, by mainly attributing problems

to the individuallearners the complexity of the interactional situation is not

taken into account: repeated negotiations for meaning puts thdela2ner

in a position ofnferiority and draws attention to their identityaf RS ¥ SO0 A @S
O2YYdzy AOIF 12 NE ¢ ¢ ¥ OK Glankitx of 8l 286G (38D RS FAOAS
Firth & Wagner 1997) in their interactions with others

In the context of any type of interactiomparticipants have to negotiate

what Goffman (1955) refers to as fas@rk: a range of facsaving

practices consistingf a defensive orientation in order to guard and save

2ySQa 24y FLFEOSET FYR | LINRPGSOGAGS 2N

others. Goffman(1959 RSFAy Sa G(KS O2yOSLJi 2F FIO -0
RStAYSIFGSR Ay (SN¥a 2F13bnddéN@i@sSitas 42 OA Lt F 4
a social code and ritual element that is inherent to all hur@human

interaction. Once a person has effectively claimed his face, he will be

expected to stand by it during interaction. In other words, depending on

the interactionalcontext, it is in the interest of the participant to guard the

(face) role he has assigned himself, by engaging indageg acts (FSA).

yar asz

S
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For instance, for an Efpeaker that is considered advanced, having to

confess to norunderstanding during interaain could be deemed a face

threatening act (FTA), which is usually the kind of embarrassment

interactants would want to avoid. Apart from guarding their own face,

participants are also expected to be considerate towards their interlocutors

and to prevent tke defacementof others. The interactional situation where

LI NGHAOALNl yGa | O0OSLIi FyR 3dzZl NRGE7,SH OK 2 KSND3
OFffta GKS &aidNH2F 48586 F JH)SREN®Dans Ty &F 1 OS

then, when placing themselves \dsvis in anytype of interface, always

ONARY3I GKSANI FI OS glyiiaz 2N aaz20Alt LINBaSyoO
385) into the interactional arena, which will have an unequivocal effect on

GKS O2YYdzyAOlI A2y d a¢KSNB AJl96y)2 200l arzy
observesg & y20 G2 NBILdZANB SIFOK LI NIAOALIVYG (2
the way he handles himsdlf y R (G KS 2 (i RSONIhis fabBadr8,y (¢ 0

i.e. acts taken by a person that are consistent with his face, is what Goffman

(195501 f £t & GKS GOMNI F FAE2PINIK CGHA 2ye & 2

WSFSNNAY3I AYyRANBOGEE G2 WTFIFOSQ>X I ydzyoSNJ 2
1998; Skehan 2001) conclude that tgskformance in an educational 1.2

learning environment is influenced simply by the fact that participants are

generaly disinclined to admit nownderstanding, particularly if they have

to do so multiple timesConsequently, although negotiating for meaning

may be regarded as beneficial to the ongoing interaction, from a social

LRAYG 2F @GASs (KAA IoNRroEmhiks theK22 Ay 3IQ 0!
interaction. In an attempt to find a solution for this dilemm¥aronis and

Gass(1985) therefore, emphasize the importance of interaction between

non-native speakersrather than betweemative speakes andnon-native

speakes: nonnative speaker interaction, they claim, creates more

opportunities for negotiation of meaningimply because the interactants

are less embarrassed to indicate nonderstanding due to thte NJ & & KI NB R

Ay 02 Y LISTLS yinatlhve spaikenon-native speakeinteraction, they

conclude:

The inequality in the status of the participants (with regard to
the language medium) actually discourages negotiation
because it amplifies the position of th@n-native speakens
faulty communicator rather than masks the difénces
between them. As a resuylthere is a greater tendency for
conversation to proceed without negotiatio(Varonis & Gass
1985: 86).
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1.3 L2teaching methodology: taslbased language teaching

The approach to LA S| OKAyYy 3 y2¢ -qly2&akbated Wil aj
language teaching, TBLWas introduced in the early 1980s and arises from

the communicative approach to language learning. As such, it is generally

thought of as a substitute for or an addition to more traditional forms of

language learning in edtational settings. In 1987, Prabhu first reported on

what is commonly known as his Bangalore Project, a communicational

teaching project conducted in primary and secondary schools in India that

centeredon inclass meanindgocused activities. Prabh{1987 had set up

0KS LINP2SO0 2dzi 2F oKFS8f KSLIBREDANABDORA YV & dzk i #
(2) that learning a language does not require formalized grammatical input

0dzi NI GKSNJ aliKS ONBFIlGAZ2Y 2F O2yRAGAZ2Y&E AY
to cope withO 2 Y Y dzy A Q). Over2aypériod of five years, a number of

different tasktypes were developed and implemented, not ¢orroborate

an empirical methodology, but as a classroom experinfentdeveloping

and gaining insight in a new methodologyanguage g@aching, Prabhu

proposed, should focus on procedural knowledgeough communication

instead of declarative knowledger communication. @askbased language

teachingcentres around procedural knowledge

¢KS 02y OSLIi 2F Wil ail Q laus designS@an.d OSy G NIF £ A
research agendas, and tadksign has been of considerable significance in

educational language learning polimaking (Nunan 2004). But what

RSTAYySa YR O2yadAdadziSa | WilralQ Ay |y S
environment, i.e. whatexactly is a pedagogical task, remains largely

unresolved. Twent§ive years after the Bangalore Project there are almost

as many definitions of the notion of task kkPteaching and learnings

there are researchers. Indeed, there are several overviewswhich

definitions have been compiled, compared and contrasted (see e.g. Bygate

et al. 2001 Ellis 2003, 2009; Samuda & Bygate 2008; Nunan 2004;).

All definitions offered in these overviews are rather generid/iddowson

(2003) even argues that definiffoa 2 F GF a1 FNB a2 af22aSte 7F:
they do not distinguish tasks from other more traditional classroom

I OG A @RE)H& & umber of core elements can be distilled which help

identify the properties of a pedagogical-l€arning task. Skehai498) e.g.

suggests four criteria a task should meet:
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1. meaning is primary;

2 there is a goal which needs to be worked towards;
3. the activity is outcomeevaluated,

4 there is a realvorld relationship

¢KSaS ONRGSNALII & LBR RIhisHabwadSshoudi be & |
RAAGAYIdA & KaSKIV-LINRP € & & ® S 6 askdeSgyfers nmply o Y
researchers in the field emphasize that the pedagogical intentions of a task

do not always correspond to what happens when learners carry out the

task; task outcomes are hard to predict, because, as Fost2p09

contends,f S Ny SNA | NB AYRAYWAIRGH A I fRyiddiz & 1Yl OF
(251) Therefore, Samuda and Bygate (2008) stress that a task should be

& S Sy holigticadtivity which engages language users in order to achieve

some nonlinguistic outcome while meeting a linguistic challenge with the

overall aim of promoting language learning, through process or product or

0 2 (1 604ny @émphasis).

Because Samuda and Btgestress the holistic purpose of a task and

suggest including the relationship between task type, task implementation,

and social context, the tasks developed for the studies in this dissertation

NS 3INRBdzyRSR Ay {lFYdzZRI FyR .&83F05SQa RSTAYACL

1.4 L2learning and technology

In their overview of the use of the computer during -le2rning,
Warschauer and Healy (1998) propose three chronological time frames for
the use of digital technology in the classroom, ranging from the 1970s when
the first pelsonal computer systems appeared, into the 21st century. In the
1970s and early 1980s, when -ir2thodology was mainly based on
behaviourist theories¢ i.e. mastery of language was represented as
Gl OljdZANRY 3 | asSid 27 | udspodseddaly®m@S L y3Idz- IS
(Richards& Rodgers 2001: 563 the principle use of computers in the
classroom was to provide mechanical stimuli in the form of repetitive drill
exercises focused on form and meant to increase accuracy. With the
introduction of the communicative lamngge teaching paradigm, computer
language learning programs became more focused on providing
communicative contexts during practice skills; rather than practicing
language skills for the sake of them, a meaningful communicative context
was offered. Stillalthough the exercises had changed from drill exercises to
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more communicative exercisesthe kind of exercises that a learner could

dza$ Ay G(KS WNBIf 62 Ni ReQsolled WAKS (I NBS

communicatiof2 ¢ took place largely between the leamer and the
computer. This configuration changed fundamentally with the technological
revolution that occurred at the turn of the centurwhich offered new and
unforeseen possibilities for the use of computers in the classroom: students
were now given theopportunity to work in networkedclassrooms and
engage in (synchronous) computEmmmunicated communicatiomwith native
speakers from the target language

These developments have led Kern (2006) to the conclusion that the term
computerassisted languageearning no longer covers the sense and
meaning of the phenomenon since it overtly refers to computers as an
outside tool. He was preceded in this view by Warschauer (1999), who
argued that the integration of computers and language learning should be
so sel-evident that it automatically renders the term computassisted
language just as obsolete and outlandish as fictional terms such as book
assisted language learning or passisted language learning (Bax 2003;
Kern 2006). BaX2003 in his turn, proposé a soecalled normalization of
computerl 3aA A0SR fFy3dzad 3IS fSFENYyAy3Is aa
integrated into every$ I OKS NN A& S JSEA RicardingNBaG A O
(2003), the ideal approach would be what he calls integrated computer
assisted language learningor normalsation, consisting of computer
mediated communication, with frequent interaction between students,
taking placedin every classroom, on every desk, in everyéh@d) rather

than in the lab, and with a teacher that has evolved from fearful into
Wy 2NX¥IFEfAASRQ® LY GKA& | LILINRFOKXZ GKS
an integrated part of everyday practice. According to Bax, this third stage
will (only) have been reached if the termomputerassisted language
learning is no longer being used.

S
S

In their article Language students and their technologies: Charting the
evolution 20062011, Steel and Levy (2013) conclude that, in computer
assisted language learning or computeediated comnanication research,
there is still too much of a divide between the research agenda and what
goes on in the actual classroom. Although they concede that there is an
inevitable lag between the pedagogical implementation and implications of
digital technologes and the corresponding research agenda around it, they

12 ComputerAssisted Language Learning
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aGNRy3Ifte NBO2YYSYyR GKIFd aOdz2NNByid NBaSkNDOK
LIN: OGAOSé¢ 6ompy d

At the beginning of the digital era (in the early 1990s), researchers were
mainly concerned with exploring the fett of nondigital versus digital
communication. Different claims have been made in studies comparing
faceto-face communication with redlme chat communication in L2
learning environments. Kelm (199%laimed that communicating through

OKI G A aS |jldzI & @ady&boikise students do not feel the pressure

of keeping up with the pace of oral commenBeauvois (1992) narrowed

down this concept of equalization by pointing out that rdale chat
obliterates accent, gender or skin colour. Higher learparticipation and

more equal footing, presumed to be due to the nrtmeatening
environment of reaktime chat were also found by other researchers
(Abrams 2003 Beauvois 1992; Chun 1994, 1998; Kern et al. 2008;
Warschauer1997). Condon and Cech(1996, who compared decision
making in facdo-face communication and chat, found that chat

LI NHAOALNl yiGa GSYRSR (2 2YAl adzyySOSaa
0KS AYyGSNIOGA2Y Y2NB STTAMmisicaly yR
Sy 02 RBRBeauvois(1997) found that participants communicating
through chat generally showed more motivation, a result that has been
corroborated by other researchei@reiermuth 1998, 2001; Freiermutha

Huang 2012 Freiermuth & Jarrell 2006; Kern 1995; Meunier 1998).
Freiermuth (2006) for example, found thatonline chatting provided a
GY2NB O2YT2NIl of Stradtigri@lAfacdioffacs geitings, G K|y
makh Y3 A G & 199)NddpiteraEtidet in aif@elyh languagedaeise

Al OSNB Rid2ZQOA It 200 yaluNI AyGasg o

Conversely, more recent studies comparing digital and-digital reattime

O2YYdzyAOIF GA2y NBLRNI GKIG GKS F@FAEFOoAEAG
during communication¢ for instance, with video calk creates a

awareness of social presence, and enhances a more active communication

in an L2environment (Ko 2012Yamaha 2009; Yamaha and Akahori 3007

The type of communication media, then, (asynchronous or synchronous;

chat or video call) could play a pivotal ratehow communicators interact

(Lowenthal 2010). Hampel (2006) concludes thigers of synchronous

computermediated communication suffer from techrgiress as the live

element constitutes a certain pressure to respond and to control dialogue,

while ReederSG |t ® o6wnnno Of LAY GKIFIG OKFG FAdGa
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LI N}y YSGSNR 2F O2YYdzyAOFGA2yé¢ o6SOI
2NFfAGEE YR Aa af@aonBSt e F2dzy RSR A

1.4.1 Synchronous computerediated communicatiarchat and video call

The two types of on#o-one synchronous computermediated
communicationg reaktime chat and video cad differ in various ways (see
Table5). Chat sessions are teldsed, meaning that a message needs to be
typed and can be modified and reviewed befarésisent off, which makes
turn-taking slower and more deliberate than video. Video calling is

audio/visually basedt 1 KS Ay GdSNI Ollyia &aSS SI OK
SFOK 20GKSNDa @2A0Sad 5dz2NAy3a @ARS?2

immediately transmits itentional and unintentional prosodic, paralinguistic
and nonverbal information (e.g. intonation, facial expressions, body
language, mimicry, gestures). This is different with chat. Emotions in chat
messages are added to the message intentionally throughigoemoticons
(expressing happiness, sadness, surprise, disgust, confusion, etc).
Additionally, because the live audio/visual images are registered and
transmitted by a webcam, interacting through video call suggests more

as
f

Al &
A G SNI C
2 0 KSND
OFtfAy

physical proximity and less anamity than chaty S&a al 3Ay3d 2 Kl 1 Q& Y2 NB

chat interactants can reread the messages of former turns (Simpson 2005),
either during the live interaction or at a later time as chat logs are saved
automatically in most chat programs. Video gateractants haveo rely on

their working memories: they have no log of former turns to go back to,
neither during the live interaction nor at a later time. The final difference
can be found in turn taking and sequencing: interaction through video
calling is sequential, véreas during chat neaequential discourse patterns
(Black et al. 1983) or multiple conversational floors (Simpson 2005) can
occur due to lack of strict turn adjacency: both interactants can type and
press the sendkey simultaneously, crossing messages janebling up the
discourse sequence.

Both communication modes have a significant common denominator,
however: the communicative event is live, which means that messages are
encoded and decoded during interaction in real time. Therefore, even
though chattirg is textbased, it is still regarded as a spedile modality
because messages are sent back and forth duringtiraal communication.

| 26 SOSNE +a {(2016Stf ownmnov LRAYyGA

video call because the message can be modified before it is sent off (i.e.
more time to focus on form and monitor the output).

2dziz Orf
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1.4.2 Telecollaboration and E2arning

The digital modalities and platforms that are now available within
educational contexts facilitat reatlife communication and collaboration
beyond institutional constraints and national boundaries, and provide
educators with the opportunity to create virtual language classrooms (Belz
2004; Kramsch 2001; Prior et al. 2009, 20Thorne 2008; Warschaue
1997). One way to organes these digital exchanges is through
telecollaboration. Telecollaboration projects create the affordances for
digital interactions between cohorts of langualgarning students in online
geographically distant locations (Helm &t 2016)" The communication

can be monolingual, when the target language is spoken by both (or more)
cohorts of collaborating participant§ or bilingual, for instance during
eTandem projects based on reciprocal dependence (Cziko 2004) that
connect langt 3S f SI NYSNE 6K2 aiddzReTheSH OK 230G KSND
collaboration can be asynchronous (if the communication takes place
through nonreal time technologies (such as email), or synchronduse
communication takes place in real time, such as (depk video call or
written chat'®

The motiation to organie international or intercontinental

G6StSO02tt1 02N GA2y LINRP2SOGa Aa ad2 LINPOARS |
with costeffective access t@an engagement with peers who are expert

speakers of the langage under study in an effort to increase intercultural

awareness as well as linguistic proficiency, to increase the authentication of

F2NBAIY fly3dzd 386 dzadS OX8 FyR (12 ONRFRSY {KSE
subjects positions available to classroom & NBE 2 F € | y3dzZ 3S¢ o. St
Dyoni2 LINRPOARS b dziKSYyGAO O2YYdyAOriaAz2y &AdK

Guth 2016241).

3 The first documented exchange took place in 1992, between English and German learners
d0dzRe Ay rdgidges.2 6 KSNDa

1 As in the present studies.

1 Although telecollaboration mobt takes place between languatgarners, a recent
overview of European telecollaboration projects reports that digital collaboration preject
also occurbetween groups ofstudents trat are not languagéearners (Guth, Helm &
hQ526R HAMHO®

% However, it should be noted that through the development of modern digital technologies
the boundaries between asynchronous and syncogs communication are blurring
particularly for writtenexchanges. For instance, if a participant is notified (e.g. on their smart
phone) of an incoming email or facebook message while their counterpart is still online, the
communication can be said to take place more synchushothan asynchronously. It wie
interesting to see how long this distinction between real time and-reai time will hold.



Theoretical perspectives 47

Table 5: Multiple dimension of telecollaboration 2.0: Framework for goals of
telecollaboration proposed by Helm and Guth (2010).

New online literacies ICGsavoir Language learning
(CEFR]
Operational computer literacy apprendre/ Spoken production
Wi S OK Yy A| information literacy faire Spoken interaction
& 0 dzF T Q | participation literacy comprendre Written
new media literacies production
codeswitching Aural
comprehension
Written
comprehension
Operational willingness to explore, learr etre Autonomy
WwS{K2a | from, participate in, create, Motivation
and collaborate and share Willingness to
in online communities communicate
Culturd knowledge of literacy savoirs Linguistic
practices and appropriate competence
ways of communicating in Sociolinguistic
online contexts competence
Pragmatic
competence
Critical how and why new aQSy 3l 3S| Critical discourse
information and Analysis
communication
technologies are used

As Table 5 shows, telecollaboration may offer a framework for the

acquisition of online literacies (Helm & Guth 2010; Guth & Helm 2016); it

may create oportunities for theSy K+ yOSYSy i 2F LI NIAOALI yGaQ
CommunicativeCompetence ICC,Byram 1997), through the creation of

critical cultural awareness; and it may promote-ledrning when the

participants have to collaborate and communicate in the target language.

The methodological approach in motlecollaboration projects is task

based Guth & Helm2012). As opposed to classroom tasks that mainly

occur in monolingual settings where nomative speakers are expected to

communicate with each other in the target languadelecollaborative

tasks, dueto their unlimited reach of international communities of native

ALISEF{SNAEZ Ol y LINE JAREROOPKS TiA yhQ 5128 Ra [+ y&RG NP yAT
possibility of producing negotiation of meaning and providing opportunities

Y Common European Framework of References for Languages
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for the exploration of different cultural pérLJS O (i(A78)SThis, then,
makes telecollaboration highly suitable as a thslsed learning
environment.

14.3 Negotiation of meaning in taskased synchronous computer
mediated communication

It was not until the midl990s, following the rapid develommt of
network-based language classrooms and digital platforms, that the first
studies emerged that focused on communication and negotiation in
interactive digital environments (Chun 1994; Kotter 2001; Lee 2001; Smith
2003a; 2003b; 2005; Sotillo 2005; Thidi2003, 2007; Wang 2006;
Warschauer 1996; Yanguas 2010).

The use and effectiveness of digital technologies within-tesed learning
environments has only recently attracted widespread attention (Collentine
HamMnT | FdzO1 wnamnT [ Yeéwds® Waie2B08;St t 26 wamnT
Panichi et al. 2030Peterson 2010Thomas & Reinders 20L0The few
studies focusing on computenediated communication in tadkased L2
learning environments examine learner uptake (Smith 2005),-fadace
communi@tion and chatting $mith 2003a; Smith 2003bBWarschauer
1997), conversational floors in synchronous computenediated
communication (Simpso2005); the influence of open dnclosed tasks
(Nakahama, Tyler & van Li2001), linguistic complexity (Collentine 2010),
the differerce between facdo-face andcyber ficeto-face communication
(Chen & Wan@008), the effect otomputermediated communication on

oral performance (Abram2003), and the use of new vocabulary and
leamer preferences irasynchronous and synchronous computeediated
communication (Pérez 2003). But, as Stockwell (2010) notes, hardly any
research has been done comparing more than one formcarhputer
mediated communicationDue to the rapidly expanding digital landscape,
and the changing dynamics of digitanwmunication, studies in SLA will be
expected to focus increasingly on ubiquitous usage of language through
technology.

The Varonis and Gass model has been used in multiple research studies in

technology enhanced environments, for instance in interactibrotigh

video call (Lee 2007; Monteiro 2014; Wang 2006; Yanguas 2010), or

through textbased chat (Blake, 2000; Fernandgarcia & Martinez

I NDSEFAT wnnuT Y2404 wnny hQw2dzNYS wHnnpT [ S
patterns of written chat, Smith (2003) propes to expand and adapt the
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model to accommodate a number of features that are distinctive of the
written chat medium (se&igure7 below.)

Trigger
<T>
-
—— Indicator
4 <l=
<Ii, lii, Tid-
- Response
T ‘+-——
<R 4——_______ ——
\ T \
Eixit \ \
negotiation routine \ ‘-I
Vol
Reaction to the Rezsponse 1 |
<RR> | |
B L
T T |
<RR+= “RR—> |
W W
Explicit Implicit lraplicit Explicit | |
\ ¢ L oW |
'|I Testing Task Tesiing  Abandon Response 2 |
| deductions  appropriate deductons  (rare) <R’z |
\ <ID+>  response <ID== II
\ i |
| | |
\ | |
| || |
'lI | Confirmation ,’4"
\ o <> — _/ I
v e — /./
< & el
4 Sa vy
- o ) Abandon  <Ri»
Simple Reaffirmation  Compreh [rave)
confirmation .___ -"“xk_ihm ko S
..__ -—-.__::“'A Reconfirmation
e <RC>

Figure7Y { YA G KQ&a 0 H n n-mediatethdy@idted BitgractiorR atlated HdNJ
expanded from Varonis and Gass (1985)

Smth (2003)found, for irstance, that occasionally there is a delay between

the trigger and indicator in written chat, creating nofadjacent discourse

LI G4SNy A | yR Gf &SRR | (B9 Myre Nfbdadtly,y S & ¢
his data showed that the reaction to response phase was more dynamic
than had been reported on previously, and that negotiation of meaning
episodes continuedafter the reaction to response. Therefore, he added
three components to theoriginal model: 1) learner responses such as
testing deductions to check understanding; 2) a confirmation phase, where

the non-native speakepatrticipant either confirms or refutes the extent of
understanding; and 3) the reconfirmation phase, usually =bimg of
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singleword markers such asOh> or <OK>, communicated after the
reaction to response. The adaptations Smith proposes only represent
patterns in written chat, and concern the response and teac to
response stages of th®aronisand Gass modelleaving the trigger and
indicator dimensions of the negotiatiorf meaning sequence unchanged.

1.5. Relevance to the study

In order to gain insight into patterns of digital communication between
native and nomative speakerdn the analysis of our datwewill employ a
combination of the theoretical perspectives as discussed above. We will use
the Varonis and Gass model to classify sequences of negotiation of meaning
in both videocall and written chat. However, as discussed above, since
participant icentities always have an institutional and a social compoment

i.e. whether native or nomative speakers, each participant has an
institutional and social identity to negotiate in an educational settinge

also draw on socigultural theories to analysend explain participant
responses that are not represented by the Varonis and Gass model.
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Chapter 2
The telecollaboration mject'®

2.1 Introduction

The aim of this chapter is to outline the framework and scope of the digital
telecollaboration project that took place between Dutch and Australian
cohorts of students and from which the currechapterhas drawn its data.
First we will describe the different stages and the aim of the
telecollaboration project as a whole.h&n we define the collaboration
framework¢ including and participants and task desigthat served as the
basis of the current research project.

2.2 Telecollaoration projects

For five consecutive years, cremdtural digital collaboration projects took
place between two cohorts of undergraduate students: Australian drama
students and Dutch students studying English as a second language at the
Department of Eglish at the University of Amsterdam. Each year, two
groups of approximately 20 students would telecollaborate for a period of
about six weeks with the objective to write and perform a joint theatre play
on the following topics: Australian versus Dutchtaral identity (2009),

living in a Dutch or Australian suburb (2010), Dutch versus Australian reality
television (2011), Dutch immigration into Australia throughout the ages
(2012), and the social effects of digital communication (2013). Sensitive
issues gch as troubled national histories and volatile cultural identities
were discussed on a variety of digital platforms, both asynchronous (email,
facebook) and synchronous (live chat, eéneone video calling and group
to-group video cal). These exchangegere followed by an intense creative
LISNA2R 2F NBaSFENODK Ayid2 GKS G2LAOaz o
on Facebook and through listream media, by brainstorming about
possible scenes and giving each other feedback on script drafts and
improvised livestreamed scenes.

8 Three paragraphs of this chapter have been previously published as Prior, Van der Laaken
& Van der Zwaa (2009). Artspeak: articulating artistic process across cultural boundaries
through digital theatre,The International Journal of the Arts in Sogciety3), 433446, and

Prior, Johnson & Van der Zwaard (201)eaning through digital theatre: brealgndown

the tyranny of distance and limits of locatiddbiquitous Learning3, 114.

LINE &
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At the end of the sixveek period, the resulting 5tinute digital play was
performed live for audiences on either side of the world. Dutch and
Australian students would play out scenes together and engage in dialogue
as the Duth students were projected onto the Australian stage, and vice
versa.

2.2.1Collaboration framework

As we can see iRigure8 below, the telecollaboration project was muilti
layered, each component slotting into the next. The research study that is
the subject of this book was based on a tadsk as performed by dys of
Dutch and Australian students. This tédesk launched the start of the play
writing process that the students would be involved in for the duration of
the telecollaboration project. In its turn, the play writing culminated in the
digital play that vas performed live by both cohorts of students as the
grand finale of the telecollaboration project. The tésk, the play writing
process and the performance formed integral parts of two separate
undergraduate university courses: Australian participawtse third year
undergraduates taking a course in Devised Theatre as part of their Bachelor
of Creative Arts. The Dutch students were first year undergraduate students
studying English Language and Culture (pilot project), and students taking a
Minor in Aademic English as part of their Bachelor in European Studies
(main project).

performance

play writing

teletask
(current
research
project)

Figure8: Contextual dimensions of the te#esk
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2.2.2Aims

The Dutch teacherdecided to embark on these telecollaboration projects
because teaching Blish at an academic level to Dutch students that are
highly advanced LRarners is a daunting task. Extending the already
extensive range of communicative strategies of Dutch-fiestr students (a
range any native speaker of English is easily impressad) and
challenging students to move from the advanced learner discourse level
that istypical of nonnative speakerso the expert or neanative discourse
that is expected of them when they graduate, is complicated. The online
taskbased framework of the project allowed the Dutch language students
to collaborate closely with native speakers of the language they were
stdzZRéAYy3Id ¢KS | dzikKSydAd Gral 2F GKS

SEOKLI y3

NBft SOIFyids>s &A0GNRBYy3I Lldz2N1LR2aSé¢ |OGAGAGE oO0¢CK2NY

provided an opportunity for them to adopt the roles of -a@prentices
participating in a community of practice withative speakers (cf.
Herrington & Oliver 2003). The exchange project provided a learning
environment based on highly contextualized meaning (Ellis 2005). As the
students extensively researched the topic of the exchange, presented their
findings to their Ausalian counterparts through live mediavideo call and
discussed their views on the discussion forums of the digital learning
environment, they were immersed in an acquisitioch environment in
which meaning prevailed over form. As such, the collab@nawas on
communication in L2, rather than on accurate linguistic structures, i.e. the
activities were fluencyriented, rather than accuraegriented (Brumfit
1984). The nomative speakers, then, became fuflgdged members of the
communicative platfam: a context that exposed them to all aspects of the
language and challenged them into encoding and decoding messages (Ellis
HAnpO® Ly (GKAAa gFez I W 2LISNYAOlY
became something they did, rather than something tHegrned about
(Harris 1991).

The telecollaboration provided the Dutch students with an opportunity to
break out of the actuality of the singlfiscipline LZlassroom and to join a
virtual community of learners within a different discipline. It offered a
unique platform of computemediated L2communication that was
inherently intercultural (Belz 2005). The interactive arts and performance
environment they were part of challenged them in a context with a
different intellectual and linguistic scope. Withihis rich virtual world of
discussion, negotiation and performance, language and culture were
inextricably connected, and language was conceptualized as part of a

AKATOQ ¢
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creative pra@ess, an artistic practicend as a social practice (Belz 2004), or
languaculturg/Agar 1994, cited in Belz 2004), rather than an L2 that needed
to be practiced. As the development of the script writing progressed in
Australia, and various drafts versions were sent back and forth, the Dutch
students were challenged to brainstorm abdww their own backgrounds,
national histories and cultural humour would fit into the play. Having
attended academic L-2lasses with an emphasis on grammatical correctness
and lexical accuracy, the students were now asked to enter the realm of the
imaginatve register of the L2 and to develop a greater alertness and
sensitivity in their use of language (Everett 2005). During the assignments,
the students had to explore the expressive and performative possibilities of,
and create a reality with, the Englishnguage. Since acting in the target
language has been found to be an invaluable immersion experience that
motivates the Lztudents to express themselves creatively and
competently (RyatBcheutz & Colango 2004) most Dutch students also
performed scenes dimg the performances.

The exchange project drew on recent trends towards virtual and distributed

performance in which mediatised performance is embedded within live,

proximate performance. Here, the liveness of the experience for performer

and audience isi0 longer contingent upon physical proximity, but upon

entering the virtual space in temporal proximity to one another. Working

with a technologically mediated Australian stadee digital mediawas

used to create2 LJLJ2 NJi dzy’ A G A Sa {2 udendsSwhirbedayieQ G KS 5 dzi OK
an integral and interactional part of the performance. From the outset, it

was envisaged that the work would consist of scenes as devised and

performed by both the Dutch and the Australian students.

2.2.3Procedures

For the duration ofthe telecollaboration projects, the students worked
within a number of modes of computenediated communication (CMC),
both asynchronous and synchronous.

Asynchronous group to group communication: Facebook page

In the first week of the telecollaborationrgject, a closed group Facebook
page was set up for announcements, general logistics, exchange of research
materials, discussions, information sharing and review of scripts
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Synchronous communication

To launch the telecollaboration project, a gretgzgroup video callsession

was organied where the teachers introduced the framework and topic of
the project and where each student, at both ends, would briefly introduce
themselves. After that, weekly gup-to-group sessions were orgaais for

live discussions, progress showings, rehearsals and, finally, the
performances of the play (three in total) with live audiences in both
Amsterdam and Melbourne.

Synchronous ongo-one video call and written chat s&ens were held for

the introductory task, where dyads consisting of one Australian and one
Dutch students would get acquainted and carry either of the two set tasks
that are subject of this study: a task on cultural humour, where the
students would exchage cultural jokes and discuss the cultural humour of
their respective countries, or a task on lexical items. After the participants
had carried out this introductory &k they were expected to orgaei®ne
to-one video call sessions after class for scmpiting sessions or to
rehearse their scenessome students added each other to their personal
Facebook accounts so they could communicate through personal messages.

2.3 The research project: pilot and main project

We started our research project with an exploratory pilot project (as
discussed below and in chapter 3), in order to get insight into whether the
tasks would prove to be robust enough to yield (sufficient) negotiated
interaction, to explore the general demsions of dyadic digital
O2YYdzyAOF A2y > FtyR G2 3ALdAS GKS WRAIAGI €
and Australian students. Particularly, the pilot project was expected to
provide answers to questions such as: how long does it take the
participants to finistthe task,are the instructions clear enough, or does the
instructor need to be present during task performance? Also, the digital
communication equipment, such as recording devices, needed to be tested
and assessed.

2.3.1The pilot project: task design

Inthe design process we adhered/toK I LISt f SQa O6Hnnam0O ONRGSNARI
computermediated communication tasks. According to Chapelle, tasks

should beauthentic,i.e. there should be a correlation between the content

of the task and the interest of theoarticipants outside the language

learning environment. They should bearner fit,i.e. there has to be a
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O2NNBtFGA2y 06SisSSy GKS tS@St 2F GKS aGlai |
communicate. They ought to beeaning focuse A ®S® (G K8onft S yYSNBQ | i
should be directed towards meaning rather than form of the language, and,

finally, they should be CALL practical (compuatssisted language learning

that is suitable to be performethrough (synchronous) computenediated

communication.

A complicatig factor in the design process was the high level of L2
proficiency of the Dutch student§.he majority of negotiationf-meaning
studies, both facdo-face and digital, focus on elementary and
intermediate level L2earners. This is not surprising sindadses involving
these learners will most certainly provide researchers with an abundance of
data for analysis. Proficient learners are simply less likely to come across
episodes of nofunderstanding. This means that designing a task that will
generate a atisfactory amount of data consisting of negotiated routines
from advanced learners is challenging.

Any (highly) advanced, or even neative language learner would admit,

however, that jokes and puns in a foreign language are a potential source of

non-understanding and frustration. Many foreign language learners will

remember an instance of interaction with a native speaker during which

they did not understand a joke or pun, or miserably attempted to deliver

one themselves. The jokes task, then, was desigio draw on differences

in jokes and cultral humour that would warrant en-native speaker non

understanding, even at an advanced proficiency level. Indeed, in her study

into humour in he L2 classroom, Bell (2009 O2 Yy FANX & GKI G & KdzY 2 dzNJ
been toutedas an excellent way for students to learn the vocabulary,

deyilEXZ aSYlFLydiAadas YR RA&AO2dMES O2y Sy iAz2,
0dzi FRR& GKIG daKdzY2dzNRPdza O2YYdzyAOF A2y A& |
F2NY¥YA YR Fdzy Ol A2y aé¢ O advancedblanguly KSNJ NB OSy i
proficiency, Byrnes (20)2bserves that advanced d€arners need to be

GKAIKEE gl NS fFy3adzr3S dzaSNEX gAGK NB3IIFNR
SYo SRRSR a&aidSy ¥ 2543) Simifark,yirdherstidy ¥l y 3 & ¢

the feasibility oftranslating humour, Raphaelsaifest (1989) concludes

that linguistic and cultural jokes are amongst the hardest aspects of the

language to transmitind translate. Bates (1999) observes that, because

puns play with meaning, they may cause confusion and dminthe

communication flowBecause and in spite of all these findings, L2 humour

and play have been shown to promote language development in many

ways (cf. Vandergriff 2016).



The Telecollaboration Project 57

The decision was made to select a number of jokes that were so culturally
specift that even a native speaker of English of #arstralian origin would
have to engage in negotiation of meaning in order to understand. In other
words, there was a near certainty that the noative speaker would have

to engage in negotiation of meaning iomrder to reach mutual
understanding. To counterbalance the influence of tdskign on task
performance, a control task of a different category was developed.
Whereas the jokesask would most likely elicit triggers of a more general
coherencetype ¢ e.g.not understanding the punch line or even the entire
content of a jokeg the control task was expected to draw triggers at a
lexical level.

The control task leaned heavily on a wallown task on lexical items that is

suitable for any level of languagealming: the Thingsin-Pocket task

(Riggenbach & Samuda 2000; Samuda & Bygate 2008). Students are given a

ol3dx 2N I ftAadGzx 2F 202S0Ga FttS3aISRte T2dzy
overcoat from Lost and Found. The decision to use this task was based on

the experience of many language teachers at an advanced level that

aGdzRSyiGa FINB 322R |G SELINBaaAy3ad WIKS &dzof )
G22ta G2 FNIAOdzZ S WGKS NARRAOdzZ 2dzaQd Ly 2
student of English is more likely to be abtediscuss, say, the metaphorical

elements inMoby Dickquite eloquently than to name the items inside a

sewingkit in English. This fairly common lexical asymmetry is, of course,

due to the input of the language learning environment the student is in: this

environment requires the student to tap abstract lexli sources rather than

day-to-day objects that they may or may not have come across as

elementary LAearners, but will have long forgotten.

Below both tasks will be discussed in detail.

2.3.1.1Task 1: Jokes

In keeping with the theme of the pilot study Dutch immigration into
Australia in the 1950g the task on humour required the participants to
devise a dramatic scene in which a Dutch immigrant, who has just arrived in
Australia, is initiated into typically Australian humour and jokes. The ideas
gererated for this scene would be included in the final script of the digital
theatre performance the groups were in the process of creating. To help
the students on their way, each participant was given a task sheet with five
jokes: Australian jokes for tha&ustralian students (see example in Table
below); Dutch jokes for the Dutch ones (which the Dutch students had to
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translate during task performancé&)The students were instructed to start
the task by exchanging their jokes and by comparing and contgaBtutch
and Australian humour.

Table 6: Native speaker task sheet for jokes task (pilot préject)

¢KS GKSYS 27 ligikibneoOaiDutithSrandigiadtyinto Adstralia
humour.

For instance, a scene between an Australian and a Dutchman who ha
arrived (i.e. today): the Australian tries to initiate the new immigrant
describing/defining the Australian sense of humour, and introducing him/hg
Australian jokes.

You will ommunicate the first half of the task through Skype video call,
second through written chat.

1. Below are a number of typically Australian jokgsur Dutch
counterpart has been given Dutch jokeFake a few minutes to read
them.

2. Exchange your jokes with your counterpart (+ any jokes you may K
yourself).

Exchange ideas about Australian and Dutch humour in general.
U  What makes it typically Australian/Dutch?

U  Start brainstorming about ideas for a scene: who, what, where, why,
how? Take notes.

U0 Decide which jokes/expressions you want to incorporate in the sceng

U Say goodbye to your counterpaatd sign off.

¥ See Appendix 5
20Abridged versiorg see Appendix 6or the full version
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Table 7: Jokes on NS task shbgilot project and main project)

Joke 1

Two Aussie cattle drovers standing in@atback bar.

One asked, "What are you up to, Mate?"

Ahh, I'm takin' a mob of 6000 from Goondiwindi to Gympie."

"Oh yeah ... and what route are you takin'?"

"Ah, probably the Missus; after all, she stuck by me durin' the drought.”
Joke 2

A Pom, fresh off ta plane at Sydney airport, is trying to negotiate Australig
customs. Finally, when it's his turn to get his passport stamped, the custq
officer starts rattling off the usual questions:

C.0O.:How long do you intend to stay?

POM: 1 week.

C.0.What is the nature of this trip?

POM: Business.

C.0O.:Do you have any past criminal convictions?

POM:I didn't think we still needed to!

Joke 3

Q:How do you know if you're a bogan?
A, 2dz £ S0G @2dz2NJ mp @SFNJ 2fR RFdAKIG
in front of herkids.

Joke 4

You know your Australian when:
1 You believe that stubbies can be either drunk or worn.
1 You believe the "I" in the word "Australia” is optional.

1 You can translate: "Dazza and Shazza played Acca Dacca on th
to Maccas."

T You know, whatever thtourist books say, that no one says
"cobber"

2 see Appendix 5 for the Dutch jokes
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Of the four jokes that nativepeakers had to communicate to their Dutch
counterparts, two jokesJkes 1 and 2 above) were fairly similar in that
they ended with a clear punchline. Joke 3 held sevpaaéntial triggers,
also depending on how the joke is communicated. Joke 4 was a typical
question and answetype joke, where, hypothetically, the interlocutor is
given the floor after the question part of the joke. In a number of instances,
the nativespeaker communicated a joke that was not on the task sheet.
This was included in the data as well. The -native speaker participants,

in their turn, were given four culturally specific jokes in Dutch that had to
be translated and communicated to their Auwgtan counterparts. These
data will be discussed in Chapter 6.

2.3.1.2Task 2Thingsin-Pocket

Like the task on humour, the ThingsPocket task was an integral part of
the larger, thematic context of the digital theatre play the participants were
collaborating on. Each student received twelve photographs of items found
in the coat pockets of fictional Dutch immigrants on their way to Australia
in the 1950sBased on the objects, the students were asked to come up
with character profiles that coultbe used in the playi-or the mainstudy

the Things in Pocket task was framed to fit the theme of the
telecollaboration project (see appendic@and 4.

Table 8: Native speaker task sheet for the Thingocket task

Ly G2RI&Qa &s§s aatelécyllabdr@alwith I8 codngedpaftIron
overseas. Together, you are going to create a number of character profileg
YIed 0SS AYyO2NLRNFGSR Ay (KBl 6 RAEKInH
title).

You will communicate the first half of thtask through written chat, the secon
half through Skype video call.

Four overcoats of four Dutch immigrants to Australia have been brought
a[2aliG FYyR C2dzyRéXI RdzZNAYy3I GKS TANEH
coat pockets contain a number ofefsonal objects and things such
photographs.

You have the information on the objects found in coats 1 and 3.

Your counterpart has information on the objects found in coats 2 and 4.

2 gee Appendices 3 and 4 for the Thimg®ocket task shestof the main project.
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Objects from coat?:

\
[ e

Note: It is entirely up to you and your co@mpart how and in what order you
are going to exchange the informatioas long as you do NOT SHOW your
counterpart the objectsg you are only allowed to name or describe them.

U Discuss with your counterpart what the objects tell you about the
owner/emigrant of each of the coats, i.e.:
U Discuss what objects/information you base your profiling on.

¢KS Gl &alta o02GK O2yaraiSR 2F GKNBS
Ware2009):

1 Information exchange the participants exchange information
(cultural jokes or pocket items), as instructed on their task sheets.

1 Comparison and analysishe participants compare and contrast
their cultural jokes (jokes task) or discuss the chamaciof their
coat owners (things in pocket), and debate if and how they could
include their findings into the larger telecollaboration project of
script writing.

1 Production the participants cawrite the script and cegperform in
the digital theatre pla$/

2.3.2Procedures

The telecollaboration project was launched with a graagyroup video
call session between the cohorts of students, where both the Australian
and Dutch teachers charted the outline and scope of the telecollaboration

% NOTE: For reasons of space, only 2 out of 12 coat pocket items have been included here.

For the complete assignment, see Appendices 1 and 2.

* These data areot part of the current study, but the subject of my partner teacher Dr.
2y At NR2NDa (Phadnatic Bréndaturgy: e Gréaiivé BaRagement of Limits
in PerformanceMaking Processe§2016)

02 YYdzy A C
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project and the studnts briefly introduced themselves. After this session,
the students were randomly divided into dyads consisting of one Australian
and one Dutch student, who would be telecollaborating together
throughout the duration of the groupo-group project. In theweek
following the first grougto-group video callsession, all dyads performed

the tasks that are subject of this study. By introducing themselves, and
exchanging and discussing task items (as discussed below) they laid the
groundwork for the remainderfahe project.

The dyads each received a separate time slatay outthe tasks, which
were all performed in the same week. Although the participants were told
that the video call sessions would be recorded and that the data would be
part of a study, they were not informed of the subject or focus of the
research project. 8ce the recording programs were installed on a
university computer, the Dutch students were asked to perform the task
from the Dutch university computer lab. Due to the time difference, the
Australian participants mostly carried out the tasks from theimmieo
devices. In order to monitor timen-task and in case of any technical
mishaps, the researcher was present in the computer lab during task
performance, but was deliberately out of hearing range. The participants
were given the task sheets and instructto without preparation time
shortly before the beginning of the digital session, and were explicitly
instructed not to share any information about the task with their peers until
the end of the week when everyone would have performed their tasks.

The paricipants were not given any specific instructions other than those
provided on the task themselves Although the task for this study took
place within a languagkarning framework, in the instructions, interaction
and task completion were emphasized raththan languagdearning. The
participants were asked to exchange jokes (the Dutch participants had to
translate their jokes on the spot), but there was nothing in the instructions
about focus on form. The native speakers were not instructed to initiate
repair, comment on nomative speakeerrors, to recast, give feedback or
scaffold® In other words, the interaction did not have the explicit context
of language learning. The instructions, then, addressed task performance
and task completion through teletiaboration without any references to
language learning.

% Nor were they instructed not to.
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The Skype® video call sessions were recorded with Vodburner®, a licensed
program which allows clear spBtreen visual recordings of both
participants, for transcriptions and analysis of Hotgustic features (e.qg.
gestures, body language, facial expressions). The Skype® chat sessions were
conducted through Skype accounts created especially for the research
study; Skype automatically saves the chat scripts (including intervals of time
between tun-taking)?® which can be accessed for analysis.

2.3.2.1Counterbalanced design

In the exploration (prepilot) stage of the project, four dyads had been
asked to perform the task either throughideo callor through written chat

(see Tabl® below). Howeer, this setup led to problems with the analysis

of the data: it was difficult to compare arabntrast participant behaviours
because different dyads had performed through different mediawas
difficult to determine, for instancewhether the medium orparticipant
variables (e.g. face issues), or a combination of both, were the reason why a
non-native speaker would not initiate repair duringsk performance

Table9: Prepilot research design

Jokestask ¢ dyad 1l ¢ video call only
Jokestask ¢ dyad2 ¢ chatonly
Control task ¢ dyad 3 ¢ video call only
Controltask ¢ dyad 4 ¢ chat only

To avoid thesepotential problems, it was decided to implement a
counterbalanced design for the pilot and main studies: the tasks were split
into two parts, the first half to be performed through video call, and the
second half through chat (or vice versHalf of the dyads usechat for the

first half of the task, and video call for the second half, the other half of the
dyads worked vice versall dyads performed the task through both video
call and chat. As such, the data were expected to become more balanced
and comparable.

% This feature is important when conducting research into negotiated routines, since a
lenghy interval between turrtaking could be noted as an indication of rRonderstanding,

or an indication of the unwillingness to initiate negotiation of meaning, as will be presented
in the data below.
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Table 10: Pilot and mairsearchstudy design

TASK 1¢ dyad 1 ¢ both video call and chat
TASK 2¢ dyad 2 ¢ both video call and chat

2.4.Main project (as discussed in@pters 4, 5 and 6)

The general scope, research design oglstics of the main project were
very similar to the pilot project: he native speakers and nearative
speakers would first see each other at a grdoggroup live streaming
session where each individual student introduced themselves and where
the lecturers announced the theme and configuration of the project. The
theme of this main project and the final theatre performance wte
impact of digital communication on human interactidfart of the activity

of the telecollaboration, then, i.enaving to brainstorm about the impact of
digital communication on human interactionsimultaneously represented
and echoed the theme of the telecollaboration itséis suchwhile digitally
communicating, the participants had to reflect on the implications of the
phenomenon of digital communication itself.

The research framework of theain study was also similar to that of the
pilot study: again, two cohorts of students telecollaborated for a period of
approximately six weeks in writing a digital theatre play together that
would be performed simultaneously through live gretapgroup nteractive
mediaat both ends of the globe.

2.4.1Tasks

The data from the pilot study showed that the type of tagoth the jokes
task and the control task would yield enough useful and interesting data
for analysis in both types of computarediated communication modes.
The jokes taskemained unchanged. The ThiAgsPocket task, however,
was tweaked by adding the target words for the items on the native
speaker task sheets. The reason for this was that during the pilot project
the pictures on the niwve speaker task sheet were not always clea.g. a
pearl earring would be labelled as a fish hook (§able 8above). Also, the
native speaker did not always come up with the target word as intended by
the researcher, e.g. a low frequency item sucltiagxhet hookwvas referred

to as the higher frequency itelknitting needle In order to avoid confusion
and to make sure that the target items would be recognized and
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communicated with the right word, the target word was added tee th
picture on thetask sleet of the native speaker

Table 11: Example of items on native speaker task shieeiet words have been
added to the pictures

Bobby pins Tassle

2.4.2Loss of data

Unfortunately, failing technology and the overall absence of support from
technical staff due to faculty reorganisations resulted in loss of some video
call data. Although all participants had performed the tasks, not all video
call sessions turned out toave been recorded. For the sake of reliability of
the data, however, we could not ask the participants to do the same task
again. For the main project, thereforthe video call recordeprogramme
Vodburner© was replaced bySkypeCal©, which, as no moralata were

lost, turned out to be more reliable.

Some data were excluded from analysis because of communication
problems with the Australian students. Some native speakers had not found
the task in their inbox but did not indicate this as such, so thearder
would not discover this until the recordings were analyée®ther native
speakers had not read the instructions carefully enough and would, for
instance, avoid nmaing the item during the Thingga-Pocket task because
they assumed they were not aliled to.

Nevertheless, because this research project does not rely on quantitative
methods butfocuses on detailed, qualitative analysis of relatively small
groups of participant interactionghe loss of data has not influenced the
outcomes of the resealcstudies.

" This occurred twice and only during the jokes task.
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Chapter3

Video call or chat? Negotiation of meaning and issues
of face in telecollabration®

3.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the findings of a study into second language (L2)
learner initiation of negotiation of meaning during two modes of <ae

one synchronous computenediated communication: video call and real
time chat. The aims of this study were trwagnine the relationship between
negotiation configurations and the type of synchronous mode of computer
mediated communication, i.e. to investigate if and how the digital mode of
reaHlife communication affects the ongoing interaction in a language
learning environment; whether any consistent patterns can be observed for
each mode of communication, and what causes these occurring patterns.
Dyads consisting of undergraduate native and -native speakers of
English carried out an H&arning task using botkideo call and redaime

text chat. The data transcripts of the video call sessions and ebatiptsg

were coded for negotiation of meaning episodes, and analysed for learner
initiated signals of nownderstanding.

It is important to consider and invigate the possible effect of both these
synchronous computemediated communication modes on the dynamics
of interaction, asreattime, oneto-one digital interactionis implemented
more and more in educational language learning environments. The digital
platforms that are now available within most educational contexts in many
parts of the world facilitate communication and collaboration beyond
institutional constraints and national boundaries and provide educators
with the possibility to create digital comunication environments and
forums Belz 2004Kramsch 1987Prior & Johnson 2011; Prior & van der
Laaken 2009; Thorne 200®/arschauer 1996, 1997Linking up students
from different parts of the globe, which used to be an expensive and-time
consuming dbrt involving plane trips and youth hostelsas technically
speaking, become a matter of acquiring the right equipment and

2 This chapter in adapted form was published earlievas der Zwaard, R., & Bannink, A.
(2014). Video call or chat? Negotiation of meaning and issues of face in telecollaboration
System44, 137-148.
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downloading the appropriate software: interactive computeediated
communication (CMC) technologies in the L2 classroom give dgegu
learners the opportunity to collaborate with native speakers of the target
language without leaving their classrooms (Guth & Helm 2010; Guth &
Marini-Maio 2010; Lamy & Goodfellow 2010; Thorne & Reinhardt 2008).

3.2Issues in ComputeMediated Communiction

Research studies have claimed a number of benefits of comugeliated
communication, especially in studies comparing written digital interaction,
such as text chat, and traditional fate-face interaction. Beauvois (1992)
indicated that participats communicating through texthat generally
showed more motivation and produced a richer lexicon due to the-non
threatening and comparatively anonymous mode of chat communication.
Other studies comparing written computenediated communication and
non-digital faceto-face interaction confirmed that text chat generally
yielded higher learner participation and more equal footing; particularly
because the participants felt less communication pressure (Abrams 2003;
Chun 1994, 1998; Condon & Cech 192@jermuh 1998, 2001; Freiermuth

& Huang 2012; Freiermuth & Jarrell 208&Im 1992; Kern 1995; Kern et al.
2008; Meunier 1998;Warschauer 1997)More recent studies, however,
have found contradictory results. In a study comparing the effectiveness of
different types of digital and nowligital realtime communication, including
video call as the digital equivalent of fatmeface communication, Yamaha
and Akahori (2007) report that communication and comprehension through
video call was the most successhdcausethe participants felt reassured

08 G(GKS LINBaSyOoS 27
OHAMHU F2dzy R GKI G

GKSANI LI NIYSNEQ AYI3ISo
GKS FT@FrAtlFoAtAGE 2F (K

communication creates an awareness of social presence and enhances a
more activeand effective communication in an{e2vironment.

3.2.1 Chat and video call: differences and similarities

The two types of ongo-one synchronous computenediatedcommunication

¢ reaktime chat and video calk differ in various ways (see Table)12
Naturally, chat sessions are based on written texts, meaning that a message
needs to be typed and can be modified and reviewed before it is sent off.
This makes tuntaking slower and more deliberate than in a video call,
which resembles facw-face convers@on in that it involves both audio

YR @A&adzdf AYyF2NX¥IGAZ2Yy SEOKIy3Sy
YR KSINJ SFOK 2GKSNRa @2A0Sad Li
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and nonverbal features of communication and can be said to suffer from
WieNl yye 2F &4dz00Saarz2yQ o6[ SSOK 3 { K2 NIi H N
sentences that have been uttered can be modified but never erased.

Table 12: Comparing interaction through eteeone chat and video calling

Oneto-one written chat Video calling

Textbased: activity of typing and Audiovisual: activity of speaking and

reading listening

Intentional emotions through (Un)intentional emotions

emoticons

Non-adjacent discourse patterns Sequential/adjacent discourse patterns

No image of counterpart Image of counterpart (cyber fade-face)

Slow turntaking: time to encode and Turni I { Ay 3 W& dzZF FSNAR Q

decode messages succession (Leech & Short 2007): words o
sentences that have been uttered can be
modified but never erased, and call for
immediate reaction.

Saved messages No log of saved messages

There ae also similarities. Botmodesof synchronous computemediated

communication have a significant common denominator: the

communicative event is live, which means that messages aredeicand

decoded during interaction in real time. Even though chatting is based on

written text, it is still regarded as a speelike modality because messages

are sent back and forth duringre@lA YS 02 YYdzyAOF GARYY | aO2y @S
af 26 Y20ABMI8: 0BSHdEdAIG 6SNBEX 2NJ al ljdzA SG LI
Carlson from The Simpsons explains the phenomenon of written digital

communication to Homer (cited in Pasfiedgofitou 2012: 5).

3.3 Computermediated communication and L2 learning

3.3.1Negotiation ofmeaning in computemediated communication

Negotiation of meaning can be defined as a series of conversational turns
usually initiated by the learner. Due to namderstanding, the
conversational flow is interrupted and an interactional repair sequence is
started, aimed at reaching shared understamg and solving the
breakdown in communication. It is claimed to promoalt2 acquisition,
mainly because it forces learners to check and clarify utterances before the
flow of meaningful interaction can continue. Since the early 1980s
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negotiation of meanindpenefits for LAearning in the nordigital classroom

have been widely investigated (Ellis 2003; Gass & Mackey 2007; Mackey,
Abbuhl & Gass 2012; Long 1980, 1982; Mackey, Varonis & Gass 1985a,
1985b; Nakahama, Tyler & van Lier 2001; Oliver 2002; Pica 1992,

1994; Pica, Young & Doughty 1987). More recently, the development of
network-based language classrooms and digital platforms has opened up a
new arena of negotiation of meaning research.

Studiesin this field generally investigate one type of digicommunication,

such as redlive chat (Bower & Kawaguchi 2011; FernanGezcia &
MartinezArbelaiz 2002; Kitade 2000; Kotter 2003; Lee 2001, 2009; Shekary
& Theririan 2006; Tudini 2003, 2007), or voice chat (Kenning 2010; Kitajima
2013). Other studiescompare nordigital or traditional facdo-face
interaction to chat (Chen & Wang 2008; Freiermuth 2001; Freiermuth &
Jarrell 2006; Smith 2003a; Smith 2003b; Warschauer 1997; Yanguas 2010),
or asynchronous (e.g. email) to synchoos computermediated
interaction (Abrams 2003; Perez 2003; Sotillo 2000; Stockwell 2010). To our
knowledge, no extensive research has been done into-torene video
calling, or into comparing negotiated interaction in eteeone chat and
video calling in a language learning enmireent. We may therefore
conclude that, dhough Stockwell (2010) claims that different modes of
computermediated communication directly influence how learners express
and communicate their ideas, research on the effect of different modes of
computermedided communication on the interaction between native
speakers and nocnative speakers, and ultimately on the -learning
processjs still in its infancy and remains, as yet, largely unexplored.

3.3.1.1 The Varonis and Gasonel

The Varonis and Gass modélnonunderstandings (19853 widely used to
assess episodes of negotiation of meaning and has also been applied to
digital L2learning (Smith 2003b; Wang 2006; Yanguas 2010). The model
claims that negotiation of meaning episodes can be divided intornvan

parts: a trigger and a resolution:

TRIGGER RESOLUTION
TA IA RA RR

A TRIGGERT) during interaction,is considered to be any part of the
discourse that prompts nceaonderstanding on the part of the hearer.
During theRESOLUTIQNhe nondzy RSNE G yRAY 3 SLIAaA2RS

Aa

puli

u»
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INDICATOR(]) is the episode in which the hearer signifies the hon

understanding, arresting the progression of the conversation. This leads to

a RESPONSR) of the speaker to the indication of neimderstanding. The

final prime is theREACTION TO RESPO(RS¥ uttered by the hearer (and

initiator of the negotiated routine), which usually marks the end of the

negotiated routine, i.e. the nomnderstanding has been resolved and the

flow of the discourse eacontinue. Examples of RRG § SN} yOS&a I NB Wh{l &Q:
aSSQs WIHENAIKGQEZ 2N WL dzy RSNERGOlI yYRQ®d ¢KSe& |
to the dominant interaction. An example of the ol at work is given in

Tablel3

Table 13: Varonis and Gass model with datd observation from study under

discussion.

Turn | Participant Coding

1. NS ¢KSNBEQ& | ¥ A 3d] TRIGGER)

2. NNS A what? INDICATOR)

3. NS ' FAIdzZNB X f A || RESPONEB)

4. NNS Alright. REACTION TO RESPOREE

5. NS The figure is British Interaction has popped
back up.

In Table 13the wordfigure as expressed by the native speaker during the

interaction serves as thigigger of the negotiation episode. The narative

aLISIH 1 SNDA& 4&dzo &S| dashyitd> s&ed tindicatatiiat theS LI & 2 F  f
meaningful interaction, i.e. the horizontal flow of the communication is

temporarily suspended. The native speakespondsto the indicator by

elaborating on thetrigger in order to solve the nomnderstanding. With

thenony I G A @S & LISI | S Wigat> (BE), (tHe MatiyeGReaker T ¢
presumes that the negotiation episode has come to an end and proceeds

the interaction.

3.3.2 Negotiation of meaning and issues of (loss of) face

As discussed abové,2 acquisition research claims that negotiation of
meaning is beneficial for the language acquisition process. In other words,
the more languagdearners engage in negotiated episodes, the better; or,
the more they indicate nomnderstanding, the better. Athe Varonis and
Gass model illustrates, negotiated interaction relies on one of the
interactants starting up the negotiation for meaning by indicating -non
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understanding, resulting in a sequence of correction, repair or
abandonment.

From a socianteractive perspective, however, initiating negotiation of
meaning is a dispreferred repair sequence: in most situations people,
whether they are language learners or not, prefer to wait for their
interlocutor to resolve the trouble source rather than to explicilgk for
clarification or explanation (Schegloff, Jefferson & Sacks 1977; Schegloff
2000). This systematic preference for saifrection is closely related to the
O2yOSLIi 2F WFIOSQ 6. NRgYy 9 [SOAyaz2zy mMpryX
WagnerGough & Hatie (1975), who criticized language research paradigms
that isolated use of language from meaning, and Block (2003), who stresses
that SLAresearch would benefit from a sociallyformed paradigm,
Reinhardt (2008) calls for a synthesis of both the transaatio
interactionist approach and the soetmgnitive approach to the analysis of
negotiation of meaning, including issues such as face and solidarity.

In studies into interaction between native and roative speakers, then,
we will need to concede that inegotiation of meaning episodes there are
two forces at work: the social force of not wanting to admit to non
understanding due to issues of face, or what Erving Goffr(e859)
qualifiesast A YLINB & a4 A 2 Yy 193 X/ahdhSagibrignied-forde of
having to negotiate for meaning in order to finish a learning task
successfully (Bannink, 2002).

Hence, the questions addressed in this study are if and how these issues are
manifest in a digital setting when studying online interaction and how these
forces ae negotiated in different digital settings.

3.4. The research project: design and methodology

This study is part of a larger digital tasksed grougio-group collaboration
project between two cohorts of Dutch and Australian students working
together viaa variety of digital platforms, both asynchronous (email,
Facebook, wiki) and synchronous (live chat, -tmene video calling and
groupto-group video call. This intensive, interculturatollaboration took
place for the duration of one academic semesterd resulted in a 50
minute groupdevised, digital theatre play that was performed to audiences

? Goffman (1959) compares the human self to a theatwhen we interact we are on stage
where we have to put on a performance; when we do not interact we arateffje, in the
wings where we do not have to worry about impression management.



Video call or chat? 73

on both sides through live interactivevideo callmedia. Specifically, the
data derive from the on¢o-one task that formed an intrinsic part of the
groupto-group collaboration project’ In other words, the task was
embedded in an authentic grodp-group tasklearning situation with a
real contextualized collaborative outcome of the digital performance. The
goal of this study was not revealed to the partigipa

3.4.1 Research questions

The following research questions will be addressed:

1. How does the nature of the synchronous digital medium influence
negotiated interaction? Are there significant differences in patterns
of negotiation of meaning in online chanhd video call during one
to-one interaction between native and namative speakers?

2. Do social constraints, such as second language communication
apprehension due to issues of (loss of) face, influence negotiation
of meaning episodes in online chat anded call during on¢o-one
native speakenon-native speaker interaction? And if so, how?

3.4.2Patrticipants

The participants in this study were 16dergraduate students: eight nen
native and eight native speakers of English. The-mattive speakers were
Dutch firstyear undergraduate students between 18 and 20 years of age.
All had Dutch as a first language and a similar background in English
language education at secondary school (comparable to an International
Baccalaureate Program Diploma); their peadncy level in English can be
considered as advanced. The natimeaking participants were thirgear
Australian undergraduate students of Drama and Educatidone of the
participants had ever telecollaborated on a etmeone level in an
educational cotext before.

3.4.3 Task design: choices and considerations

A task on cultural humour was developed that would warrant -non
understanding by the nonative speaker, even at an advanced proficiency

% Most L2research projects are classified as either classrbased or experimental
laboratorybased, the settings of which may influence research findiGgs$ et al 2005
Although the participants of this research study carried out the tasks in a computer lab after
regular class time, due to its embedding into tlaegler ongoing groupo-group project it
should still be considered as classrobased research.



74

level. In order to recognize potentially different negotmti patterns in
both modes of interaction, a number of jokes was selected that were so
culturally specific that even a native speaker of English ofAwstralian
origin would have to engage in negotiation of meaning in order to
understand. In other wordghere was a near certainty that the nerative
speaker would have tinitiate negotiation of meaning in order to reach
mutual understanding.

The task required the participants to devise a dramatic scene in which a
Dutch immigrant, who had just arrived Australia, is initiated into typically
Australian humour and jokes. The ideas generated for this scene would be
included in the final script of the digital theatre performance the groups
were in the process of creating. Each participant was gfeen jokes on

their task sheets: Australian jokes for the Australian students é@ample

in Table 14below); Dutch jokes for the Dutch ones. The students were
instructed to start the task by exchanging their jokes and by comparing and
contrasting Dutch and Austiian humour

Table 14: Examples of Australian jokes that Australian native speakers had to
communicate to Dutch nenative speakers.

Joke 1

A Pom, fresh off the plane at Sydney airport, is trying to negotiate Australian
customs. Finally, when it's Hisrn to get his passport stamped, the customs
officer (C.0.) starts rattling off the usual questions:

C.0.:How long do you intend to stay?

POM: 1 week.

C.Q: What is the nature of this trip?

POM: Business.

C.Q: Do you have any past criminal con\acis?

POM 1 didn't think we still needed to!

Joke 2

Q: How do you know if you're a bogan?
A: You let your 15 year old daughter smokete dinner tablex
XAY FTNRYyG 2F KSNJ 1ARa®
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3.4.4Procedures

Over a period of several weeks a total@ght dyads of native and nen
native speakersn(= 16) carried out the task. Participants were unknown to
their overseas counterparts, apart from the occasional glimpse of each
other on the screen during the plenary sessions. The-mative speakers
conduced the task from the university computer lab (the researchers were
present in case of technical calamities and to monitor tiomegtask, but
were not within hearing distance). Due to the time difference between
Australia and The Netherlands, the native akers participated from their
home computers. Both the native speakers and the -native speakers
were given the task without preparation time and without specific
instructions other than those provided on the tasheet itself. The
participants were nogiven a specific time limit beforehand, although some
dyads were told by the researchers to finish the task after an hour.

The task each dyad performed was divided into two: the first half of the
task was performed through livehat, the second half thragh video call, or

vice versa. In other words, each dyad needed to communicate through both
modes of synchronous computerediated communication in a
counterbalanced desigihe Skype® video call sessions were recorded with
Vodburner®, a licensed program ialn allows clear splscreen visual
recordings of both participants, for transcriptions and analysis of-non
linguistic features (e.g. gestures, body language, facial expressions). The
Skype® chat sessions were conducted through Skype accounts created
especially for the research study; Skype automatically saves the chat scripts
(including intervals of time between tustaking)® which can be accessed

for analysis.

3.5 Data analysis

The data collected for this study consists of approximately eight hours of
transcripts of recorded audigideo communication sessions, and pranits

of oneto-one chat scripts from eight chat sessions. They offer examples of
negotiated interaction in vide call and in chat from two different jokes as
communicated by different dyadsThe negotiated routines have been
coded for negotiation of meaning according to the Varonis and Gaskel

of non-understandingg1985), and the turns, including pauses in vidall,
have been numbered. Expressions of w@mbal, prosodic and

% This feature is important when conducting research into negotiated routines, since a
lengthy interval between turns could be noted as an indication ofmaterstanding.
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paralinguistic communication have been added in the observations
32
column:

The data comprised of transcripts and chat scripts of the interactions of the
following four task activities:

1. getting to know each other;
2. exchanging jokes;
3. general discussion;

4. brainstorming for scenes for the digital theatre project, based on
activities 2 and 3.

For this study only the learnénitiated negotiated interaction from activity

2 (exchanging jokes) wasleeted, mainly because this was the stage of the
task where the core information had to be exchanged, and where the
stakes of (not) starting up negotiation of meaning were high, especially for
the nonnative speakers; if the joke was not understood, theirse and
outcome of the entire task could be affected.

35.1. Datal and 2

In examplesl1 and 2 below, the Australian native speaker communicates
two different jokes to the Dutch L2 learner. Bgtkes have similar lexical
triggers¢ boganand pom® ¢ and are negotiated by the same dyad during
the same taslsession: example 1 through video call; example 2 through
chat.

Example 1: Dyad 1; video call; bogan joke

Turn | Speaker | Video franscript and observations

1. NS Ok. Question: how do you knovéif2 dzZQNB | 623

2. NNS What?S& A G F3F Ay d [clutéhesdzt Ry Qi
headphoneg

3. NS I 25 R2 @2dz {y26 AT @&2dzQNB

4, NNS 2Kl GQa | 623k yK

5. NS {2YS2yS GKIG NBlIffe KFa y2

Ca2NJ GKS &l 1S 2F aAYLIEAOAGES Fff LI NIAOALIYyGA F NB
% Although most norAustralian native speakers of English do not know the wmydan

either because of its cultural specificity, to a noative speaker of EnglighoganiA & W2 dza (i Q

another word they are unfamiliar with, like the wopdmin the succeeding joke.
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fA1S GKFG X

6. NNS [laughs]

7. NS X YR (KX[paugad 6 SNJ A &

8. NS X @2dz f §ear2& RdzIYNepl S G GKS
[pause]

9. NNS [laughs]

10. NS X AY FNER y[émpkadizedeG NJ {1 A Ra

11 NNS 2 2 ¢ [NNS fidgets and bites on his fingglaughs out loud
agairj

12. NNS PENRIKG X LQ@S 320 I NBIff

13, NS OK

In Example 1, the negotiation routine is started up by the -native
speaker in Turn 2. He indicates, both verbally and-wenbally, that he
encounters channel trouble, which results in romderstanding<(clutching
headphones with both hands and leaning towards the screen) What? Say it
3 Ay ® L O2dBeRayise the rordivéldpeaedappears to be
blaming technology for his nemnderstanding, the native speaker responds
by repeating thetrigger without providing any new input. This is an
adequate responsetotheneyil G A @S & LISH { SND&a GdzZNyY KS Aa vy
f S84 AYT2NYIGAGS (KFy ySOSaal NBE OWYFLEAY 27
however, the nomative speaker indicates namderstandng for a second
time, this time with an explicit, unambiguous indicator that he encounters
lexical trouble: ¢ KI (0 Qa > Thé Aafve yspeaker reacts with a
definition of the trouble source in Turn 5, and leaves a short pause (Turn 6),
presumably to give the nenative speaker a chance to respond. When this
does not happen, the native speaker pops back up to the dominant
interaction and continues with the joke in TurnAt the end of Turn &he
native speaker inserts another pause. This can be regarded as the drum roll
before the punch line, as indicated paralinguistically on the taslktsivih

three dots (see Table )4Thenon-native speaker, however, thinks the
silence marks the end of the joke, or punaieliand starts to laugh (Turn

9).

This laughter can be interpreted as a strategy to save his own face (in case
of nonunderstanding), or alternatively, as a strategyste the face of the
native speaker (in case of understanding). However, whether the- non
native speaker pretends to understand or genuinely thinks this is the end of
the joke, the short silence in Turn Bnmediately fdbwed by his laughter in
Turn 9seams to be an expression of negotiation of fagsocially desirable
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or appropriate behaviour in order to avoid loss of fagerather than

negotiation of meaning, or taskppropriate response. The alternative

would have been for the nenative speaker taot laugh and either to wait

for the real punch line, or to indicate namderstanding for a third time in

a very short stretch of discourse. However, despite the fact that negotiating

for meaning would be in the interest of the ongoing interaction, the task

and the telecollaboration project, it is significantly absent. In his turn, the

native speaker seems to guard the ngrr G A @S & LISl {1 SNR& Tl OS 06:¢
explicitly stating it was not the punch line; instead, he proceeds to delive

the real punch line in Turn 10

In Turn 11the nonnative speaker laughs for a second time, once again

indicating that he has understood and appreciated the joke. But the non

YIGAGS a LI8duidtis sairiinegsdigheting and biting his fingey

could well be interpreted as aaxpression of discomfort as he probably

realizes all too well that his premature laughter gave away that he was

avoiding loss of face (i.e. covering up his fumerstanding by laughter)

rather than negotiating for meaning in the interest of the interaantio

Similarly, the native speaker does not commentonthegon G A @S & LISt { SN &
untimely laughter nor does he attempt to explicitly check whether mutual

understanding has been reached, i.e. whether the -native speaker has

understood the joke. Instead, hehows solidarity with the nonative

speaker by concurring (ifurn130 A GK KA & O2dzy i SNLI NI Q& NI
suggestion to move on to the next task elemenfTurrs 11 and 12<Wow

X FENRIKG X LQ@S 3F2G | NBlLffe f2y3a 2218

When we compare example 1 tx@mple 2¢ same dyad, different mode
we see a similar lexicaligger ¢ the word pom ¢ but a markedly different
negotiation pattern.
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Example 2: Dyad 1; cHgtpom joke

Turn | Messenger | Written chat script

1. NS [10:18:13]A pom fresh off theplane at Sydney airport, is
trying to negotiate Australian customs. Finally, when its
his turn to get his passport stamped, the customs offic¢
starts rattling off the usual questions:

2. NS [10:18:30]C.O.: How long do you intend to stay?

3. NS [10:18:40]Pom:1 week

4. NS [10:18:57]C.O.: What is the nature of this trip?

5. NS [10:19:06]Pom:Business

6. NS [10:19:28]C.0O.Do you have any past criminal
convictions?

7. NS [10:19:45PomY L RARY QG GKAYy1l L

8. NNS [no reponse]

9. NS [10:20:11]It was so long and not very funny

10. NNS [10:20:17]It made me laugh

11. NNS [10:20:21]Well, laugh

12. NNS [10:20:30]! justed” pushed some air through my nose
hahaahah

13. NS [10:20:40]Really | only liked the end part

14, NNS [10:20:45]Yeah, me too

15. NNS [10:20:50]. dzii 6Kl G4 Q& | LIRY SEI

16. NS [10:21:04]A british person

17. NNS [10:21:07]Ahaa

18. NNS [10:21:11]And why is it called a pom?

WX 8

25. NNS Do they only use the word in Australia?

27. NNS Interesting WOl dza S L Q@S ySOHSNI K

In turns 1 to 7, the native speaker feeds the naative speaker short

chunks of the joke, ultimately taking seven turns to get to the final punch

line and giving the nonative speaker time to process and digesth line.
A socially appropriate response to the joke by the mative speaker,

however, remains significantly absent: what follows is a pause of 26
seconds. The next turn (9) is taken by the native speaker, who ends the
uncomfortable silence with a matcomment. Possibly in an attempt to

save both his own face and that of his counterpart he makes a disparaging

% gelling and grammatical errors in the chat transcripts have not been coddoteerrors.
* None of the chat scripts have been corrected for spelling or grammatical errors.
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remark 4ong and not very funriyabout the joke itself. This is followed by a

response on the part of the nemative speaker, stretched out ovénree

turns. The first turn ¥ made me laugh> (Turn 10) is followed by a

qualifying wvell, laugh 6 ¢ dzNyy MmO ® ¢ KS dzawellQ2 AR yi KS RA&a02
the second turn suggests additional information about the laughter is about

to follow (Jucker 1993), lich is what happens in the thirdirn 4 justed

pushed some air through my nose hahaah@élern 12). This sequence of

GdzNya aSSyvya (G2 AYLXe& F3INBSYSyid ALK (GKS ylI
the joke as not being very funny. The next two turns of the exghaneld

even more evidence for this interpretation. When, in Turn 13, the native

speaker modifies his response fromot very funny> (Turn 9o the more

detailed «eally | only like the end pakt the nonnative speaker responds

with an affirmative yeah, me too> (Turn 14).

Still, the nonnative speaker could be in over his head here; he has joined
his counterpart in an evaluation of the joke and has therefore claimed
understanding. In view of example 1 above, it is safe to say that, had this
interaction taken place through video call, this may well have rounded off
the interaction about thepom-joke. From a negotiation of face point of
view, nonnative speaker has passed the point of no return here since it
would be inappropriate to start up negotian of meaning after having
already communicated understanding. However, in the next number of
turns, the nonnative speaker does suddenly start up a negotiation routine
about the wordpom; implicitly revealing that, in the previous turns, he only
pretended to have understood and appreciated the joke, since without
understanding the wordpom the joke is perplexing. As opposed to the
video call session, where the narative speaker explicitly indicated not to
know what aboganwas, but left the native spe&kNX2& O NA ST SELX Iyl GA2Y
what it was, during the chat session he pushes down mosty<s it called

a pom?> (Turn 18) anddo they only use the word in Australia¥Turn 25).

As an ultimate reaction to response, in Turn 27, the -native speaker
admits never to have heard the word before.

So there are marked differences in the way nomerstanding and the
subsequent negotiation of meaning trajectories evolve in these data. Since
we hypothesize that the specific mode of communication plays an
important role here, we need to bring in different dyads to find out if the
differences corroborate our hypothesis and are genuinely systematic.
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3.5.2Data3and 4

In examples 3 and 4 below, thmganjoke is negotiated by two different
NSNNS dyads. In exampldf8ough video call; in example 4 through chat.

Example 3: Dyad 2; video call; bogan joke

Turn Speaker| Video transcript and observations

1. NS L R2y Qi GKAY]l X L R2yQil 1Yy
2. NNS OK[nods]
3. NS H2g R2 @2dz lapca@? A F & 2 dzONDB
4, NNS LT &2dzQNBE | oK
[leans towards the camera]
5. NS A bogan
6. NNS [frowns ¢ does not utter a responge
7. NS LiQa || @SNEB f2¢SNJ Ofl aa ! dz
8. NNS Oh, ok
L QY Xjbrilésc shakes head]
9. NS You let your 1iyearold smoke athe dinner table in front of
her kids
10. NNS Yeah. Ok. Yedlaughs, nods and smiles]
11. NS {2 @SIFKXI 6S YIS ¥Fdzy 27F 2d;

I KdzAS LI NI 2F 2dzNJ 22154 |
the language, it makes it hard get the joke.

12. NNS . S I Keah{looks away from the camera; fidgets with sca

Thenative speaker opens with a psaquence (Levinson 1988) Turn 1 <I

R2y Qi 0KAY] X L R2y Q& whigfi andkesindn & 2 dzQf f dzy R
understanding lestacethreatening for his nomative speaker counterpart.

The nonnative speaker responds affirmatively with a continuer (Schegloff

1982) OK> (Turn 2), encouraging his interlocutor to proceed. The native

speaker then poses the question of the first parttbé joke to the non

native speaker without giving away the answer, as would be expected in

the context of the type of joke during fage-face discourse: kow do you

1y26 AT @& 2xAnNBomativecspeakeryekcts by echoing part of

the triggersentence, without thetriggeritself: < ¥ @& 2 dzQTWS ishn XK B

ambiguous indicator of neonderstanding that could either mean channel

trouble (as in:L K| @Sy)i lexiah traute (as in:l< KI @Sy Qi

understoodh 0 @ ¢ KS yI 0AGS &%) §h&wDat hdlBalLl2yasS o¢
interprets the echo ag the less face threatening channel trouble: rather
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than rephrasing or expandifyon the word bogan the native speaker

merely repeats the word and leaves it at that. The yoh G A S & LISt 1 SNDa
frowning in Turn 6can be interpreted as a neverbal indicator of non

understanding and an invitation to repair, which shows that this response

has not solved the problem. The native speaker now understands that the

problem source is lexical, and what follows (Turn 7) isféettual response

OWY2RAFASR AWM O@T H 2P9SINBply Mot Of F aa ! dza i
NEBaz2t dSa (GKS AYyAGAL € GNRdzof S &2dz2NOS® b2g )
F2204Ay3Q 6+ NRPyAd 3 DIFaa mpypo KFa o60SSy O
pops back upo the dominant interaction of the tasht-hand: the telling of

the joke. The nomative speaker plays by the rules of the Qfke genre

by indicating in Turn 8 both verbally. QY ¥ @hdi noixerbally (shaking

head) that he does not know the answer. @hin Turn 9, the native

speaker communicates the punch line in one go, the-native speaker

laughs and nods (Turn 10) and utters a reaction to respoaak. OK.

Yealr but does not push down any further. In Turn 11 the native speaker

seems to wonder wéther or not the nonnative speaker has actually

understood the joke, and utters a met@mmment as an implicit invitation to

indicate nonunderstanding in addressing the relationship between

understanding language and understanding a joke. The -native

LIS 1 SNRna o Samllrdsponse Ris eyadivegq @ S K X &SFK XB

while looking away from the camera and fidgeting with hair and scarf in

Turn 11¢ is more difficult to mark as taskppropriate than as face

appropriate response. Despite the native spe8 NQ& A Y LI &t@A G Ay Q@A G (A 2
pre-sequence in Turn 1 and the metamment in Turn 11the non-native

speaker does not continue to negotiate for meaning. In short, after two

taskappropriate nonnative speakeindicators of norunderstanding

(Turns 4 and®), face concerns seem to have taken over, which has a direct

effect on the interaction.

In Example 4, a different dyad negotiates the same joke through chat.

% varonis and Gass (1985) list a number of responses ranging from least helpful (repeating
the trigger) to most helpful (rephrasing/elaborating).
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Example 4: Dyad 3; chat; bogan joke

Turn Messenger | Written chat script

1. NS (11:46:05vY |1 26 R2 @&2dz 1y26
A: You let your 15 yeanld daughter smoke at the
RAYYSNI GF6fS X Ay FNRYI
Awful joke

2. NNS (11:46:252 K 6 Q& + 623l yK

3. NS (11:46:48)This is hard to describe but a bogan is
essentially an Australian slob

4, NS (12:47:08)If you get that

5. NNS (11:47:21)s a slob a poor white trash person?

6. NS (11:47:27)Yep

7. NNS (11:47:50)Well, that was hilarious

As opposed to the native speakierExample 2, who sent the longomjoke

in manageable chunks, the native speaker in example 4 sends both the Q&A

part of the bogaroke and an evaluation é&wful joke} in one

conversational turn, rather than posing thguestionpart and awaiting

response’’ This could very well be due to the nature of the task itself,

which focuses on exchanging cultural jokes in a-tafnted environment

rather than a social environment. But it may also be due to the modality of

the chat medium itself: the student simply copied and pasted the entire

joke from the digital task sheet and sent it off. By unequivocally stating the

trouble source ¢ K I (1 Q& in Taum 3, lthy komative speaker pushes

the native speaker into the most hdlp of responses: a definition of the

trigger(<X | o623ty Aa S&asSyimTurh 8. &nstdad/of ! dza G NI € A | Y
waiting for the nory’ I G A @S A LISI { SNRA&A NBalLRyasSs GKS yl i
implicit invitation to negotiate for meaning 20 seconds lateif: you get

that> (Turn 4). The nenative speaker takes up the invitation by extending

the negotiation routine with a taskppropriate verification of the word

<slob> in Turn 6, thus adding an extra layer to the routine.

Like in chat Example 2, the noative speaker clearly sets out to get to the
bottom of this joke, which makes the ultimateaction to responsenore
convincing as an indication of understanding than taction to responses
after the punch line in Example 4n Turn 7, the nomative sped&er
comments on the humour of the jokenell, that was hilarious but does so
after a convincingly resolved negotiation routine.

% On thetasksheet there were no specific instructions on how to communicate the jokes.



84

3.6 Discussion and conclusions

The negotiated interactions in our data seem to be shaped and influenced
by the mode of commueation. Since all participants communicated
through both video call and chat during tas&rformance, the unique,
distinctive features of the specific mode of synchronous computer
mediated communication seem to model the pattern of negotiation of
meaningepisodes.

In our data, none of the chat participants pretended to understand a
potential trigger during the chat sessions. As opposed to the video call
sessions, negotiation of meaning wasre to the point and ultimately
resolved the trouble sourceAdditionally, the nornative speaker would
push down more by asking more detailed questions about the trouble
source. This pattern was consistent even though half of the participants
involved started the task through video call and carried out the second half
of the task through chat, meaning that they had met and seen each other.
The chatmedium seemed to offer what social anthropologist Kate Fox
(2004)0 1 f tSa Ad (f Kza A 2 Yy 123F Fok Wudtsatesvitislidea withd
the partition between priest and coagsor in a Catholic confessional box,
GAGK GKS LlaeoKz2lylfeaidQa O02dz0K FI OAy13
in a taxi; all create the illusion of relative anonymity, which makes for less
communication apprehension and more uninhibited communicatimis is
reflected in the different and ultimately more tasppropriate pattern of
negotiated interaction of the chat sessions.

[N
e
(0p))
N3

As opposed to the video call the chat participants were not confronted with

the ambguity of what Goffman (1959 O f f &essivéhéss af & LI

A Y RA AA4Rbicti consists of two fundamentally different kinds of sign

activity: conscious intentional expression that the individgises and non

verbal, unintentional expression that hgives off During the video call

sessions, both the native speaker and the wmative speaker had to

negotiate these complex, often contradictory sign activities in which the L2

learner would give verbal signs of understanding, but give off-vesbal

signs of confusion or neanderstandig. Interaction through chat, on the

20KSN) KFryRY ¥20dzaSa aiKS SyGANB o0dz2NRSy 27
OKI N} OG6SNEé O{YAOGK wHnnoY n10X HKAOK [ ff?2
unambiguous statements of (noonderstanding.

Although, in video call, the nemative speakers indicated nen
understanding several times, the negotiation of meaning sequence was
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aborted after an average of two indicators of nranderstanding of the

sametrigger. This resulted in unsuccessfulta@R YL SG A2y ® 2 KI 1 Q& Y2NEB,
a number of insinces negotiation of meaning was not started at all

although it was obvious that the nemative speaker could not have

understood the culturally specific joke. During video call the-native

speaker tended to pretend understanding by uttering a reaction

response that should be qualified as a covert reaction of -non

understanding, rather than as an overt reaction of understanding. This

pattern was discursively constructed: by gdiag their nonnative

O2dzy i SNLJ NIiQa TFF OS I YR ryosunde@andiigNRPy GAy3d GKS
the native speaker also acted in the interest of politeness and solidarity

rather than in the interest of the task.

Furthermore, in video call, the nemative speakers have no time to get
their bearings, do not see the trouble soureeviriting, and must respond
instantly. This concurs with the findings of earlier studies into-digital
faceto-face communication and chat messaging (Abrams 2003; Beauvois
1992; Condon & Cech 1996; Chun 1994, 193@jermuth 1998, 2001,
Freiermuth & Hang 2012; Freiermuth & Jarrell 200&glm 1992; Kern
1995; Kern, Ware & Warchauer 200@eunier 1998;Warschauer 1997),

but does not corroborate with e social presence theory of online
communication to assess human communication in a telecommunication
environment, originally developed as early as 1976 by Short, Williams and
Christie. They conceptualized social presence as the degree and awareness
of a state ofbeing therebetween two interlocutors during communication:
the higher the social presence dugicommunication the more efficient the
interaction (cf. Ko 2012; Yamaha & Akahori 2007; Yamaha 2009). In
contrast, in our studyt was found that the task performance through video
call tended to be more facappropriate than taskappropriate; trouble
sources and potential triggers tended to remain fuzzy and unresolved. The
intrusive webcam, registering and transmitting image as well as sound,
seemed to pose a threatening and daunting communication environment,
where issues such as politeness and potentads of face thwarted
successful task completion.

If we consider human interaction imd.2learning environment as a social

situation in which two forces operate simultaneousiynegotiating for

meaning is beneficial for language learning, but dispreRRrre A y | WNE |- f
g2NI RQ a20Alt SY@ANRYYSyhanwRoeyddve AaadzsSa 27
the conclusion that the participants in our data made different discourse
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decisions during chat and video call (cf. Freiermuth 2011). They tended to
orient to the taskappropriate force during chat, and to the face
appropriate, social force during video call. Due to the relative anonymity of
the chatmedium ¢ particularly because of the absence of audisual
registrationg L2learnerscommunicated more freely and weret so much
concerned with loss of faessues, which would have prompted them to
pretend to understand. This resulted in all tasks being completed efficiently
and successfully. During video call, however, in almost half of the
negotiated episodes, theon-native speakeRd FSIF NJ 2F f 23a

2 F
yIEGASS aLSFH1SNRa adoasSldSyd LRtAGSySa

stronger than the desire to finish the task successfully, leaving nearly half
the tasks unresolved or inconclusive.

In studies critical bnegotiation of meaning it is claimed that negotiation of

Tl

a

?O<
<

YSIyAy3 Ada FTNRGYSR dzll2y F & aGLISREFEI2IAONCE @

1986: 128); learners are hesitant in indicating a problem utterance during
task performance because it slows down the mation and makes them
look and feel inept and unsuccessful (Foster 1998). Similarly,ttfeeile
(2000) and Tudini (200Mote that it is important to acknowledge that
language learners do not always indicate problems simply because it would
disrupt the amgoing conversation. However, the findings of this study
suggest that the trajectory and outcome of the interactiorand whether

or not L2learners will indeed engage in negotiated interactignalso
depend on the constraints and affordances of the specihode of
communication. tl seems as thougfssues of (loss of) face, then, could be
taken quite literary: if the interactants do ngeeor heareach other during

live interaction, the nomative speakers seem less inhibited to indicate
non-understanding and hence start up negotiation of meaning more often
and more successfully.

-1,

C
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Chapter 4

Nonoccurrence of negotiation of meaning in task
basedsynchronous computemediated
communication®

4.1 Introduction

In the early 1980s, Long (1981) introduced tHateraction Hypothesi@
which claims that L2earning occurs by interacting with others and by
engaging in conversation modifications during a breakdown in
communication, particularly in interactions between native speakers and
non-native speakers. More than three decades later, Mackey et al. (2012)
observe in tleir overview of L2earning and the interactionist approach
GKFG AG Aa O2YY2yf e (A@QYS LG SWRe 20Nd QI G6KA KIS 240/
when learners and their interlocutors encounter some kind of
communicationbreakdown is beneficial for L2 d8v 2 LJY(8)yafidéthat

this input is more valuable for the language learning process than input
from textbooks (Hatch 1978; Long 1983; Mackey 1999).

4.2 Negotiation of meaning

One of the operatioalisations of the interaction hypothesis is the
negotiation of meaning episode, which is defined as a series of
conversational turns in which one of the interactants, usually the learner,

stops the conversational flow due to namderstanding and negotiates for

meaning in order to solve the breakdown in communicat(Long 1983;
Varonis& DI & & = Negotiation afY $il YAy 3¢ 2 JamyeSMNA H mddc
a metaphor for the sense making Ac@A & 2F G221 K LJ NIy SNE ¢

Over the yearsvarious proposals have been developed to asses®egss
of negotiation of meaningPerhaps the most influential of these has been
the model of norunderstandings for faceo-face interaction by Varonis
and Gass (1985). This model presupposes a-parb structure of
negotiation of meaning: &igger ¢ the source of the nomunderstandingg

% This chapter in adapted form was published earlieVas der Zwaard, R Bannink A.
(2016). Noroccurrence of Negotiation of Meaning in T&#sed Synchronous Computer
Mediated CommunicationThe Modern Language Journa00(3), 625640.
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and a RESOLUTION an indicator of norunderstanding by the hearer,
followed by a clarification of the trouble source by the speaker. Long (1981,
1983) names different types of indicators of nonderstanding, usually
performed in the turn after the troble source, such as clarification
requests, where the é¢arer requests assistance (seable 15), or
comprehension checks, where the hearer checks or seeksriwation of
understanding (seeable 16).

Table 15: Example of navative speaker clarificatiorequest

Turn | Speaker| Transcript

1. NS Did you get a Christmas hamper this year?

2. NNS 2 Kl iQa F KIF YLISNK

Table 16: Example of a norative speaker comprehension check

Turn | Speaker| Transcript

1. NS Did you get a Christmas hamper this year?

2. NNS Do you mean a basket with goodies?

The concept of negotiation aheaning became prominent in d€arning

paradigms in the preligital era and has since been apdlio taskbased

technologyenhanced learning environmentbpth through video call(Lee

2007; Monteiro 2014; Wang 2006; Yanguas 2010), andbased chat

(Blake 2000; FernélezGarcia & MartineArbelaiz2002; Kost 2008; Lee

HAnNnME HAATT hQw2dz2N]JS HanpT zFy )RSNI %gl | NR
48), however, has proposed some changeshe aiginal Varonis and Gass

modelto accommodate the specific constraints and affordances of written

chat,suchasneh R2 OSy i RA & 02 dzN& S it nedyotiaiiof Ny a G KIF G € S
NE dzii 48)S & ¢

Still, there is a substantial body of research into oegtion of meaning
claiming contradictory findings. There are studies reporting a high incidence
of negotiation of meaning, and confirming that the negotiation episodes
enhance comprehension and internalization of linguistic features, which are
claimed tobe beneficial for the languagearning process (Long 1981; Long
1985; Nakahama, Tyler & van Lier 2001; Pica 1991, 1992, 1994; Pica, Young
& Doughty 1987; Varoni& Gass 1985)Conversely, there are studies
claiming a low incidence ofegotiation of meamg in the LZlassroom,
criticizing negotiation of meaning as merely a research template that may
work in laboratory research conditions but not in the readrld setting of
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the L2classroom (Eckerth 2009; Foster 1998; Foster & Ohta, 2005; Slimani
Rols20p 0> FyR |aaSNIAy3a GKFG AdSLAa adG22 FNI:
0KS2NEE¢ 06C2a i S(hepsyapmpythdt musthidietactah®s add NJ

I & i NI (BBSY R Tl yaeL Ny Dredénd to understand and hope

for clues later in the interactionhiat will clarify the problem, rather than

thati KS& & OK S O19),li.e/ put the Discolifsd ah Holddy declaring
non-understanding. In his rdpA OF G A2y 2 F EdRetli R®BNa & i dzRe =
draws a similar conclusion. The main reason given for the ifyawt

instances of negotiation of meaning is that having to own up to-non

understanding during interaction emphasidesk of success, which can be

facethreatening and frustrating (Aston 1986; Foster & Ohta 2005). Slimani

Rolls (2005) found that learnetsnd to behave on the basis of social rather

than pedagogical motives mainly because having to display ignorance

during classroom interaction can jeopardize perab and social

relationships.

In addition, there are studies citing ideal and less idealrenments and
conditions for negotiation of meaning to take place. It has been argued that
negotiation of meaning is more likely to happen betweaon-native
speakers rather than between native speakensd non-native speakers
(Varonis &Gass 1985), duringequired information exchange tasks rather
than optional information exchangtasks (Foster 1998; Smith 2003), with
lexical items rather than grammatical morphology (Pica et al. 1993; Foster
1998); in small groups rather than dyads (Doughty & Pica, 1R6@&n &
McCreary 1986; Foster 1998; Eckerth 20@8) during written chat rather
than faceto-face video callVen der Zwaard & Bannink 2014).

Finally,as Foster an®hta point out (2005), the concept of negotiation of
meaning in SLA research seems to have shifted from communication
breakdown between learnerdo recasting in classroom situations where
repair is often initiated by the teacher or expert speaker. Irs tbiapter,
following Foster and Ohta (2005), we return the focus of negotiation of
meaning to (in our case, digital) dyadic interaction between participants.

4.3 Taskbased language teaching in digital settings

A major pedagogical paradigm within the Irdetion Hypothesis i$Fask

. FASR [ Iy 3dATELS, (Elis2006;Kdng 2 T5; Nunan 2004). The
processes and techniques involved in teaching a foreign language within a
taskbased learning environment have been reported on extensively over
the past few years (Adams 2009; Ellis 2003, 2009; Foster 2009; Galss et
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2005; Hampel 206; Nunan 2004; Samuda & Byg&@08; Seedhouse &

Almutairi 2009; Skehan 2001). The main tenet of 4as&ed language

GSIFOKAYy3 Aa GKIFG fFy3dzZ 3S aK2dzZ R 6S (GK2dzaAK(
rather than as sets of phonological, grammat and lexical items tbe

YSY2NRT SRé 0 bTtetasks that senva &6 the Badic units of the

learning curriculum should therefore focus on meaning and communication

rather than formalized use of language, i.e. the language involved should be

& &ifar to what goes on in unmonitored dag-RIF @ a2 OAl f Ay (i SND2 dzZNA
(Block 2003: 613 Nunan (2000RS¥AySa | {(GlFal la alF LASOS :
work that involves learners in comprehending, manipulating, producing or

interacting in the target language while @l attention is focused on

mobilizing their grammatical knowledge in order to express meaning, and in

which the intention is to convey meaning i KSNJ G KFy G2 YIFyALdzZ 4GS
(4). Ideally, then, while working on a task, language learners should be so

focused on the outcome that they are hardly aware of the fact that they are

practicing a foreign language in an institutional environment.

Over the past ten to fifteen years the development of tésised language

teaching has run parallel with the emergencedajital communication (Lai

& Li 2011; Motteram & Thomas 2010). Technoleghanced learning

environments thatare now available within the E&@assroom link up

language learners and native speakers of the target language, and provide

the opportunity to dgitally collaborate on taskdn his article on new

technologies and new literacies education, Kellner (20Q0calls the

technologicaRS @St 2 LIYSYy 4 Ay SRdzOl GA2Yy GGKS Yz2ad al
for education since the transition from oral to print anddk based

teaching (246).The importance of technologgnediated communication in

the classroom, and the digital aptitude and expectations learners bring to

class, makeA G Gy 2 f2y3ISNJ LI2aaAof S -bdased 4SS K2g (K
language teaching canproceed without greater consideration of

technologgY SRAF SR (lFala¢ 6az2dG§SNITY 3 ¢CK2YlIAZI H.
synchronous computemediated communicatiomodes could very weble

a new incentive for the taskased language teachimgradigm.

% Although taskbased language teaching (TBLT) is generally regarded as inherent to a
rejection of more traditional approaches of language teaching (Long, 1985; Skehan, 1998),
Ellis (®03, 2009) contends that they are not mutually exclusive and that a language learning
environment could be both meanifigcused and forrfocused.
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In our studywe argue that we must investigate data where negotiation
routines donot occur where it is expectedh order to give us a deeper and
more comprehensive inght into (digital) taskbased native speaketon-
native speakemteraction. Remarkably, althoughere are multiple studies
on nonoccurrence of facgéo-face learnedearner negotiation of meaning

in L2classroom settingsas previously discussed, only very few research
studies into synchronous computenediated communication (SCMC)
include these data(see Pellettieri 2000).This chapter attempts to
contribute to fillthis gap.

4.4 Hypothesis and research questions

The basic premise of the negotiation of meaninggoligm is that a trouble
sourceis followed by an indicator of nennderstanding as first move in

(and intiation of) a repair sequencand that there is a change of speaker
after the trouble source. We therefore propose that in the paradigm
trouble source and indicator are basically presented as an adjacency pair
(Sacks 1972): they ardtered by different speakers, in two separate turns
and the occurrence of the first (trouble source) part establishes a set of
expectations for the second (indicator) part, making this move conditionally
relevant (cf. Schegloff 1968). So, if rmeturrencedoes happen, i.e. if the
second turn of the adjacency pair is not realized, this absence is significant
and begs to be assessed.

In taskbased language teachingK S Y I Ay ONAGSNA2Y Aa GKIFG af
pragmatically to achieve some ndnA y 3dzA 8 GA O 2dzi O02YS¢ 069t f A&
Authenticcommunication seemt be the key word: ideally, E2arners are

a2 Ay@2f SR Ay (Gl al LISNF2NMayWaly (GKFG (GKSe
GKSe IINBE (GKSNB¢ o09fftAa HnNnnoY HpHOUD® LT GKA
learners will move away from the context of the institutional setting, where

AG Aa ljdzAGS Wy 2NX¥EFEQ F2NJ-appiépriately y 3dzZl 3S € S| N
(cf. Smith 2003) bwacknowledging notunderstanding and negotiating for

meaning.The formal institutional language learning framework will shift to

a more informal conversational framework, where a tolerance for

uncertainty is quite typical (cf. Bannink 2Q0Rirth & Wagner1996). In

these settings selorrection is the norm and othenitiation of repairq as

assumedn the negotiation of meaning modé& dispreferred (Schegloff et

al. 1977).

Therefore, we hypothesize thain some cases and under some
circumstances, the major parameters tdiskbased language teaching
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(language is used for meaning; tasks should be authentic; studéotsid
forget they are in a Lfearning setting) paradoxically hinder rather than
promote negotiation ofmeaning.

This leads us to the following research questions:

1. To what extent doeson-occurrence of negotiation of meaning
occur in and influence tadkased synchronous computenediated
communication between dyads of native and raative speakers,
in ca®s where negotiation of meaning is expected to occur?

2. How cannon-occurrence of negotiation of meaning in synchronous
computermediated communication be explained?

4.5 The study

4.5.1 Design and methodology

The study we report on here was anchored inigitdl taskbased grougo-
group collaboration project between two cohorts of Dutch and Australian
students working together on writing and creating a digital theatre
performance on Dutch immigration into Australia. A variety of digital
platforms was used,both asynchronous (email, Facebook, wiki) and
synchronous (live chat, orte-one video calling and grodp-group video
call) for a period of six weeks. &leurrent study focuses on thiatroductory
task (see (b) iMable ) that was performed by nativepeakerand nor
native speakerdyads as a first introduction to and part of the ensuing
telecollaboration projectThe nonnative students performed the task from
the university computer lab, each individual student in their own time slot;
due to the timedifference the Australian participants performed the task
from their home computers. Time on task was approximately one hour.
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Table 17: Outline of telecollaboration project

a) 60-minute groupto-group video callsession (teachers on both eng
report on the nature and scope of the telecollaboration project;
participants briefly introduce themselves).

b) Dyadicvideo call and chabsk performance: exchanging cultural joleewl
discussing cultural humows a bass for script writing (focus of this study

c) Multiple group tegroup and dyadic video callsessions (script writing
rehearsals)

d) Digital theatre performance

4.5.2Participants

The participants (N=32) consisted of two groupsimdergraduate students:

sixteen Dutch Humanities students taking a minor in advanced i&ngl

language acquisition, and sixted&wistralian Drena and Education students.

The students were randomlypaired to form nativespeaker/nonnative

speaker dyadsThe LZ2evel of all nomative speakerparticipants was

advanced, comparable to B2/C1 level according to the ¢HRBy were

FoftS G2 GaAYyGSNIXrOG 6AGK | RSINBS 2F 7FfdsSyoO
regular interaction with native speakers quite possible without strain for

S A K S NCoudkcildLE&répe 2001]

4.5.3Data

The data consist of approximately twelve hours wileo callrecordings,

and printouts of the written chat sessions. Theideo callsessions were
split screen recorded witkideo @ll recorder for Skype®©, transcribeahd
coded" for both nonnative speakeinitiated negotiation of meaning and
non-occurrence of negotiation of meaning. Observations of prosodic,
paralinguistic and nowerbal features of the interactions, such as body
language, facial expressions, intonati@and pauses, were added to the
transcript wherever deemed relevant. The chat script logs (as saved
automatically on Skype), include time between turns and the emoticons
that were used by the participants.

0 Common European Framework of References for Languages
4 Independently by two researchers
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4.5.4Task design

Desiging tasks for advancetd?learners that will provoke instances of
negotiation of meaning is a challenging enterpri$@r this study, we

decided on a task involving humour, due to its potentially high density of
triggers. Ludic language, or language play, is argued to be antiesgert

of advanced L2 proficiency (Cook 2000; Vandergriff & Fuchs 2008).

study on advanced L2arning, Byrnes (2012) observes that learners at this

t SOSt ySSR G2 0S GKAIKEE gl NB fy3adzr3S dza:
as a culturally embetkd system for making meaning$515) Following

Cook (2000), Broner andlarone (2001) argue that the more advanced,
proficient and mature the SLA learner, the more skilled they are in
participating in playful, or ludic, language talk. In her study into humio

thel20f  aaNRB2Y> . Stf ownndpv LINRLRAaSa GKIG akKd
excellent way for students to learn the vocabulary, syntax, semantics, and
discourse convet2ya 2F (KS {(24NHoStliadd$ thgt I dzZl I S ¢
G KdzY 2 dzN2 dz&a O 2 Y'Y dz¢ly\ ddinpliex & yth its SormS Bnidl NS Y

T dzy O (i(242) yWét surprisingly then, research into responses to humour

has indicated that failure to understand jokes has a greater impact on
hearers than not understanding other forms of discourse or speech acts

(Sack 1974; Bell 2013; Bell & Attardo 1993) since the hearer is afraid to be
exposed as humourless and culturally incompetent. If a joke falls flat for any
reason, the &ce of both speaker and heards severely threatened.

Therefore, to counterbalance the Ioknce of taskdesign on task
performance (cf. Breen 1987), we decided on atem group consistig of

six native speakenon-native speakedyads that performed a twavay task

of an entirely different category (and not involving jokes or humour). This

task leaned heavily onhe consensusuilding Thingsn- Pocket task as

developed by Samuda (2001), in which the participants have to exchange

the wish lists of fictitious characters and reach a consensus on one present

for each of their characters (cf. Smi2003).

4.5.4.1Jokes task

Each of the ten" native speaker participants was instructed to
communicate four jokes or riddles given on their task sheets: two through
Skypevideo calland two through Skype texiased chat (with the webcam
turned off). It was left up to the participants to decide who would start or in
what order the pkes would be exchanged. The noative speaker

“2 As indicated above, the other six native speakers would perform the control task.
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participants were also given four culturally specifickge to be
communicated to their Australian counterparts. The jokes were given in
Dutch so the nomative speakerdad to translate them during the live
interaction. Since we focus on narative speakeinitiated negotiation of
meaning only,the data from tis part of the exchange have been
disregarded for this study.

In the instructions for the participants the taskaw presentedas an
exchange of jokem order to compare and contrast cultural humour.

The participants were instructed to:

(a) introducethemselves and get to know each other (approximately 5
to 10 minutes);

b SEOKI y3IS 22184 +a |y AftfdAGNIGAZY 27F
(approximately 20 minutes);

(c) discuss (Australian/Dutch) humour in gezal (approximately 10
minutes);

(d) discuss if and howcultural humour could be used in their
collaborative script writing for the digital play (approximately1®
minutes).

Since the task was embedded in the institutional context of the
telecollaboration project, thejoke telling part of theexchange cleayl

RATFSNBR FNRY G(GKS Wy2N¥IfQ AyF2NN¥IfX O2y @S

humourous comments ra dropped unannounced. In our task, thekes
were contextially announced (Attardo, 1993), i.e. the participants were
aware of the fact that they would be exanging jokesAdditionally, the
participants were instructed that the task was to serve as a stepping stone
to the next stage of the teleclalboration project (see (c) ifable B). The
data inTable 17 a snapshot from the discussion part of the taslooé of

the dyads (after the jokes have been exchanged), illustrate this point. They
show that the jokes did indeed serve as relevammpts for discussion:
both the native speaker anthe non-native speakecomment on how they

can incorporate the jokes #y have just exchanged into the script and the
performance.
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Table 18: Example of how the jokes task is embedded in the script writing
telecollaboration project.

NS [11:06:39]

| also think, based even upon our conversation now, that there is hea
of stuff about miscommunication on skype that we can work with in ol
performances and especially with barriers between different cultural
coloquialisms

NS [11:07:15]
there are certain things about each of our jokes that the other didnt g
understand, ad we could play on that :D

NNS | [11:07:41]
haha yes, it was quite difficult at times

NNS [11:08:13]
and Dutch people tend to make fun of others and Aussies make fun g
themselves, so that could be used as well

4.5.4.2Control task

In order to rule ot the influence of task type and task features on the
results, a control task was created that was carried out by six dyads (N=12).
Thi task consisted of a ThingsPocket type task (Samuda 2001) during
which each participant had to exchangé lexical items that were on the
birthday wish lists of poteial host families. Both the native speakersd

the nonnative speakersommunicated 24 items each, bsince this study
focuses on nomative speakeinitiated negotiation of meaning, onlyhé
items communicated by the native speak@ve been included in our data.
Also, since the sole purpose of the control task is to determine whether the
results corroborate those of the jokes task, only quantitative data will be
included in this chapter (s€kable 19).

In order to substantiate thenearcertainty of nonnative speakemon-
understanding of the target items, a control group of Wdn-native
speakerstudents that were not part of the study but that belonged to a
similar cohort of students: samage, same module, same backgrounds,
same advanced level of Englislvere asked in an anonymous written test
to indicate their (noR)understanding.

4 .5.5Procedures

As Varonis an@Gass (1985) point out, it is difficult for the investigator to
determine whether fon)}understanding has occurred negotiation of
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meaning is not initiated. This holds particularly for a task that focuses on
jokes, sine there is a ritual, formulaicg and therefore inherently
ambiguousg responseto humour and jokes: laughtefor one of its text
based or emoticosbased alternatives in chat) after the punchline.
Although, as Bell (2005) observes, laughter can also indicate new®s|s
embarrassment or sprise,laughter in response to a joke still makes it easy
for the participants to claim understanding (cf. Koole 2010). This presents
the researber with an analyticathallenge: how can we distinguish true
from feigned understanding? We propose that offilye-grained analysis
based on interactional detail and the use of learner mesta for
triangulation (Flick 2004; Green & Wallat 1981) will enable us to establish
(non}understanding.

We therefore designed the following analytical procedure
Data

T Inclision of multimodal data Since norunderstanding is not
alwaysg or rather preferaby not (Schegloff et al. 197¢)expressed
verbally, covert nn-verbal signals by the nemative speakers after
a plantedtrouble source, such as long inttarn pauses, ktiing or
raising of eyebrows, and prosodic features, such as distinct
intonation, were transcribed and analysed as wellVhen the
researchers were in doubt about (ndanderstanding, episodes of
understanding and eon-understanding by the same neamative
speakerwere compared and contrasted.

1 Inclusion of larger units of analyslsonger interactional sequences,
stretching over multiple turns and beyond the boundaries of the
particular negotiation of meaning sequence were considered in
order to find evidencef (non)understanding. For example, a non
native speakedzii 1§ SN} y OS &dzOK a4 aL K2LS L 3Si
new joke iscommunicated makes the fuzzy noative speaker
claim of understanding aftehe previous jokdess convincing.
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Meta-data:

1 Control group 77 nonnative speakestudents anonymously filled
out a questionnaire to indicate their (nom)nderstanding of the
Australian jokes.

1 Posttask questionnaireAll nonrnative speakelparticipants in the
study anonymously filled out a petisk questionnaire, in which
they were askd questions such asDid you understand all the
Australian jokes your Australian counterpart told you? If not, what
did you d@

1 Stimulated recall When in doubt about whether mutual
understanding had been reacheithe researchers queried the nen
native speakerparticipant through stimulated recall (Gass &
Mackey 2000).

4.6 Results

Ten native speakers participating in the jokes task wiasructed to
communicate four jokes to their nonative speakercounterpart, two
through chat and two throughvideo call Out of these40 jokes, 34were in
fact communiated during task performance; 15 through chat and 19
through video call 6 jokes were not communicated due to time
constraints.

The analytical procedure outlingareviowsly revealed 11 instances of non
native speakeinitiated nextturn negotiation of meaning. We identified 13
instances of noroccurrence of negotiatiomf meaning, during which the
non-native speaker feigned understanding instead of starting up
negdiation of meaning. This means that, duringideo call in more than
half of the cases, mutual understanding svaot established because non
native speakeinitiated negotiation of meaning was not initiated; during
chat this happened in 20% of the cases.

Interestingly, despite the markedly different designs and complexities of
the two tasks, we founghon-occurrenceof negotiation of meaning iboth
tasks in nearly 35% of instances of narderstanding, as is shown Table

19.
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Table 19: Quantitative data on (nartcurrence of) negotiation of meaning

Jokes task Video- Written Total

conferencing chat

Instances of NNBitiated NoM 5 6 11
Instances of notoccurrence of 10 3 13
NoM (where it was expected to

occur)

Other®® 4 6 10
Total of jokes communicated 19 15 34

Control task Video- Written

conferencing chat

Instances of NN#iitiated 10 13 23
NoM

Instances of notoccurrence 15 10 25
of NoM

(where it was expected to occur)

Other* 11 13 24
Total number of items 36 36 72

communicated

4.6.1Data analysis

In this sectiorwe present a qualitative analysis of a selection of examples of
video calland written chat jokes task data. Wsom in on details of nen
native speaker and native speaker behavidaefore, during and after

“3 Instances of native speakarodified input (comprehensible input; LorP81), mainly in
an attempt to prevent nomative speakenon-understanding.

“Instances of nativepeakermodified input (comprehensible input; Long, 1981), mainly
their attempt to prevent nomative speakenon-understanding (these instances will be
discussed ichapter 5 of this book and nontnative speaker claims of understandifas
verified bythe posttask).
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instances of nofccurrence of negotiation of meaningnd focus on the
influence ofthis behaviour on (successful) task completion.

Example 1

In this examplehe Australian native speakexomnunicates a joke to his
Dutch nonnative speaker counterpart through video call The
questionnaire filled out by the neparticipant peer group indicates that
there isjust a 1.3% chance that the narative speakewill understand the
joke without initiating repair, as only one of the 77 students of the control
group indicated recognizing the pun that ultimately determines the sexual
content of the joke. In other words, although it could be argued that the
sexual connotatio of the joke could influence negotiation behaviour, the
non-native speakers not expected to recognize or identify this inference as
such.

Example 1:.Dyad 1¢ video call

Turn | Speaker | Video transcript and observations

1. NS CSHFKIEZ AldQazaaiza i dREWRE ALY O
2F atlby3a a2 AF &2dz R2y Qi dz

2. NNS [NNS leans towards screen, nods head in affirmation and
smiles]

3. NS Two Aussie cattle drovers are standing in an outback bar.
a1 SRZ a2deldeldl NS> al 1S¢K
l KKZ LQY GF1AYQ F Y20 2F c

[NNS leans towards screen, raises eyebrows, squints eyes
hkK @SFK X FYR 6gKIFG NRdzGS |
G!' K LINPolofteée GKS araasSaT |
RNR dzZaK{ d¢

4. NNS [3-second silencegiggles briefly, fidgets with scarf, takes
scarf off, tosses hair]

5. NNS OK, yealjflat intonation ¢ no laughter]

6. [silence]

7. NS Do you get thatPrising intonation]

8. NNS [while fidgeting with scarf] ST K ¢ St t 3f | dgoay

GKS ¢g2NRa O2NNBOGf& odzi X

9. NS OK

10. NNS CKIFIGQa LINPOIOf & o0 Hliakeddiesdl @ F
y2G GKFG Tl YAT ALl Ndoking doin on ted
tasksheet] SIF KX L GKAy]l AdQa Geél
other European countries, especially the Germans and the
Belgian.
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11. NS Yeah, why do you do that?

& X6 [NNS proceeds by communicating one of her Dutch jokes]

39. NNS The basics of Dutch jokes is tokadun of others, preferably
.St 3AlLY 2NJI DSNXIYy X

40. | NS h1s ¢Sttt GKS 20KSNJ 2218 i
of our jokes are very sexist and uhm, he was sort of asking
Jdz2 ftA1S WoKIG NRdAziS | NB @

41. | NNS {2 22dzQNB al&@Ay3 ! dzZalGNI AL
Australian people?

42. NS Yeah

43. | NNS hi® L IS4G Adod L GKAYy]l] GKS

The native speaker starts the exchange with a presequence (Schegloff 1988)

indicating to thenon-native speaker that she expects troublaui 1). By

adding an overt invitation to negotiate for meaningA(¥F @2dz R2y Qi
understand just let me knowy the native speakeshows taskappropriate

behaviour: it is important for task performance that repésrinitiated if

non-understanding occurs. At the same time the presequence acts as a

politeness strategy that guards the nghl G A @S fade)as Vielbadar a

own, by suggesting that it is perfectly norin@ negotiate for meaning. In

Turn 2, the nomative speaker acknowledges the natisjgeakef) a

invitation to repair with paralinguistic continuation signals such as smiling

and nodding in affirmation. While the joke unfolds and after the puineh

has been delivered, the nemative speakertransmits ontradicting

messages. On the one harsthe gives the ritually appropriate paralinguistic

response of laughter, or rather, a short giggle, and she \&sbally claims

understanding (albeit not very convincingly: heokg yeakr (Turn 5) is

pronounced witha flat intonation), but the nofverbal signals that she gives

off (raising eyebrows, squinting eyes, leaning towards the screen) could be

interpreted as covert indicatrs of nondzy RSNAE G yYRAY3Id ¢KS yI GADS
comprehension check iruin 7 (<o you gethat?>), is an explicit invitation

to negotiate for meaning, which is reinforced prosodically (intonation
expressing disbelief). Again, the nomative speake® a NBaLRYya
ambiguous: Be does not reply directly to the native spea®edi  |j dzSa ( A 2
instead admits that she probably did not get all the words correctly. When
the native speakersimply acknowledges this statement, she continues
along these lies and then (rather abruptlyy)noves away from the
Australian joke to Dutch humour.

Aa
dzii

(@]

S
B

“In the turns between turn 11 and turn 40, the NNS comroatgs one of her Dutch jokes
to the NS.
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Although the interaction irexample Jpotentially holds all the primes of a
non-understanding sequence, negotiation of meaning does not octhis
may well be the reason that, approximately thirty conversational turns
later, during the same sessiofTiirn 40),*" the native speakeinitiates a
delayed attempt to finish the task successfully by returimghe joke. But
again, the nomative speakedoes not respond. Instead, she moves away
from the facethreatening incomprehensible details of the joke towarthe
broader, and safer, topic of Australian humour in generfl< @& 2 dzZQNX &l @ Ay 3
Australian jokes are all to make fun of Australian pe@pl@urn 43. And
again, the native speakeprioritizes face ove task, by not badgering the
non-native speakeabout not negotiating the jokeTurn 43.

So althoughExample 1concerns interactions that took place in an
institutional taskbased language learning contexwith, as we have
established,non-understanding by the nonative speakers intentionally
planted inthe discourse, they do not initiate repair. Looking at the data
FNRBY | &a20AlFf LISNRLSOGAGSET ¢S TFAYR
description of features of the interaction ritudl.f § K2 dzZ3K D2FFYIl yQ
examination of facdo-face interaction targts informal, conversational
settings, our data suggest that his observations also apply to (digital)
interaction processes in taddased institutional settings. For instance, the
non-native speaker in our example resorts to a type of communication
strategy that Goffman identified as the avoidance process:

0 NR& 1 A

a
a omdc

As defensive measures, [the interactant] keeps off topics and
away from activities that would lead to the expression of
information that is inconsistent with the line he is maintaining.
At opportune momats he will change the topic of
conversatioror the direction of activity(Goffman,1967: 16

As we have observed, the norative speakeis maintaining the line that

she has understood the joke. Once she has forfeited understanding, there is

no turning back, dekJA 1S KSNJ O2dzy G SNLJ NE#xsRa AYyAGALFE 6
appropriate efforts to challenge her claims of understanding (cf. Van der

Zwaard & Bannink 2014).

46 During stimulated recall, the nenative speakeadmitted to not having had a clue about
what the joke was about.

“"In the turns between Turn 11 and Turn 40, the Aoative speakecommunicatesone of
her Dutch jokes to the native speaker
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Meanwhile, the native speaker behaseccording to what Goffmahas
labeled protective maneuvers:

The person shows respect and politeness, making sure to

extend to others any ceremonial treatment that might be

their due. He employs discretion; he leaves unstated facts that

might implicitly or explicitly contradict and embarrass the

positive claims ma8 o0& 20 KSNE wX86 a2 (KIG GKS 2GKSN
preserved even if their welfaiis not (Goffman 1967: 16)

In the context of our data, welfare in the last sentence could be substituted

0 & Wsinceaattiflg in the interest of face tends to disagree itting in

the interest of the task. Although the native speakkres initially act in the

interest of the task, by attempting to explain the joke despite his

O2dzy it SNLI NI Q& Of | A Y & nodékpligtty dofrbidithe: Yy RAYy 3> &KS

non-native speakewith the fact that it is not feasible she will have grasped

the punchline. In other words, the native speakmitially acts in the

AYGiGSNBad 2F GKS GFral odzi Ay GKS AydiSNBaid 2
she does not do so insistently enough and ultietataccepts the nomative

aLISH]TSNRa OKFy3aS Ay RANBOGAZ2Y 2F (GKS | OGA @A

Example 2

As opposed to Example 1, where the native speaker makes(failed)

attempts to ac¢ in the interest of the task (Turns 7 and 40)Example 2he

native speaker fully credits the nonnative speake®R a Of F AYa 27
understanding and does not question them at all.

Example 2:Dyad 2¢ video call

Turn | Speaker| Video transcript and observations
1. NS [reads from task sheet] :
L 2dz 1y26 GKIG @2dzQNB ! dza G NI {
GKIFG aiddzoorasSa Oy 6S SAGKSNJ
2. NNS Yeah
3 NS You can translate: "Dazza and Shazza played Acca Dacca or
way to Maccas."
You know, whatever the tourist books say, that no one says
"cobber".
4, NNS laughs]X K¢ G Q& | OlGdzr tfte& TFdzyye
5. NS laughslTKk S& | NB Fdzyyes | NByQd f
6. NNS [lookingdown]5 2 &2dz | f NSl R& (1y2¢ 0
7. NS b2y LQ@S yS#h&bl KSIFINR |ye 27
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8. NNS Me neither[looking down]
How is the Australian humour in general?

9. NS Derogatory{laughs]

10. | NNS [Laughs]

11. | NS We like to make fun of peopfughs]X | & &2 dz OF

12. | NNS laughsp S t A 1S G2 YI 1S ¥ dzandakogtd
.St 3AlyYy LIS2LX S X

13. [NNS elaborates on Dutch jokes about Belgians]

14. | NNS [ S Q[okiagiéwn ontaskshee] & S| K X OF
our play?

None of the 77 students in the contrgtoup understood the joke in tlse
data and, when questioned about it later, the noative speaker in this
examplealso readily admitted that he did not have a clue what the joke

gl a o2ddi 2N 6KI G (TKS ImeaniNReveRIBNP I G2 NEQ Ay

the backchannel he produces Turn 2and his appreciative laughter right

after the punchline iffurn 4claim understanding of the joke. His strategy

to cover up for his nomnderstanding resembles the ngfil G A @S & LIS { SNDa
in Example 1he simply quickly changes the topic of the interacti@rst

by asking (in Turn 6) whether his Australian counterpart has heard the

joke before, and then by enquiring about the Australian sense of humour

(Turn 8), the answer to which turns out to contain another trouble source

the word derogatory Again the on-native speaker does not initiate

NBLI ANT AyadSIRZ |a | NBalLkRyaS KS SOK2Sa
9 and 10), once again claiming understanding. His conversational strategy

(not creating disfluency and waiting for the speaker to -selfrect) mys

off: in his next turn the native speaker paraphrases the trouble source:

<SS tA1S G2 YIS Fdzy 27F »IB® hdmbtivent | dzZZK& 8 X
speaker is now able to give a coherent response to tw-native

& LIS I piseévvation. He keeps theofbr and initiates a topic change: he

directs the conversation tahe next partof the task, away from the

territory of Australian humour that had turned out to be fraught with

danger.



Example 3

Non-occurrence ohegotiation of meaning 10t

In Exkample 3, a written chat sequence, the sarakg fromExamgde 2 (with
a 1.3% chance of nemative speakemunderstanding) is communicated by

the native speakerAscan8 &4SSy FTNRY GKA& SEI YLX S=

solidarity with the nomnative speaker during the interactiodmecomes an
impediment to taskcompletion.

Example 3: Dyad-3written chaf®

Turn | Messenger| Written chat script

1. NS oMmmMYocYnpB8 wX6
One asked, "what are you up to mate?"
Ahh, I'm takin' a mob of 6000 from Goondiwindi to Gympie]
"Oh yeah...and what route are you takin'?
"Ah, probablythe Missus; after all, she stuck by me durin' th
drought.”

2. Pause (1 minute)

3. NNS [11:37:43]Lol, i toke me i minute before i understand the jo
J

4. NS [11:37:55]Me too haha

5. NNS [11:38:07] also because of my English

6. NS [11:38:32]I wish | could use that excuse, I'm just slow with
jokes lol

7. NNS [11:39:05]i think we should start the video chat now,
otherwise i'm rudding out of time

When the native speaker has sent the joke umril'l, there is @ne-minute
pause before the nomative speakeresponds. Whe she finally does so, in
Turn 3, she gives an account (PomemiB88) for her delayed answett
toke me a minute before | understand the jpkevhich is sandwiched
between two paralinguistic signs of understandingO¢® and J). By
claiming to identifywith the nonnative speakexMe too haha (Turn 4),

the native speakeNB a2 Nlia G2 | GadNFdS3ae 27

MPppY oTOX 2N ayS3I2dGAlGAz2y TF2NJ

“8 None of the chat scripts have been corrected for spelling or grammatical errors.

“9LOL = Laughing out loud

dKS
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know whatyou mean, | fee G KS a®028Y Sy Q- a | airaylrt GKIFG
ALISEF{SNI A& FaaSNIAy3a d(GKFdG KS 2N aKS Aa Of
0{02ftft2y g {02ff2y wmMdhppY oTOY KS LINRGSOGa
that a delayed response is perfectly normal because had asimilar

experience. In Turn 5, the nerative speakerelaborates on her original

I 002dzy it I RRAY3I GKIFIG KSNJ Wwoy3aftaakQ |faz2 afz2
as an oblique, hedged dicator of norsunderstanding. The native speaker

does not respond however, dnagain, emphazges his solidarity with the

nonnative speakersL. A &K L O2dxZ R dza$S GKIFd SEOdzaST L ¢
lo>&adzA3SadAy3 GKFEG GFl1Ay3 @2dz2NJ GAYS (G2 dzyRS!
OYyIAf AAaKQUIKKEEE GSYAFHOSKS Vi 0 S3¥3TS HRbzACIK & f 20 A

sequence, tha, can be said to be faegork ¢ negotiation of faceg

performed by both participants: the nenative speaker is saving her face,

and the native speakéds préi SNIIA Yy 3 KA & QBotryilinatly - NI Qa FI OS
at the expense of the task. Like the nemative speakerdyadsin the

previous example, the nenative speakey I { Sa &G 3INF OA2dz&a 6 A G KRNJ
(Goffman 1967: 15) from thke, by urging the native speaki&r move on

tothe videocali a1 0S Ol dzaS aK Sl MVAS dNXzy y Ay 3 2 dzii 2

Examples 4 and 5

Examples 4 and 5 are instances délayed declarations of non

understandingby the nonnative speakersin both cases, theessentially

admit at a later stage of the interactianafter the joke exchange episodg

to not having started repair at the point in the interaction where it was

sequentially due. None of the native speakehowever, read this as a

possibly deferred attempt at completing the task successfully. Instead, they

either simply acceptorevenighdS G KSANJ O2dzy  SNLJ NI aQ O2yFSa
retracing that particular part of the task.
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Example 4: Dyad d video call

Turn Speaker | Video transcript and observations

1. NS L GKAY]l !'dzaGNIEALY 221S4d
othere21S> odzi gAGK GKF{G o

2. NNS [laughs]Australia

3. NS 9EIF Olfe X SEIOGte

4. NNS ,SFKXZ 2dzald éAGK ! dzaG NI f A

NEBIFffe KIFINR wfldzaKase X @&
RARY QU I dza BK ESYffidHes Boks | §

down]yeahX
5. NS ¢tK2aS 2271Sa 6SNB | oAl L
Oty L alé& Ad X
6. NNS Over the top?
7. NS Y23 A0Qa NBIffte X aLISOAT
8. NNS hY ALISOATAO X

In Example 4, it is not until the discussion of AustrallBumourin general

that the nonnative speakedeclares he did not quite get all the Australian

jokes fran the second part of the task{in 4). In other words, at the time

the Australim jokes were communicated, the norative speakefailed to

negotiate for mearing, but during Brt 3 of the task he admits to hang

pretended understanding ifPart 2: <o X8 (G KSe& GSNB aBBIXt t & KI NR
€SI K X ®SYOo I LNNEARYSRI dlji2dgAS®S 3SG GKSY |ff dzK
R26Yy > T ARPRIlfAaytEsSpoit e riativedspdar were to act in

the interest of the task, he would retrace the task anglain the jokes.

Instead, the native speakdiehaves according to what Goffman (1967)

NBEFTSNE (RHzZISA 26F0 KS2 y(BLA ReSilplias ShatSripm ¢
understanding was undeiisk Y R 6f S aAyO0OS (KS 221S5a 6SNBE Wi
WA LISOATAOQD

Example 5: Dyad & video call

Turn Speaker | Video transcript

1. NNS (about turning to chat)fou have to type your jokes so
then | can read slowly andaybe | get the jokes
better then, you know?"

2. NS . S| Raughs]

*° Our emphasis
*L Our emphasis
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Just before the transition of thevideo callpart of the task to the chat part
the nonnative speaker in »ample 5 alludes to her previouson-

understanding by asking heounterpart to type the jokesso | can read
slowly and maybe | get the jokes better then, you KPewAs in Example 4,
the nonnative speakerclaimed understanding when the first jokavere

conveyed. However, the native speakdpbes not react, nor does he
attempt to go back to that part of the taske only laughs in confirmation

and leaves it at that.

Example 6

Example6 ¢ an example of written chag, is perhaps the most convincing
and interesting testimony of the influence of reflexive fagerk during

taskbased language learning.

Example 6: Dyad @written chat

Turn Messenger | Written chat script

1. NS omMnYncYnné ¢g2 ! dzaais
drought." [The joke is sent in one turn

2. NNS [10:46:35]2 | | @ X

3. @ X(BNS communicates joke to NS

4. NS [10:52:08]haha i didnt really get that at all (worry)
haha

5. NNS [10:54:19][sends off a long Dutch joke]

6. NNS [10:54:35] no tbi’i didn't het yours eithet’ haha

7. NNS [10:55:02] but basically we like to make fun of othg
people, other countries

8. NS [10:55:03] hahaha i got the second joke!!! yaaay!

9. NNS [10:55:11] yaay!

In Turn 2, the nomative speakesends a verband paralinguistic ©>>*
claim of understanding (cf. Koole, 2010) as the only response to the joke.
Interestingly, it is nountil the native speakeadmits to not understanding

the (trandated) Dutch joke, which the nemative speaker subsequently
relates (Turn 3), that the noenative speakeradmits to not having
understood the previous Australian joké € K L R A R yfh@rihahg S (i
(Turn 6). In other words, it is not until the relationship between the

*2tph = to be honest
*3 Our emphasis

e 2 dzN&

(s}
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interactants changes from asymmetricaithe nonnative speakeis alone

in her non-understandingg to egalitarian (Scollon & Scollon 199§)both
native speaker and nenative speaker fail to understand a jokethat the
non-native speakefeels confident enough to utter an overdue confession
of nonunderstanding. However, as ixd&nples 4 and 5, this indicator of
non-understanding does not lead to r@solution sequence. Par2 of the
task, then, remains wuesolved despite the delayedisclosures of non
understandingby the nonrnative speakerAs such, the nowccurrence of
negotiation of meaningeems to baliscursively constructed.

4.7 Discussion

Since the data set we drawn in this study is limited, our conclusions are
only tentative. In our studyve focused on th nextturn behaviour of the
non-native speakerright after thetrigger had been communicated by the
native speakerand examined whether theiresponsewas maify in the
interest of the task, or more in the interest of face. We fouhdt, in many
cases, the nomative speakes did not initiate negotiation of meaning
despite the fact that they knew that the task was an important component
of the discussion that wuld follow and would feed into the scriptriting
part of the telecollaboration projectAs a result, some parts of the task
were not completed successfully.

When asked during the written postl &1 1jdzSadiA2yyl ANS G5AR &2
time during the telecollabmtion with your Australian counterpart just

pretendto dzy RSNAR G YR ¢ KIt {12 734 K KISE KE [ TatR&lcy & Y2y
speakes that replied in the affimative all implicitly referredo issues of

face in their answers’

Commentl: &, Sad® L R2y Qibk | just #igd togh& polite. L i K
RARY QU (y2¢ Yeé O2dzyiSNLI NIo® !yR L (K2dAaAKI
6SNBE aidzLA Roé

Comment2: &, SaX L RAR GKFG | f20Gx 2yfe G2 o0S y

5

Comment3: & fFdAKSR (42 YI1S KAY FSSt O2YTF2NI I G

*® ronically, even though the posask questionnaire was anonymous, not all students
admitted to having pretended understanding, possibly for the very reason of face.
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We therefore propose that irmany cases the noenative speakers would
not admit to nonunderstanding (usually by claiming understanding).

I O02NRAY3I (2 D2FTYlyYy ompcTo: | LISNR2Y KI &

orientation towt NR & @Ay 3 (KO tsee Dnfent A} AOSER |

protective orientation toward saving K S 2 (i K SLAMESS: CGimén £

2 and 3). Dring native spakerhon-native speakeinteraction, then, non

native speakers are oftetoo embarrassed and setbnscious to indicate

potentially facethreatening nstances of nomunderstanding;in their turn,

the native speakers are reluctant to confront their counterparts with their

absence of repia, possible because they aeRA a Ay Of AYSR (2 gAlYy
RSTI OSYSyid 2F 20KSNEE oOomMnoo

In order to hypothesize why ourath shovs such a high percentage of nen
occurrence of negotiation of meaning, we have to assess aspects of both
the task itself and the context in which it was performed. We argue that the
reasons® why the nonnative speakersdid not negotiate for meaning
despite nonunderstanding could be the following:

1. L2 pedagogyelated: Although the taskbased language teaching
(TBLT)paradigm adheres to the premise that negotiaticsf
meaning is beneficial to HBarning, the learning context is
specifically designedto resemble everyday conversational
communication, where symmetrical speaker and hearer roles
alternate and seltorrection is preferred. When confronted with
gaps in understanding, learners will therefore often pretend to
understand, which concurs witthé tolerance for uncertainty that
is part of informal conversation (cf. Bannink 20@&&kerth 2005;
Foste 1998). Computemediated commuication complicates the
social context even further: students executing tasks in
telecollaboration projectsoften literally move away from the
classroom associated witstitutional L2learning due to time
zone difference and locatierelated issues. This physical distance
from the traditional environment of school learning is likely to
reinforce the paradox.

2. Taskrelated Telling a joke equals telling a story in the sense that it
inhibits normal converd@mnal turntaking (cf. Polanyi 1982). It

* These could simultaneously be regardesithe limitations of this study.

(p))
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entails that the speaker embarks om &xtended unit of talk: in
principle there is no speaker change until the puieh has been
delivered. The only contribution joke recipients are allowed to
make are minimal responses, indicating that they track the joke and
are lodged firmly in the listener role. In case of ngrerstanding,
this constraint on interruption of theoke-telling turn creates a
tension (cf. Schegloff 2000), since in conversatimauble ¢ if
indicated at allg should be reported as closely to the trouble spot
as possible, i.e. contingent to the trouble source. So the jokegask
and with it all other &sks that produce storfype units of talkg
gives rise to a second, closely related, paradox: reporting trogble
and therefore initiating negotiation of meaning is dispreferred
both within and after the joke/storyelling unit. The fact that we
found dmost equal percentages of narccurrence of negotiation
of meaning in the control task indicates, however, that the relation
between task design and (ngoccurrence of negotiation of
meaning needs to bévestigated more closely (seé&@pter 5 in
this baok).

Mediumrelated: The constraintson (the initiation of) repair
described inExampledl and 2 have been identified for fate-face
interactions. This studig a crossnedia comparative analysis with a
counterbalanced design thaused two types of technology
enhanced communication: fadge-face (video call and witten
(chat). As indicated inable 19, we found more instances of nen
occurrence of negotiation of meaning during thédeo callsessions
than during tle chat sessions in both task$his suggests that
participants find the initiation of negotiation of meaning easier in
chat (cf. Freiermuth 2011; Van der Zwaard & Bannink 2014)
possibly due tothe relative anonymity of the medium (the
participants do notsee or hear each other). Some Rpative
speakers indicated posask that they experienced thevideo call

LI NI 2F GKS GFrail Fa waoOrNASNR GKIFy (GKS

Participantrelated: Most negotiation of meaningtudies tend to
focus ondyadsconsising of nonnative speakerdecause there is
not always a nativepeaker at hand, or because noative speaker
dyads are deemed to be less concerned with issues of face (Varonis
& Gass 1985). Although this needs further investigatamyanced
L2speakes may be more embarrassed to admit renderstanding



than elenentary or intermediate learners, possibly because the
relationship between native and nemative speakers during the
interaction is more egalitarian or symmetrical rather than that of
the hierarchical expert (the native speaker) versus apprentice (the
non-native speakerjype relationshipas is expected in ementary

or intermediate LZ2earning environments. Advanced adult-L2
leamers of English, such as the noative speaker participants in

this studytend to see themselves as being in a relatively equal
linguistic position with native speakers of the targeinguage.

2 KFGQa Y2NBI RdNAy3d GKS AyiSNIOGA2yxT
repeatedly complimented on the level of their English by their
YIGADGS aLSI| 1 A Yorr EQpiistizi§ befeXdhinNdd& 0 &
which may have warranted their namderstanding as wore
disconcerting and facthreatening.

4.8 Conclusion

We conclude that LBarners in the context of synchronous computer

mediated communication environments are as hesitant in initiating

negotiation of meaning as has been reported in fhgital learneflearner

faceto-face L2environments. Subsequently, disregarding instances of

(suspected) nofccurence of negotiation of meaning rather than taking

all data as a starting point (including naccurrance of negotiation of

meaning)¢ gives us too limiteda view of Lzbehaviour in a taskased

environment, simply because faeg@propriate responses during task

performance are left out. As BlogR003 concludes in his muetited

critique of SLANB &4 ST NOKY a{[! NB&aSIFNOKSNER aeadSvyl i
socid a4ARS 2F O2YYdzyAOF A2y Ay (GKSANI g2NJ] €=
YR AYyailuNHMzyYSyillf ©OASs BF O2yIDSNEIGA2Yy Lt Ay

As shown in dble 20 studies reporting high insteces of negotiation of
meaningsuggest that the absence of indicators of ramderstanding ) is
synonymous with understanding (+); conversely, it assumes that
negotiation of meaning is initiated (+) in case of amderstanding-). Both
options would result in successful task completion. In other words, if there
isno understandng, negotiation of meaning will be started, conducted and
finished, ultimately leading to successful task completion. And if there
understanding, negotiation of meaning is not required for successful task
completion.
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Table 20: Negotiation of meaninggearch paradigm

Understanding Negotiation of Successful task
meaning completion

+ e +

e + +

However, as we have established in this study, our digital data also show
multiple instances thatontradict the correlations indble 2Q confirming
findings from a number of earlier nettigital faceto-face learnedearner
classroom interaction studies (Eckerth 2005; Foster 1998). It could be that
despte (a near certainty of) nominderstanding ), hegotiation of meaning

is not initiated (), which means thasuccessful task complen is not
guaranteed {) (see able 2).

¢Fro6tS HmMY bS3I20AFGA2Y 2F YSHyAy3d WNBLHE 62NI

Understanding

Negotiation of
meaning

Successful task
completion

e

e

We proposethat, if we accept the assumption that language learners could
benefit from negotiation 6meaning sequences in theirdgarning proess,

we shouldq paradoxicallyg also include in our investigations interactions
where negotiation of meaning doesot ocaur. As Van der Zwaard &
Bannink (2014) note, if native speakers and imative speakers involved in
taskbased interaction go through a negotiation routine, this is no
guarantee that common ground and understanding have in fact been
reached In the same wa doesnot negotiating for meaning where and
when it is called for and expected, automatically mean that mutual
understanding has in fact been reached as has been reported 4in L2
classroom studies that did not involve synchronous compuatediated
communicaion (cf. e.g. Eckerth 2005; Foster 1998; Willis 1996¢se non
occurrences can therefore have a significantly negative effect on- task
completiong and ultimately on L2earning.
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As this study has illustrated, teachers and researchers alike must agprecia
the notion that, even in the most authentic of situations such as genuine
telecollaboration projects between nemative speakers and native
speakers of the target language, socigdtural factors like fear of losing face
may hinder and jeopardize taskeformance. Paradoxicallythen, the
authenticity of the task environment, one of the key issuesaskbased

language teachingmay hamper rather than emecirage negotiation of
meaning.
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Chapter 5

Non-native speaker/native speakerteraction in
dyadic taskbased SCMC: taslppropriate versus
face-appropriate behaviou¥

5.1 Introducion

The affordances digital technology offers to both educators and researchers
in taskbased teaching environments have generally been hailed as
excellent gateways for Larning as they enable us to surpass the
traditional (and usually monocultural) icassroom Kampshire and

I 3dzt NBf Sa | y2 N& Wairey 2009).Tlelechll@bbratigrRtasks,
especially those perfored by nonnative speakers and native speakers
LI NI A Odzf | N& 2 NITR (-pail 6f/@ekbadas Mnguage learning
(Skehan,1998; Ellis, 2003), as the participants need to collaborate and
yS320A1L 4S8 Ay | O2yGSEG GKIFG O2dzZ R
the communication, on hownon-native speakersmanage genuine
communicative events, rather than on acquiring spedifiguistic features
(Kern, 2006). But althah technologicalhenhanced tastbased language
teachinghas been reported to be more complex than language learning in a
faceto-face environmentg it involves other specific critical skilsich as
collaboraton skills, identity construction and digital literacy (Chapelle,
2001; Lai and Li, 2011) ¢ using digital technology and testing the
effectiveness of digital communicati within taskbased L@earning have
only recently attracted widespread academic attien (e.g.Hauck, 2010;
Peterson, 2010; Thomas, 2Q15homas& Reinders,2010. Thischapter
aims to contribute to this small but growing body of research through an
investigation of negotiation of meaningn dyadic digital native
speakerhon-native speaketinteractions.

5.1.1Negotiation of meaning

The act and process negotiating for meaninge.g. asking for elucidation,
modifying speech acts, improving message comprehensibility or co
operating to solve a communicative breakdown as may take placeal

5" This chapter in adapted foris under review as Van der Zwaard, R. & BanninkNG/NS
interaction in dyadic taskased SCMC: tasippropriate versus facappropriate behaviour.

(0p])

(@

Q)¢



11€

world communication, is claimed to be beneficial for language learners, in
non-digital (Long, 1983Pica, 1994 Poulisse, 1990Rostand Ross, 1991;
Spada &Lightbrown, 1993Varonis& Gass;1985 as well as digital language
learning environments Ghun, 1994; Kitade, 2000; Lee, 2001, 2009
Warschauer1996). A recurrent model to assesggotiation of meaningpas
been developed by Varonis and Gass (1985). In this mustgtiation of
meaning occurs when a trigger causes one of the participants in an
interaction to interrupt the ongoing discourse through an indicator of non
understanding. Ideally, only if and when the problem has been resolved and
mutual understanding has been achieved, will the key discourse continue.

Over the yearsmultiple studies have reported on the conditions hindering
or promaing negotiation for meaning as proposed by Varamsl Gass. It
has been claimed, for instance, thdadsconsisting of nomative speakers
initiate repair more frequenst than non-native speakefnative speaker
dyads (Varonis & Gask985) mainly for social reasongarticipants in
interactions with symmetrical speaker roles feel less embarrassed to
indicate nonunderstanding than those in apprentice roles in an expert
apprentice interadbn. It has also been proposed that interlocutor and
topic familiarity are conducive toegotiation of meaningEllis, 2003). Other
variables that have been hypothesized to encourage negotiated interaction
are taskrelated: project-focused and carefully dégned taskseeded with
linguistic promptsgenerate high rates of negotiated interaction (Kotter,
2003; Pellettieri, 2000; Smith, 2003a) acidsed tasks with a set outcome
promote more negotiation of meaninipan, for instance, opinion gap tasks
or opentasks with no set outcome (Long, 1989; ERIB)3)>*® In addition,
studies within technologicallgnhancedaskbased language teachifave
reported that negotiation of meaningoccurs moe often during written
computermediated communication compared toon-digital faceto-face
interaction (Warschauer, 1998) eompared to video call (Van der Zwaard
& Bannink2014).

Researchers critical of negotiation of meanihgwever, have pointed out
that relying on learners to negotiate for meaning is a theoretical

% In his overview of conducted researdtudies into negotiation of meaning during
computermediated communication, however, Peterson (2010) shows contradictory results.
Some studies (e.g. Blake 2000) report the highest incidence of negotiated interaction during
closed tasks, others during opéasks (Smith 2003a, 2003b). In other words, the jury is not
out yet on which taskype generates the most negotiation of meaning in a computer
mediated communication environment.
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expectation rather than an empirical fact based on actual participant
performance in the lkassroom. They argue that in d€arning settings
participants, instead of initiating negotiation of meanjngvould often
simply gloss over triggers or abandon theitounder discussion for social
reasons (Foster, 1998; Eckerth, 2009; SlimBobs, 2005Yan der Zwaard

& Bannink2016).

5.1.2 Task as work plan versus task in process

It is clear, then, that tasks do not always deliver what designers envisage

when theydevelop a task. As early as 1989 Breen proposed a distinction
0S(6SSysePINg a (LI | V-OLIMB/ RS aY&it 4. NBSSY I My oY i
work plan constitutes the task as planned, developed and intermethe

researcher or educatog the task on papeg whereas taskn-process refers

to the task as the operationalized activity by the learners. Jaskork plan

is the contextfree model as designed on the drawing table, with the task

in-process as its activated version in a contsamsitive environment

(SSRK2dzaASZ HnnpO® . NBSyQa RAaUAYyOlA2Yy Aa 02
report that the pedagogical intention of a task does not always correspond

to what happens once learners carry out the task (cf. Foster, 1998; Ohta,

2001; Seedhous&005; Ross &agper, 2013). In other words, there is not

always a ondo-one relationship between what is intended or expected to

happen, and what actually happens (Seedhouse, 2010).

This is in line with recent insights in human communication. In their book

length studyinto complex system theory in apet linguistics, Larsen

Freemanand Cameron (2008) draw on complexity or chaos theory to

explain the intermittence of human interaction. They define interactivity as

a complexadaptive systemL@rseaFreeman & ameron2008; Seedhouse,

2010). Interaction, even in institutionalized, tasised L2earning settings,

is inherently nodinear and unpredictable, which makes it challenging to

enhance or prompt intended pierns of discourse, such as negotiation of

meaning Seelhouse(2010)concludes that the interactional dynamics that

participants bring into the discourse can drastically change the nature and

F20dza 2F GKS SEOKFYy3ISY atlF NIAOALI yGa | NB
AYGSNI OGA2Yy FyR I RI LI ApuBonsiorKeStfrbp t 9Sa (2 20K
G dzNJ/  ©5). @ihis inéansihat, in der to really make sense of d€arner

behaviours, researchers are challenged to conduct more classhased

studies, and to investigate the correlation between task design on the one

hand and the discourse that language learners produce during task

performance on the other Gollentine, 2010;Samuda &Bygate, 2008;
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Seedhouse, 2005; Seedhouge Almutairi, 2009). Instead of imposing
possible taslaswork plan concepts on task-process interactinal data,
we should use the task-process data as a starting point to search for
possible interactional concepts or patterns (Seedhouse, 20C&) der
Zwaard & Bannink 20)6as we will do in this chapter

5.2The study

5.2.1 Participants

The data forthis study derive from dyadic digital sessions that were
embedded in a larger grou@- group telecollaboration project between

two cohorts of undergraduate university students on either side of the

world: one group in The Netherlands, and one group intralia. For a

period of six weeks, simon-native speakdmnative speakerdyads (N=12)
collaborated through dyadic and growp-group video call email,

Facebook and written chat. The project was set up as an interdisciplinary
cultural exchange between twgroups of undergraduate students: Dutch
European Studies students taking a Minor in English language, and
Australian students of Theatre and Education. hhave speakes were all

native speakers of English; the -leRel of the non-native speaker
participants was level B2 according to tBemmon European Framework of
Reference (CEFR). According to this framework, a learnerlav@2s able

02 aAYGSNIOG 6AGK | RSINBS 2F bdzSyoOé
interaction with native speakers quite psible without strain for either

LI NIiegé¢ o/ 2dzyOAf 2F 9dzNRBLISSET HAAMY HoO®

5.2.2 Task design

For the task investigated in this study, we drew on a kedwn
unfocused’® information-gag® task ¢ the Thingsin-Pocket task; that can
be used for a wide range of l@vels and that is referred to in multiple
studies (e.gAdams, 2009Batstone& Ellis, 2009; Ellis, 200€llis, 2014
LarsenFreeman, 2015Sadlier et al. 2000; SamudaBygate, 2008Smith,
2003a, 2003p

%9 Tasks that are meant to produce general communication without a focus parteular
linguistic form (Ellis 2009).

%0 Tasks that require the exchange of pieces of information between the participants in order
to finish the task successfully.

Iy R

C
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In the first week of the telecollaboration project the participants performed
the task in a single session. Each dyad was given a different time slot,
depending on the availability of the participants and taking the
considerable time difference between Wotcountries into account. Both
native speakerand non-native speakerparticipants were given two
different wish lists as compiled by fictional characters; the first six items
were to be exchanged through dyadiddeo call and the second through
written chat, or vice versa. The task consisted of three parts: the
participants had to exchange their items, reach a consensus on one item for
each character, and come up with a characterization of their fictional
persons based on the wish list. Then-native spakers were only given a
visual representation of the items on thmewish lists; thenative speakes
received both the images and the target wordiswas entirely up to the
participants how and in which order they would exchange the items, as long
as theydid not show their counterpagtthe item pictures.Only the data
from the first part of the taskg the exchange of itemg have been
considered for this study. To make the exchange more symmetrical, the
non-native speakes were also given items to exchangédth the native
speakes. However, since this is a study imton-native speakeresponses
after potential nonunderstanding, these data haveot been included in
this chapter

The native speakes were not informed that there was a fair chance that
the non-native speakes would not be familiar with the task items, nor were
they instructed to act as expert speakers of the target language .ndhe
native speakes in their turn were not explicitly instructed to initiate repair

if they did not know a task itemThe duration of each session was
approximately one hour. The Dutch students performed the task from a
university computer; the Australians from their home computers. The
researcher was not present during task performance. The video call
sessions were rerded with a recorder prograift an application that
would record sound and spliicreen images of both participants The
written chat logs were saved automatically by the software progfam

The items that were selected for the task were all common, elayy
objects familiar to thenative speakerbut thenon-native speakestudents,
although all advanced and confident-&@eakers, were not expected to

®! Skypecall© recorder program
%2 All participants had agreed to the recording of theissions.
63 Skype®©
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know the exact terms in English, which was confirmed by a control test
given to 77 Dutch students with éhsame level of English. The items were:
braces; laurel wreath; wrench; tongs; turtleneck sweater with honeycomb
stitch; hamper; whisk; tassel; tweezers; javelin; pruning shears; bobby pin.

5.2.3 Research questions

In this study, we will attempt to find &wers to the following research
questions:

RQ1: Do non-native speaketinteractants consistently initiate repair in
case of norunderstanding during dyadiaskbased synchronous
computermediated communication® not, why not?

RQ2: How can we characteré the interactional behaviour of theative
speaker participants during dyadictaskbased synchronous
computermediated communicatio®

RQ3: Does the type of digital medium (video conferencing or written
chat) (partly) shape participarfisehaviour?

5.2.4Procedures

To address our first two research questions, bottive speakeand non-
native speakeresponses have been classified into three categories:

Non-native speakeresponses

i.  Explicit displayKoole, 2010; cf. emphatic assertionusfderstanding,
Markee and Seo, 2009f understanding or claim of understanding:
the non-native speakershows he has understood or claims to
understand so there is no apparent need to negotiate for meaning.
There is no trouble source, so there is ndigator (of non
understanding).

ii.  Explicit indicatorusually a direct verbal appeal for assistance, e.g.
<What do you mean?, <L R2y Qi >dzpleaSeNakplalr,y R
<L Q@S Yy S@SNI K% etdNE. varani& Gask, 1985.2 NR

iii. Covert signal of nomnderstanding without direct appeal for
assistance, not resulting in speaker change, e.g. minimal response,
paralinguistic cues (e.g. laughter), nonverbal moves (e.g. shaking
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head, raising eyebrows, blank f3é&This type or response cannot
be marked as an indicatomsie it doesnot prompt speaker change
(cf. Van der Zwaard & Bannir2016). If it was unclear to the
researchers whether the participants had in fact (not) understood,
the participants were asked specific questions later in a stimulated
recall session.

If non-native speakes started up a negotiation of meanirsgquence and
exerted every effort to reach mutual understanding (ii), their interactive
behaviour was marked as sk appropriate respons€TAR; cf Smith,
2003a): they participated actively in the émest of the task by
unambiguously indicating neanderstanding, if need be several times, and
by inviting theirnative speakemterlocutor to respond and explain in order
to reach common ground. A taslppropriate response, then, is an explicit
statement of nonunderstanding, uttered in the interest of mutual
understanding and usually resulting in successful completion of the task. If,
however, during task performance thn-native speakes gave off covert
signals of norunderstanding (iii), these wouldbe marked asface
appropriate responséFARVan der Zwaard and Baink2016).

Native speakeresponses

After an explicit display ainderstanding (i), oan explicit indicator of non
understanding (iipy the nonnative speakerthe native speakeresponse
was usually straightforward: in case of the former, thative speaker
moved on to the next object, in case of the latter, thative speaker
generally reacted by explding, elaborating, etc. After aovert signal of
non-understanding (iii), whe the non-native speakerneither explicitly
negotiated for meaning, nor expressed a display of understanding, the
native speakeessentially had three choices:

i. To ignore covert signals of namderstanding (for instance, by
moving on to the next task item

ii. To check comprehension (cf. Long, 1983) to see if the hearer has
indeed understood, e.gzdo you know what a javelin is?

iii. To provide comprehensible input (cf. Long, 1983): to present the
hearer with extra information so that s/he can figure out the

BLCAYAEENI G2 oKIG 5NBs flroSfa a w2LSy Oft a
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curtains to hold them back

In orderto address research questionc3loes the digital mediunmfluence
participant behaviour this study used a counterbalanced design, dividing
the task gssion for each dyad into two parts to be performed by either
video callor written chat. The first three dyads (dyads A, B, C) performed
the first half of the task through chat, and the second half of the task
through video calj the last three dyads g@ds D, E, F) vice versa.

5.3 Results

In this section, data from all six dyads in the study will be investigated, and
the (in)consistencies ohon-native speakerresponses to the string of
twelve task items will be analysed. The data for each dyad areepted
schematically in a table displaying the initi@in-native speakeresponse to

the 12 triggers, and theative speakeresponse in the following turn. We
will discuss altlata for Byad A; for reasons of space we will only present a
representative sealction of the data for the other dyads.

Dyad A

Example 1: Dyad 1

ltem | Speaker| Written chat scripf”

I NS [10:32:44]Xmas basket of assorted red and white wines. Wil
olive oil (love it with balsamic) and biscuits
NNS [claim of understanding]
1 NS [10:33:47] secondly on his wish list is a whisk... making this

a whisk list (see what | did there)

NNS [Claim of understanding]

1 NS Javelin
NNS [negotiates for meaning]
\Y NS [10:36:44] Tongs

[10:36:53] do you know what that is?

[10:37:07] for picking up meant and salad

NNS [10:37:12] uhmmmmm nsorry’®

V NS [10:38:08] next is a pair of secateurs
NNS oM Yoy YmmB [négétiates amedniag] i K
NS [10:38:17] For trimming roses

% Chat scriptdiave not been corrected for errois this study
1 dzi K2 NBEQ SYLKLE AA2

40 NR Yy 3

e 2
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NNS [10:38:19] ohhSorry”
Vi NS [10:39:03] and finally on his list of hard things to get is black]
sweater with
NS [10:39:17] turtle neck and a honey come patter
NS [10:39:23] pattern*
NNS [claim of understanding]
Video transcripts
VI NS PENAIKG X GKS FANBRGO AGSY A3
NNS [no response; blank face]
NS Do you know what a tassel is?
NNS [shakes head]
VI NS KK X KSNJ YySEG AGSY A& dzKKK
NNS ,SFK X L R2 1(y26 o6KFG GKIG
your hair[claim of understanding]
IX NS Thenshe has a wrench.
NNS [silence¢ blank face]
NS You know wrench?
X NS YR GKSY KSNJ YySEG AGSY [havesX
both hands up and down his shoulder]
NNS [claim of understanding]
Xl NS l'YR GKSy &aKSQa 320G I I dzNBt
NNS [silenceg then bursts out laughing]
NS You know what that is?
XIl NS A pair of tweezers
NNS [silenceg then laughs]
NS What do you think her character is like?

Interestingly, thenative speakein Dyad A begins the task not by using the
target item as written on his task sheehdmpel but by paraphrasing the
word. The reason could be he anticipates a potential breakdown of the
discourse; and rightly so it turns out: during posaskstimulated recall the
non-native speaketindicated not knowig the word hamper Thisnative
speakemove is a typical example of what Long (1983) has caimedified
input, or simplificationas an interactional moveby the native speaketo
avoid conversational trouble. So effectively the task starts with item I
(whisK), which thenon-native speakemonverbally claims to undstand

I f 6K2dZAK KS R2Sa y2i NBiLRaGgthiskBst G4 KS
a whisklist>). With the next item (llig javelin), the non-native speaker
explicitly negotiates for meaning by appealing for assistance. What follows

) dzi K2 NBQ SYLKI &4 4
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Ad | WwOotlraaaroQ OrasS 2F yS3A20AFGA2y 2F YSIy
where thenative speakeexplains and elucidateand ending with thenon-
native speakerindicating to have understood. When theative speaker
sends item IVténg9, he immediately follows up with a comprehension
check do youknow what that is?>n his next message. Arukfore the
non-native speakerhas had the chance to react to this message, he
hurriedly sends off a description ofongs Due to the noradjacent
discourse pattern that is inherent in written chathe participants can type
simultaneously so messages can crQ#se non-native speake® @answer to

the comprehension check is sent after thative speakehas explained the
item. She writes: dhmmmmm no sorpy, with which she not only admits

to, but also apologizes for her namderstanding. With the next item
(pruning shearsthe native speakeragain, modifies his input: this time he
does notprovide a definition of the target item but replaces the word on
his task sheet with a synonyrmeecateurgitem V), which can be regarded as
another attempt atavoiding conversational trouble (Long 1983). This time
there are no noticeable consequences fbe interaction that follows: the
non-native speaker does not know the synonym either and initiates repair,
albeit disconcertingly by apologizing again for not understandiagk<4 (0 Q &
that? Sorry.

The explicit apologies of the nerative speaker to her nize speaker
counterpart for not knowing items IV and V could be marked as an illustration
of the paradox of an authentic tadlased interaction environment: the
interaction takes place in the context of an institutional L2 course, where,
according to negiation of meaning theories, it is perfectly natural for an
non-native speaker apprentice to be unfamiliar with certain words of the
target language and, therefore, to taskpropriately ask for assistance from
the native speakeexpert. A the same time,however, social dimensions
such as embarrassment about not knowing certain thigens, appear to be

in force possibly enhanced by the very authenticity of the interaction
environment (cf. Van der Zwaa&lBannink2016).

In the second\ideo call part of the task (items VIl to Xll), the npative

speaker no longer explicitly negotiates for meaning. Instead, she either claims

understanding (VIIl and X) or gives off implicit messages of- non

understanding. For these items (VII, IX, and Xl), suote¢ask completion

now firmly lies in the hands of the native speaker: he needs to step in to

boost the interaction with comprehensible input or a comprehension check.

He delivers in all but one instance: he follows theqyoh G A @S & LIS+ { SNDa Fd |
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responseto item XII with a rather abrupt change of subject and continues
with the next part of the task. See Table’2fr a schematic representation
of the data as discussed above.

Table 22° ™ DyadA

Item | Il n v |V VI | VI Vil IX X Xl Xl
\V/& C C C C C C Y, Vv Vv \% \% Y,
NNS dm | cm | NoM NoM | cim | O clm 0 cim 0 0
NS cC cC cC CcC
Dyad B

As we can see in Table B8low, the interactios of yad Bresemble the
pattern found in ad A: during the first eight items, theon-native
speakemegotiates for meaning five times (items I, I, V, VII, VIII). After item
VIII the non-native speakerceases to initiate negotiate for meaning;
instead, she only transmits covert signals of nuomerstanding.

®1n this and other tables:

C written chat;

\Y videoconferencing;

NS native speaker;

NNS non-native speaker;

clm non-native speakeclaim or display of understanding;

®1n this and in other tables:

0 non-native speakecovert signal of notunderstanding;
CC native speakecomprehension check;

Ci native speakecomprehensible input.

NoM negotiation of meaning

® Task items on NS task sheet: | Christmas hampers; Il whisk; 1l javelin; IV tongs; V pruning
shears; VI turtleneck sweater with honeycomb stitch; VII tasskIKirby grips/bobby pins;
IX wrench; X braces; Xl laurel wreath; XIl tweezers.
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Table 23: Dyad B

Items | | ] 1l \Y \Y% Vi Vi Vil IX X Xl Xl
V/IC C C C C C C \Y% \Y \Y \Y \Y% \Y%
NNS | NoM | NoM 0 cim | NoM | cilm | NoM | NoM | O 0 0 0
NS Ci Ci Ci Ci

In our analysis, we will focus on the interactiduring the final four items
(Example 2).

Example 2: Dyad B

Item Speaker | Video transcriptand observations

IX NS Alright. Next one is a wrench.
NNS [Raises eyebrows and smiles but does not say anything
NS {2 dzZKKKZI ¢gKSYy @&2dz2QNBE {NE A

like screwing in bolts and that kind of stuff?

NNS Yeah?

NS CSHFKe LiQa GKIFG

_ { 2ySod LGQZ
AY YdzNRSNJ YeaGSNAaSa (2 1A
X NS The next one is suspenders
NNS [Silencec moves head backwards]
NNS Huh?
NS . 2dz (y26 6KSy @2dzQNB ( NE A
older people dofgestures]
Xl NS Next one is a laurel wreath.
NNS [Silenceg looks down and away from the camera]
NS So, you know when people win at the Olympics [poihts

to her head withboth hands]and they get that weird kind
of crown[draws the image of a crown with her hands
around her fordead]around their head with the laurel

leaves?
Xl NS The last one is tweezers
NNS [Hesitates, then points at her eyebrow with one hand]
NS ,SHFKZ ¢KSy @&2dz KIFI @S | &L

NNS Yeah

NS And you get that little thing




TAR versus FAR responses 127

By the time this dyad has reached item IX tioe-native speakeno longer
explicitly indicates nowmnderstanding, nor does she explicitly ask for
assistance. Rather, her responses are ambiguous: protracted silence
followed by raising eyebrows (item 1X), and protracted silence followed by
<huh?> (item X). When item X6 communicated, there is only protracted
silence, combined with a shift in gaze, away from the webcam. After the
last item¢ tweezersg the non-native speakehesitantly points towards her
eyebrows.Thenative speakeacknowledges this gesture, but sfilovides
extra input even after thanon-native speakehas tentatively indicated to
have understood (as will be explained below).

In sum, asn Dyad A, the non-native speakerresponses of non
understanding become increasingly implicit, while thative speaker
counterpart in his turn displays more taabpropriate behaviour by
providing unsolicited comprehensible input so that mutual understanding is
still reached.

Dyad C

Thenon-native speakefrom Dyad C only explicitly initiates negotiation of
meanirg three times (items |, Ill and VI); during the other nine items, the
native speakeseems to be doing all the work.

Table 24: Dyad C

Item | I v |V \ Vil Vil IX X Xl Xl
VvIC C c|C C C C \Y \% \% \% \% \Y

NNS NoM | 0 | NoM 0 0 NoM | O

NS Ci Ci | Ci Ci Ci Ci Ci |Ci |Ci

The analysis below will concentrate on the disceucencerning items VIi
to XII (kample 3).
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Example 3: Dyad C

Iltem | Speaker| Video transcript and observations

VIl NS Tassel
NNS [no responseblank face]
NS LiQa f Aydudany arcurid Nduryeatains to hold them
o0FrO01z YR AdlQa 324 tA1S X a
VIII NS YANDéeé INALIA X f)\1§ 0200¢e LJA

put in their haifgestures putting a pinin herhad] & KS & §

IX a wrench

NNS [no response; blank face]

NS Like the things you use ¥[makes a tightening with wreneh
type movement with her handp screw bolts in
X NS Braces. You know tie[clutches her shoulders with both hand
things that guys use to keep their pants tyatt go over their
shoulders.
XI NS I fFdaNBt oNBFGKZ gKAOK X K2

You know like the Greek, the ancient Greek pictures you see
GKSe Q@S Ilmakesikular gestukey aound her head
like with the golden leaves their hair?

Xl NS Tweezers. You know, the things that you pluck your eyebrow
with.

It is striking that after item VII, theative speakeexerts himself by giving
comprehensible input for each of the items without having been asked for
it, sparing thenon-native speakerthe effort of overt negotiation while
simultaneously ensuring successful task completion. After items VII and IX,
the native speakerstill leaves a short pause which gives then-native
speakerthe opportunity to react, but when he fails to do so, thative
speaker no longer waits for aon-native speakerindication of non
understanding; instead, he instantly adds an exptam (items X, XI and
XIl). In fact, even if theon-native speakehad wanted to initiate repair, or

to signal understanding, he would not have had the chance to do so. Again,
in the final stage of the task, theative speakers doing all the work, wtel

the non-native speakeseems to have retreated into unresponsiveness.

Dyad D

Thenon-native speakeresponses to the first four items are an exemplary
illustration of taskappropriate behaviour: the non-native speaker

negotiates for meaning by expligitasking for assistance. However, for the
following eight itemsshe negotiates for meaning only twice (items VII and



TAR versus FAR responses 12€

IX), although she claims understanding only once (item VI). Again, this
behaviour prompts henative speakercounterpart into ensuring suessful

task completion by providing unsolicited comprehensible input.

Table 25: Dyad D

ltem | | Il 1] \Y vV | VI VI Vil IX | X Xl Xl
viIC |V \Y \ \ vV |V Cc C C c |C c

NNS | NoM | NoM | NoM | NoM | O clm NoM | O 0 NoM

NS Ci Ci a Ci | Ci Ci

The non-native speakerinitiates negotiation of meaning five times during

the first seven items, buttops doing safter item VII.

Example 4: Dyad;Dvritten chat(ltems VigXI)

Iltem Messenger | Written chat script
Vil NS [12:07:05] a tassle
NNS [12:07:19]Ohhty 2 222 H L R2y Qi VY]
VI NS [12:09:37] kirby gripps
NNS OMHYNyYnmB XXoo
NS [12:08:42] or bobby pins
IX NS [12:09:41] Wrench
[12:09:56] so it looks like a spanner but is on both en
X NS [12:12:03] okay so braces
[12:12:13] theything guys put over their pants
[12:12:18] when they are trying to be fancy
[12:12:24] mostly on a tuxedo
[12:12:38] lots of women wore them in the 80s
Xl NS [12:14:19] now this ones really hard: laurel wreath
NNS [negotiates for meaning
Xl NS [12:20:25] tweezers
[12:2037] you can use them to pluck eyebrows with

For item VIII she sends a paralinguistic response (a series of dots), as an
covert rather than explicit signal of namderstanding” Interestingly, the

™ In the absence ofion-verbal informaton, paralinguistic typography such as the series of
dots in this example are meant to represent the facial expression or mood oétties
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only other item the non-native speakeractively negotiates is item XI,
possibly because theative speakehas introduced the item with the pre
sequence (Levinson 1983)new this ones really hard making it less
disconcerting to admiton-understanding (cf. Van der Zwaard & Bannink
2014). For the other three items (IX, X and Xll) tfiaive speake®R a
expectations ofnon)understandingby the nonnative speakeseem have
been shaped by her previous responses: he decides to provideush m
comprehensible input that thenon-native speakerno longer needs to
negotiate. As in Dyad C the native speakends up doing all the
interactional work.

Dyad E

Thenon-native speakein this dyad explicitly negotiates for meaning four
times (items Ill, 1V, VI and VII); for the other items (save item I)natiee
speakeris more proactive than henon-native speakercounterpart: he
seems to take over the interaction entirely duringet last four items,
turning the task performance into aative speakemperformance, rather
than coconstructednative speakdmnon-native speakecommunication.

Table 26: Dyad E

Item [ ] v \% VI VI VI IX X Xl Xl
VIC V|V \Y, \Y, vV |V C C C C C C
NNS o O NoM | NoM NoM NoM

NS Ci Ci Ci Ci Ci | Ci | Ci

In our analysis of yad E, we will consider the beginning and the end of the
interchange.
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Example 5: Dyad Bideo callltems HIl); written chat (Items EXII)

Iltem | Speaker/ Video transcriptand observations
messenger
I” |NS ¢ KSNBQa I gKAA]
NNS [echoes]a whisk®
Il NS Tongs
NNS [echoes]Tongs
NS [A1S O221Ay3 G2y3a X (2
11 NS Hedge clippers
NNS [negotiates for meaning]
Written chat
IX NS Pantsuspenderg; like straps that clip to your pants to
hold them up with
X NS ¢tKSYy GKSNXQa | &eé Yo elike Xin&s
gNBI GKa GKFEG 32 2y GKS R
XI. NS bSEG 6S KIF@S | ayl LIISNI 2
car
Xll. | NS l'yYR flatte ¢6AKR®DSH XNB LIS
use to tie up curtains and make them look nice when
GKS@QNB 2Ly d

When the native speaker has communicatethisk in turn 1, the non

native speaker echoes the word while looking down at her task sheet

without an explicit appeal for assistance, which may be why the native

speaker proceeds to the next item [item tgngg. However, when the

non-native speaker echoes the secondrget item as well, the native

speaker seems to sense the ngn G A @S &aLISIF{SNRa Ll2aaai
understanding and provides comprehensible input without having been

asked forit § A1 S 0221 Ay 3 {2y Havingknowl fimlyd dzN} Y S|
caught on that his nomative speaker counterpart might not understand

the items, the native speaker changes tactics: he replaces the word

pruning sheargon his task sheet) with the easier and more common

hedge clippers; without, however, any noticeable effect since it still

prompts an explicit indicator of neonderstanding.The native speaker

now takes a more drastic stegonvinced that his nomative speaker

counterpart is not familiar with most of his items and to avoid any more
conversational trouble (and loss of face) for tlast four items (items IX

"2 Eor unknown reasonsé native speakedecided to change the order of the items on the
worksheet.
"3 stimulated recall: nomative speakedoes not know whatwhiskis.

(@]}
da™y

[atN
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¢ XIlI) he takes the lead by modifying and elaborating on his items
without waiting for a nonnative speaker response, in a sense pushing
the non-native speaker out of the interaction

Dyad F

Table 27: Dyad F

ltem || nfm v v [Vt vt Jvin[Ix [X X Xl
vIC v v |V v vV |V c C c c C c

NNS NoM 0 0 NoM 0 0

NS CcC Ci | Ci Ci Ci Ci Ci Ci Ci

Thenon-native speakein this dyad only explicitly negotiates for meaning
twice (items | and IV). And again, the more then-native speaker
withdraws, the more taslappropriately thenative speakeresponds.

Example 6a: Dyad Fideo call (ItemsVI)

Item Speaker Video transcript andbbservations
I NS Christmas hampers
NNS [negotiates for meaning]
1. NS A whisk
NNS Whisk[echoes the word while looking down at the task
sheet]
NS Do you know what a whisk is?
Il. NS A javelin. Surely you guys know what a javelin is.
NNS [silenceg frowns]
V. NS Tongs
NNS [negotiates for meaning]
\% NS Pruning shears
NNS [shakeshead]No.
VI. Ns Turtleneck sweater with honeycomb stitch
NNS [silenceg blank face]

Thenon-native speakestarts out by negotiating for meaning (item 1). With
the next item (hisK), howevershedoes not explicitly appeal for assistance
again; instead, she echoes the word while looking down at her task sheet.
The native speakeiinterprets this fuzzy response as an indicator of non
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understanding and follows up with a comprehension cheg& you knav
what a whisk is?, leading to a negotiation of meaning sequence (not
included in the example). Now that it has become clear thatrtbe-native
speakerwas not familiar with his first two items, theative speakeseems

to express a certain expectationr(hope) about thenon-native speake® a
understanding of item I/I<Surely you guys know what a javelirr,isa
comment that makes it all the more uncomfortable for his counterpart to
explicitly admit norunderstanding. Instead, she frowns and does not say
anything, again leaving the floor for theative speakerto step in and
explain. With the next item, thaon-native speakeexplicitly initiates repair
for the second and, as it turns out, last time during their session. After item
V, she shakes her headhdh utters No>; after item VI she only draws a
blank face. Again, in both cases thative speakemeeds to act task
appropriately and preactively to ensure successful task completion.

Example 6b: Dyad F; written chat (ItemsWll)

VIl NS [11:17:37]Ok so the first thing is kind of hard.
NS [11:17:49] but you know like, old fashioned cushions and curta
NS [11:17:59] how they have the pieces of material that hangs off
corners?
NS [11:18:14] like, it comes together in a clump and it hdsraged
end usually.
NS [11:18:21] ugh I'm so bad at explaining this!
VIII | NS [11:20:56] ok these are small brown clips
NS [11:21:02] well, not clips.
NS [11:21:12] they are used when you're putting your hair up
NS [11:21:24] they're small andrown and have one rigged side, an
they slide into your hair and stop it from falling out.

When they switch to written chat after item VI (example 6b), theive
speaker seems to have appropriated the discourse based on the
SELISOGIGAZ2YE 27T -uddedstandirgy dayfhie\Gdbid dbllpsit Q &
of the task, by bombarding his counterpart with so much comprehensible
input for items VII to XIl, thasheis no longer evemiven the chance to
indicate understanding or to initiate negotiation. As a matter of fact,
possibly to accommodate his counterpart and spare her the potential
discomposure of not recognizing the target word, thative speakethas
even ceased to name th&arget items; instead, he just sends multiple
messages with elaborate descriptions of each item.

yzy
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5.4 Discussiorand Conclusions

The data set we draw on in thikapteris far too small to warrant more than
tentative conclusions. Given these limitationewever, micreanalysis of the
data still yields valuable insights into the behaviour of the-native speaker

and native speaker participants during the dyadic telecollaboration task. As
such, our data show a certain negotiation trend or pattern that reetdther
investigation, particularly for a task type with a stringtri@fgers such as the
Thingsin-Pocket task.

The taskbased LZearning paradigm starts from the premise that in the
enactment of the task participation roles will be divided betwegmaker
(native speaker) and hearer (nemative speaker) according to the demaaic-
supply or equal footing type sequences modelled for negotiation of meaning
(Varonis & Gass 1985). Both participants are expected to consistently act in the
interest of thetask. The data in thishapter, however, confirm the findings from

a number of previous studies that have shown that #mative speaker
participants do not always act in the interest of the task, but also in the interest
of face (Aston 1986; Block 2003;stew 1998; Long & Porter 1985; Pellettierr
2000; Tudini 2007; Van der Zwaard & Bannink 2@u4)jng postask stimulated
recall, the nomative speaketJ- NI A OA LI} yia NBLRNISR F¥SStAy3
admit failure to understand multiple ties. Forthe same reasons, the native
speakes, in their turn, did their utmost to avoid conversational trouble. Our data
show a surprisingly consistent pattern: the roative speakers mainly initiated
repair during the first six items, and gradually moved towardsert, face
appropriate responsef/an der Zwaard & Bannir014) as the task session
progressed. Rather than overtly and directly appealing for assistandeein t
interest of the task, the nonative speakersvould only give off covert signals of
possibé nonrunderstanding. As can be seen in taBiethere is a fairly steep
decline innegotiating for meaningequences between items | and items XII. It
seems, then, that, in case of a series of triggers, social dimensions gradually gain
more prominence.

W
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Table 28: Patterns of negotiation of meaning (NNS) and unsolicited input (NS)
during the exchange of 12 items

6

AL

\

\ /N

Iltem Item ltem Item ltem Item ltem [tem [tem [tem ltem item
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

e NOM

NS input

NoM = NNs$hnitiated negotiation of meaning; NS input = unsolicited NS

inpu

t

The native speaker in our study played a crucial role in the interactional
configuration described aboveThey tended to counterbalancdace
appropriate behaviourof the nonnative speakerswith taskappropriate
behaviourby providing unsolicited (comprehsible) input. As can be seen

in Table 28 above, the decrease in Amative speaker initiated negotiation

of meaning is compensated for by an increase of spontaneous native
speaker input (input that has not been solicited), i.e. the native speaker
optedfoNJ SELIX I AYyAy3 o0SF2NB o6SAy3
proposals (2010), the interactional pattern during the taslprocess was

inde

ed discursively constructed.

a1 SR

To find an answer to our third research questmdoes the digital medium
influence participant behaviour@ we implemented a counterbalanced task
design. Some studies have shown that tbased synchronous computer
mediated communication, such as written chat, generally provides a less
discouraging environment to negotiate for mmag due to its relative
anonymity (Kern 1995; Van der Zwaard & ®ank 2014; Warschauer,
1996). As can be gleaned from Example® dbove, however, there is a

g2

SE LI
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decline in nomative speaker repair initiation during the second half of the
task (items VI¢ XI1), regardless of the mediufh.

Ou Thingsin-Pocket task was seeded with a string of consecutive triggers

that had to be taslappropriately negotiated by the nenative speakers in

order to finish the task successfully. After a number of triggers, hewev

the task tended to get completed in spite of, rather than thanks to,-non

native speaker responseAs Breen (1989 20 A SNIBWS&asx af S NYSNBR | NB
of playing havoc with even the most carefully designed and rusehl

i I (@3 Researchershould therebre regard participants as task

interpreters, rather than task executioners who predictably react to stimuli

(Eckerth, 2009; Firt& Wagner, 1996; Slimaiftolls, 2005). LRarners will

only admit to taskappropriate norunderstanding so many times before

faceappropriate social issues takover. L2f S| Ny SNR | NB y20 2dzaid ¢
OGN} yalr OQiAay3a fFy3dza 3S YIOKAySaé¢ O0C2a0GSNE Hny
who bring their social needs and identities to the situation (cf. Firth &

Wagner, 1996). We conclude, theoe¢, that designing a successful task

does not only involve deciding which type of task (e.g. open versus closed

tasks or information gap versus opinion gap; cf. Duff, 1986) is best for the

L2learning of a particular learner group. In digital as well axzefo-face

communication the linear pattern of negotiation of meaning fits the notion

of taskaswork plan, but it does not necessarily comply with the

unpredictability and local, turby-turn organization of emerging discourse.

The relationship betweenaskaswork plan and tasln-process, is, indeed,

non-linear.

Both researchers and teachers should heed the interrelatedness -of L2

learning systems and social systems in task design. Although negotiation of

meaning is regarded as a significant componentlafguage learning

(Cazden, 2001; Long, 1983; Vygotsky, 193@)data suggest that having to

negotiate again and again will trigger face rather than {aggropriate

O0SKIF@A2dz2NE NBIIFNRfSada 2F (GKS LI NIAOALN yiac
successfullyindeed, in technologgnhanced task design, as elsewhere, less

is sometimes more.

“5dNAY3 aGAYdA FGSR NBOLfts y2yS 2F GKS LINIAOALI yGa
or their counterparts) as the reason for withdrawing into fesq@propriate behaviour.

LyaiSIRZ (GKSe& AYRAOFIGSR KF@Aay3d Tullérsiandb$ Yol NNF aaSRQ |
multiple times.
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Chapter 6

Reversal ohative speaker and nenative speaker
participation roles in synchronous telecollaboratidn

6.1 Introduction

Firth and Wagner (1997) were among the first to challenge the ositeg

2F Wyl GAGS ayiSih A S Sl JgdRqadyIhey argued
that this binary distinctionbasedon the cognitive perspective on language
learning, does not do justice to the sodialtural complexities involved in
communicative competerte as defined by Hymes (1961)orhative
ALISF{ISNE IINB y20ilA®08 REWNUHNARO2ZYIi 2 MROEISF2 NI | |
speakers always the idealized language users that feature in much SLA
research. Rather than approaching expert and apprentice language users as
different species, defined solely by their (lack of) language competency,
Frth and Wagner claimed, thsituated social identities of both groups
should be factored in (cf. Kasper, 2004).

The introduction and development of digital synchronous communication
technologies have impacted on and added to the complexitf social
identities in theL2-classroomThe use of synchronous computerediated
communication technologies, such as written chat and video call, have been
found to come with specific affordances and constraiMan der Zwaard
and Bannink(2014, 2016 report that communication between native
speakers and nonative speakers through written chat in an -L2
environment tends to be less faCethreatening than communication
through video call. When confronted with an instance of +Hon
understanding, the nomative speakers indicated namderstanding more
often during chat than during video call, and they tended to experience the
LINPEAYAGES AYYSRALFO&® |yR AyliAYlO& 2F GKS
2014). These findings corroboratedesults from earlier stdies that

[N

" This chapter in adapted foris under review as Van der Zwaard, R. & Bannink, A. Reversal

of participation roles in native speakaon-native speaker telecollaboration.

®ClL 08 Oty 65 RSTAYSR | 8NBAKSSEZESDGAOSt a20A1 & Y& Fazl) K.
RdzNAyYy 3 | LI NIGAOdzZ I NJ O2y il Oié 6D2FFYLY wmMpppY HMOUOLSD 5
what to show of themselves and what to hide, much like an actor on the stage. This has been

referred to as impression managent (Goffman, 1959).
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compared (nordigital) faceto-face communication with writte chat (e.qg.

Warschauer 1997)Written chat was found to beY2 NBE WS3FfAGF NRIF YyQ
(Pasfieldo S2 FAG2dz HamMoUO YR WdzyO2yaiNI AySRQ o[ Al
chat, so it is argued, each & A OA LI yi W@2A0SQ A& Sldzrf3 &F
distinction between native speaker and noative speaker irrelevant. As

such, although more research is needed, digital mediations seem to affect

LI NI A OALN yi A RSy ARI ASNIZQ Ad/20tiy@ERIZNGIS a0 KS? 2@
between native speaker and narative speaker

To date, research projects on interactidretween nonnative speakers

report mixed outcomes. Liddicoat and Tudini (2013) conclude that in chat

communication the expert stas of the native speakers the target

fly3dzZ 3S adAatft OFlada GKSY Ayrokasi S OKSNI NERf
a2 OAl £ A ¥82)3espitd the fctithat tlle exchange took place in a

more social, oubf-class setting. They argue thati KS RARIF OGA O @2A0S 27
native sgaker, and the noty I G A @S ALISF {SNRA 2NASY Gl GA2y2
[therefore] be understood as interactional expressions at the microlevel of

the ppg SN 2F (GKS y188)AAtOugh S intdr&iok was

(meant to be) informal and authentic, native speakestitutional identity

remained salient due to the embedding framework ofethanguage

education activity.Conversely, it was also found thabcialidentity was

dominant in aninstitutional setting (Van der Zwaard & BanninR016).

While working on a LZarning task the nomative speakers, in their

institutional roles as novices, were reluctant to admit aomderstanding

during dyadic digital interactiobetween nonnative speakersdue to issues

of face, i.e. they were often too emabrassment to admitV ¥ | A ThdzNB Q ®

native speakers, in their turn, would use politeness strategies, such as

unsolicited comprehensible input, piequences and acts of solidarity to

LINE@Sy G O2YYdzyAOF A2y ONBI 1 R2dofka 2NJ (2 YAG)
understanding.

As faras we know, no research has been done irteersednative speaker
and nonnative speaker discursive participatory roles during digital
interaction. This exploratory study attempts to fill this gap. It investigates
the interaction between dyads of nativgpeakers and nomative speakers

of English in synchronous computaediated communication in a task
design where the conventional participant roles of expert and apprentice
roles were reversed: the native speakers, as languagerts, became the
cultural apprentices, \mereas the nomative speakersg the language
apprentices¢ were the cultural experts. The aim was to observe the



Reversal of participation roles 13¢

influence of reversed participant categories on participant behavend
task performance, i.e. to investigate how the noative speaker and native
speaker construe and interpret their owsversed roles and identitiesnd
those of their counterparts, and what type of communicative behavis
prompted by this role reversal.

6.2 Theoretical framework

In order to investigate ative speaker and nenative speaker responses in
their reversed participant roles, wéocus on the sequential responses of
native speaker participants after an instance of nowerstanding, as well
as nonnative speaker response when the native spealehésitant ©
indicate nonunderstanding. This chapterbuilds on, and complements,
earlier studies which reported on differences of rRoative speaker
behaviair in videocall and chat and absence of negotiation of meaning by
non-native speakers after neanderstanding Yan der Zwaard & Bannink
2014, 2016). Together, these studiesm to contribue to a better
understanding ofthe complexity and versatility of participant roles in
(digital) native speakemon-native speaker interaction in k&hvironments.

For the analysis of our data we draw on two widely used SLA interaction

paradigms: the Varonis and Gass model for-native speaker negotiation

2F YSFIYyAy3 omopyp0 YR [2y3Qa OfFaaArxfFAOF (A
output (1983).

The Varonis & Gass modef nonunderstandings(1985) claims that
negotiation of meaning episodes can be divided into two main parts: a
triggerandaresolution(see Table 29)

Table29: Varonis and Gass model for nomderstandings

Trigger Resolution

T IA RA RR

Thetrigger [T] is a word or sentence part, uslyauttered by the expert,
that the learne does not know or understandsonsequently putting the
meaningful discourse on hold [I]. During tRESOLUTIONR] the trouble
source is solved: the learner initiatespair by appealing for help, and the
expert rephrases or cidies [RR], as illustrated in Table.29
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Table30: Example dialogue illustrating the VaronigdaGass model for nen
understandings

Expert 52y Q0 @&2dz GKAY]1 KS | Trigger(T)
Learner | What is phlegmatic? Indicator (1)
Expert It means very cool and composed Response (R)
Learner | Ah, | see. Reaction to Response
(RR)
Yes, | think he is Discourse pops up again

In the example dialogue of the Varonis and Gass m@dble 30)the word
phlegmaticappears to be arigger, a word the hearer is not familiar with.
For the interaction to continue, this trouble source needs to be resolved.
Indeed, without knowing the meaning of the wopthlegmatic the learner

will not be able to truK Fdzf £t @ | yasSNJ GKS SELISNI Q& |jdzSai
hearer is expected to settle this bredlwn in communication by starting

up negotiation of meaning, usually by explicitly appealing for assistance
with an indicator of nonunderstanding. The speaker wilien attempt to
resolve the problem by explaining or modifying tiigger with a response

As a final turn, the hearer ties up the routine withreaction to responsge
explicitly confirming and demonstrating understanding, after ckhithe
discourse can cdimue. When applied to expedearner interaction, the
pivotal prime in this model is the secotgrn initiation of repair (1)
instigated by the learner after &igger. if the learner does not initiate
negotiation of thetrigger and ask for clarificationthe communication
breakdown will be in danger of remaining unresolved.

Varonis and Gass emphasize that the highest incidence of initiation of
negotiation of meaning is to be found between members with equal
participation status, such as betweedyads consisting of nomative
speakersThis is, they argue, because participants in these interactions feel
they can indicate nowmnderstanding without embarrassment: the
interlocutors are equally (in)competent. Asymmetry of participastgh as
between native speakerhon-native speaker dyads, in this reasoning
hinders negotiation of meaning because the nmative speakers tend to
feel embarrassed at having to explicitty acknowledge failure of
understanding. Other authors argue that noative speakerresponse
during native speakenon-native speaker interaction is not always as
predictable as the Varonis and Gamsdel suggests, however. In their roles
as apprentices, they do not always engage in negotiation of meaning
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despite nonunderstanding (Aston 1986; Fest 1998). The nomative

speakers, or apprentices, are generally expected to be primarily concerned

with their own pedagogical improvemenudng native speakenon-native

speaker interaction. However, having to communicate a pedagogically

sound signal ohon-understanding can be experienced by participants as an
embarrassing and faeé KNBI 6 SyAy3a AYyRAOIGAZ2Y 27
understand Eckerth 2009foster 1998; Foster & Ohta 2005; SlimBoils

2005; Skehan 20QY¥an der Zwaard & Banni@014, 2016),

¢tKS&4S FAYRAy3Ia NBO2YTFANXY (KS 2dzi02YSa
non-native speaker conversation (1983). Long describes how native
speakers tend to use strategies for avoiding conversational trouble (such as
checking nomative speaker comprehesion, usinga slower pace and
pausing before key words) and tactics for repairing trouble (such as
accepting unintentional topiswitches, tolerating ambiguity, or the
repetition of utterances).Long argues that without these native speaker
initiated modifications, communication runs the risk of breaking down. Native
speakers, thenemploy facesaving strategies since conversational trouble
threatens both the face of the speaker (who apparently has not succeeded
in getting his message across) and tleater (who has not understood and
has to initiate repair). So iteems that native speaker behaur during
native speakemion-native speaker interaction can lmth task-appropriate
(TaskAppropriate Response: TAR; Smith 2003), i.e. in the interest of the
task (for instance, by checking noative speaker comprehension) and
face-appropriate (Facé\ppropriate Response: FAR; authors, 2014, 2016),

YK I

27

i.e. in the interest of guarding both their own and the pgr- 0 A @S & LIS { SNR A

face, sometimes at the cost of thagk (for instance, where native speakers
tolerate nonnative speaker ambiguity or topic changes).

By placing native speaker participants outside their comfort zone of being
the expert and giving them the role of apprentice, and, conversely, by
awarding tle nonnative speaker the role of nelinguistic expert while L2 is
still the language of interaction, we aim to contribute to studies into
participant roles anddentities during native speakarbn-native speaker
interaction in a telecollaborative k&nvionment.
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6.3 The study

6.3.1The telecollaboration project

Over a period of six weeks, two groups of undergraduate students
telecollaborated on a range of online platforms, both asynchronous (group
Facebook page, email exchanges) and synchronous (goegimup video

call, dyadic video calland dyadic written cht). The motivation for the
exchang was both intercultural and EHearning: both cohorts of students
had the opportunity to work with peers from another culture; the non
native speaker students experienced immersion into a meaningful context
in the targetlanguage. The data consisted of transcripts of 11 hours of
recorded video callsessions, and logs of written chat.

6.3.2Participants

The Australian participants consisted of a group of undergraduate students
in their third year of Drama and Educationl (@ative speakers of Australian
English); the Dutch participants consisted of a group of first year
undergraduate students doing a Minor in English Language Proficiency as
part of their European Studies Major. The Dutch students were all advanced
speakersof English who had completed the same level of English in Dutch
secondary education, comparable to level B2/C1 on the proficiency scales
of the Common European Framework of Reference for Langu&esR).
The native speakemion-native speaker dyads congd of randomly
selected participants from the cohorts (N=22; age2P3 male and female;

the students did not know each other; none of the students hartmesive
intercultural or livingabroad experience).

6.3.3Task design

According to the CEFR, advanded y 3dzr 3S f SIF NYySNAR aOly dzas
bexof & YR STFFSOGAOSte FT2NJ a20AlFfxX I OFRSYAO
aK2dzf R GKIFI@S y2 RAFTFAOMZ G& dzy RSNREGEFYRAY3

whether live or broadcast, even when delivered at fast nativé SpR €

(Cauncil of Europe 200123). Therefoe, we decided on a telecollaboration

GFrail oFaSR 2y | ydzYoSNJ 2F WOlFIYyySRQ 221S5a 6
were given four Dutch jokes they had to translate into English and

subsequently relate to their Australian coemparts. The jokes that were

selected belongto a category that Hay (2001 KI & fFo0Sfft SR &o62dzyRI
K dzY 2(NZE jokes grounded in ethnic hurno and seldeprecation with

both a comic andh serious component. As sudhgy contained potential
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referential prdolems that were expected to foster native speaker
negotiation of meaning. Ultimately, the jokes were expected to function as
prompts for discussion on how representative they are of Dutch culture.

6.3.4Procedures

During a single exchange, each dyad panfed the task using both desktop
video calland written chat. Time on task for each dyad was approximately
one hour. The Dutch student performed the task from the university
computer lab; due to the time difference the Australian students performed
the task from their home computers. The Skype &#ss were recorded,
transcribed and coded by two researchers; the chat logs (including
emoticons) were automatically saved by the program. No instructions were
given with respect to the initiation of repair in case of ramderstanding.

As can be seen imable 31 native speaker and nenative speaker
participants assume both expert and learner participant roles during task
performance, each with regard to different types of expertise.

Table 31: Participation roles during the humour task

NNS NS
Dutchcultural jokes + (expert) e (learner)
Communication in English| ® (user/learner) + (expert)

Since the interactions are conducted in English the native speaker is the
expert in the language domain throughout the task while tien-native
speaker fulfils the role of (advanced) apprentice. In the institutional context
of task performancgthe L2 roles of the nonative sgakers collapse: they

are bothlanguage learners and language usefsKern & Liddicoat 2008).
With the culturally specific Dutch jokes, however, the noative speaker is

the expert in the cultural domain while the native speaker is the apprentice;
linguistically the native speaker remains the expert and the-native
speaker the apprentice.

All participantsperformed the first half of the task usingideo call and the
second half using written chat (or vice versa) in a counterbalanced design.



144

6.4 Findings

A total of 41 Dutch jokes were conveyed to the native speakers by the non

native speakers: 22 jokes dog video conferencing, and 19 jokes during

written chat/’ Below we have selected somexamples of the digital

interactions for qualitative analysis. They have been selected to illustrate:

native speaker negotiation of meaning during role reversal (g#sekra and

1b), issues of solidarity during role reversatxamples 2a and 2b), and

Ayaildl yoSa ¢KSNB WTIF OS@a2Ng 2N DS IRSaALK 1 S8 KSR B 6
reversal examples 3a, b and 4).

6.4.1Native speaker negotiation of meaning

The first two examplét A f £ dZAGNI 0SS | RANADNZOEERSE Qi NI 2
GKFG | RKSNBa aéwraphiQe oOF ob K NBEBY anipy 71T { S
Almutairi 2009): in both instances there is a problem of suoerstandimy

and the hearer initiates nexurn negotiation ofmeaning.

Example 1a: Nexurn negotiation of meaning dyad 1¢ video

Turn | Participant | Video transcript

1. NNS How does a German open mussels? [does not look u
wait for the answer] He knocks very hard on the shell
and says[raises voiceAUFMACHEN

2. NS What does that mean?

3. NNS L KFEgS G2 SELX LAY X |dzFyY
what they shouted in the second World War, at each
R22NJ GKS& g2dA R 1y201 2V
well, eventually concentration camps.

4, NS [knits brows, looks shockedPhhh, godlaughs]

5. NNS {2 L adzllLi2 asS f[looksavay, seraithé
nose¢ seems embarrassed]

6. NS h1Z dzZKKKYYYY X

7. NNS looksupP ' & GKIF G NHzZRSK 52 Todz
Australian standards?

8. NS b2 X 'IKKK NBGdGe 2Ly G2
R2y Qi NBIFIffe& YAYR® LG R2
g2dzZ R LINPolofte (G11S 2FFS
[laughs].

9. NNS Alright[smiles]

10. NS Ok, so tell me another one of your jokes.

"Three jokes were not exchanged due to time constraints.
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It is impossible to understand the joke in thexamplewithout knowledge

of German, since the lexical iteaufmachenconstitutes the punchline. This
means that the linguistic competence involved in this interaction pertains
not only to Dutch and Englidhut also to a third language, German, which is
taught in Dutch secondary schoolBhe nexiturn clarification request from

the native speaker (line 2) is therefore ambiguous: it is not clear if the
native speaker negotiates for meaning because of a largpagblem or of

an intercultural problem (i.e. because he does not understand why the
Dutch would consider this a joke). This provides the-native speaker

with the opportunity to claim his expert role in the language as well as the
cultural domain: he iges a translation of the lexical itein English and
elaborates on the cultural implications of the use of this German word in
the context of the situation ({@rn 3). This seems to solve the
communication problem, as can be seen in natitdSl 1 S Nrito NS OG A 2
response (Uirn 4): he laughs awkwardly (the ritual response that was still
due) and also verbally and nonverbally expresses his shock at the point of
the joke. This response prompts noative speaker to check the
intercultural acceptability of the ke and its significance for Australian
norms and values, which launches them into a short discussion at meta
level, the projected third part of the task (line%.

Examplelb also shows native speaker initiation of negotiation of meaning,
although in thisnstance the initiation of repair is delayed.

Examplelb: Delayed negotiation of meanimgdyad 2¢ written chat

Turn | Participant Written chat script

1. NNS [11:46:41] Question: What do you do when a Belgia
throws a handgrenade at you?

2. NNS [11:46:54] Answer: you take out the pint, and throw
back.

3. NNS [11:46:59] *The pin

4. NS [11:46:59] LOL!

5. NS [11:47:41] as in a sewing pin?

6. NS [11:48:18] do the dutch get on with the Belgian?

7. NNS [11:48:30] Well, I don't know if it's theorrect word. If

you throw a handgrenade at someone, you have to
unlock it first

8. NNS [11:48:34] if you want it to explode
9. NNS [11:48:54] Dutch people have this stereotype of
Belgians

10. NNS [11:48:58] of them being dumb




11. [ Ns | [11:49:00] ahh see |

In examplelb, the nonnative speaker misspells a crucial word in his chat

message;, pint rather thanpin ¢ making the joke largely incomprehensible.

He repairs his @or almost immediately ({@rn 3), but the correction cross

messages with the nativepeaker paralinguistic response to the punchline

<LOL!!> (line 4), which suggests appreciation or at leaderstanding® It

is not until 40 seconds latefTurn 5) that the native speaker sends a

delayed comprehension checkas in sewing pir? (split negtiation

routine; cf. Smith 2003), revealing that she has not understood the joke,

and showing that her previous L@dsponse should not be interpreted as a

possible appreciation of the joke proper but rather as a ritual, face

appropriate discourse markeghe immediately follows her question with a

switch to the metadiscussion on cultural hunwo (1.6), which cross

messages withtheneyf | G A @3S & LISH 1 SNDR& SELIX Iyl GAZ2Yy 6K2
NBIOliAz2y G2 GKS yIGAGS aLISI1SNRA AyljdzAi NB 2y

6.4.2Symmetrical participation roles: solidarity

The data below show how problems in the L2 domain may interfere with

the role reversal in the cultural domain. Both the noative speaker and

native speaker participants in their expert roles appear sivive for

reciprocal symmetrical participation: they mitigate face threats with an act

of positive politeness (Brown é&Levinson 1987). Similarly, they use
comparable solidarity strategies (cf. Scollon & Scollon 2001): trying to
establish common ground irorder to reduce the effect of their
O2dzy t SNLI NI Qa LRGSYdAlrt t2aa 2F FI O0So

"t should be noted thatresponses such a8 KS | ONRY&Y W[ h[ QX 2NAIAYIft& NI
laughter, haveevolved into discourse markers to signaérticipant involvement or as attic

fillers, rather than what they literally stand to represent (Tagliamonte & Dennis, 2008;

UygurDistexhe, 2012).
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Example 2a: Solidarity in the language domaiyad 3¢ written chat

Turn Participant Written chat script

1. NNS [10:54:19] he gets out of the car, getgakay i'm
sorry i don't know this word, it's the tool with which
you raise your car so you can change the tire, doe
this make sense®)e breaks the window of the car
with it and opens the door.

2. WX 8

3. NNS [10:55:36] ~did you know what i meant with that
word i didn't know?

4, NNS [10:55:48] i feel stupid about it :P

5. NS [10:56:01] ohh umm its.... a car jack i think

6. NS [10:56:04] :/

7. NNS [10:56:13] okay..

8. NS [10:56:19] haha dont feel stupid i had to think what
it was aswell!Haha

9. NNS [10:56:28] oh okay haha

In these data the nonnative speaker encounters a problem in the

translation of the joke on her worksheet since it contains a word she is not

familiar with. She conveys her problem to the native speaker through an

apology followed by a request for help (swlitiated othercorrection;

Schegloff et al. 1977).0kay i'm sorry i don't know this word, it's the tool

with which you raise your car so you can chatlgetire, does this make

sense?> Although her paraphrase is correct and adequate, the native

speaker does not reply immediately, which prompts the imative speaker

into adding that she feels stupid abt not having known the word (ifn 4).

Both her initial apology (irn 1), her comprehension checkufih 3) and her

selfassessment {irn 4) show that her apprentice role in the L2 domain

interferes with her role of expert in the culturdlomain. When he does

respond (Tirns 5 and 6), the rtve speakeg; momentarily lainched back in

his expert role¢ immediately shows awareness of the threat to his non

VIEGAGS aLISEF{1SN O02dzy i SNLJI NIIiQa FIFOSY KS dz
employs paralinguistic and verbal hesitation marke2siK  dzY ¥ cah (i & X

jack | think (turn 5) and goes out of his way to establish common ground:

KIFKF R2y QG FSSf &a0GdzZJAR L K¥r®m8)2 GKAY]l 6KI
As such, he discursively constructs symmetrical participant roles.

Q)¢
(s}
Q)¢

In example2b, we see that tB nonnative speaker, in a cultural expert
role, shows the same type of behawio
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Example 2b: Solidarity in the cultural domaidyad 4¢ video

Turn | Participant | Video transcript

1. NNS {2 X Yé ®k NEiKKe® NBiat £ @
does aGerman eat a mussel?

2. NS How?[laughs]

3. NNS CSEKD 'yR AGQa | DSNXIyd

4, NS [silence]

5. NNS L 2dz R2y Qi 1 VYI2 ¢ UKD & 3/ defo S

The nonnative speaker starts with a pigequence (Levinson, 1983), as a

aAdy GKIG &AKS FTYGAOALIl GSa WiNRdzomft SQd { KS
questionanswer type riddle joke, but when the native speaker responds in

the ritually expectedway with the counterquestion (Trn 2), the non

native speaker treats this as if hesunterpart reports a language problem

and repeats the elements of the original questioh: § Q&4 | DSNXIFy® ! yR KS

eating a mussel (Turn 3). When the native speaker does not respond to
this she tries to find common ground by stating that it is perfectijura

that the native speaker does not know the answer to the question, since
she ¢ £ &2 ¢ 2 dzf R yW@rdring]the shative speaker conduct as L2
expert peer in example2a, it 5 the nonnative speaker in thesdata who
co-constructs symmetrical expelearner roles.

6.4.3Faceappropriate and tastappropriate responses

Examples 3a and 3b illustrate how fa@ppropriate communicative
behaviarr of the native speaker in her role of cultural novice is
counterbalanced by the nonative speaker with taskappropriate
behaviaur.

Example 3a: TAR and FARyad 5¢ written chat

Turn | Participant | Written chat script

1. NNS [10:59:29] Q: Who is at the same time the perfect
Finance Minister as well as your perfect fatledaw?

2. NNS [10:59:53] AJorge Zorreguieta, he let the public debt
well as your mothein-law dissapear!

3. NS [11:00:33] aha | don't know who that is but I'm sure if
did it would be funnier

4, NS [11:00:39] still pretty funny though

5. NNS [11:01:00] he is the father of Bkima (who will become
Queen in a few weeks)

6 NS [11:01:08] ahh
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7. NNS [11:01:25] and he was one of the Ministers in Argentit
during the Videla regime

8. NS [11:01:45] oh ok

9. NS [11:01:49] well the next part...

The nonnative speaker launchebe question part of the riddle joke and

sends off the aswerpart without waiting for anative speaker response.

The native speaker responds with contradictory messages. On the one hand

she conveys noanderstanding K R2y Qi 1y 2,@n thekothe (G KI G A &
hand she adds two conseixe appreciations of the joked dzi L QY &dz2NB A ¥ L
did it would be funnier and still pretty funny though (Turrs 4 and 5). This

response can only be interpreted as face work, since the joke does not

make sense to those who do nhknow who Jorge Zorreguieta in fact is. So,

although the native speaker has conveyed her appreciation of the joke

(Turn 4) ¢ albeit only verbally (gretty funny> without any pardinguistic

signs (such asahahahaor a smiley emoticon), the nenative spaker acts

in the interest of the task: he continues by gaotively backtracking and

filling in who Zorreguieta is, even though the native speaker does not

overtly appeal for assistance. In other words, the mative speaker

proceeds to provide compreheifide input to ensure successful task

completion. The native speaker promptly sends a message indicating she

wants to move on, away from the joksee Van der Zwaard & B@ink

2014, 2016).

In example3b ¢ same joke as in data 3a, different dyadhe nonnative
speaker is extremely active (she is responsible for 18 out of the 23
messages sent), while the native speaker only sends five messages, none of
which explicit initiations of repair, such as questions or requests for
clarifications.

Example 3b: TARd FAR, Dyad 6¢ written chat

Turn | Particpant Written chat script

1. NNS [10:34:07] Q: Who is a perfect minister of finance an
also a perfect father in law?

2. NNS [10:35:09] A: Jorge Zorreguieta, he is able to make
your mother in law and the delf the state dissapear

3. NNS [10:35:11]c_ ¢

4, NNS [10:35:27] this is so bad

5. NS [10:35:58] | kind of understand ifl think)

6. NNS [10:36:17] Do you know who Jorge Zorreguieta is?

7. NS [10:36:22] No




15C

8. NNS [10:36:30] | know some of it ...

9. NNS [10:36:46] But he was a political person in ...

10. NNS [10:36:50] what's the name of the country

11. NNS [10:36:52] Argentina

12. NNS [10:36:55] Argentinia?

13. NS [10:37:09] First one

14. NNS [10:37:11] And he was very corrupt and killed many
people etc.

15. NNS [10:37:37] But he is also the father of our princess

16. NS [10:38:03] Oh that is bad i don't think this is funny at
all. :(

17. NNS oMnYoyYnye b2 Al AayQi

18. NNS [10:38:17] But i think they're referring to the fact that
hekilled al these people

19. NNS [10:38:25] So he can make your mother in law
disappear

20. NNS [10:38:30] and i don't know what he did with the
money

21. NNS [10:38:34] but it's a cruel joke

22. NS [10:38:57] | get it, and | think it is cruel to.

23. NNS [10:39:10] Go to the next page?

In thisexamplewe see that the nomative speaker sends off the question
part of the riddle and waits nearly a minute for a response from her
counterpart before sending othe answerspart. Although, asve observed
above, the task is a cultural exchange embedded in an institutional
telecollaborative setting where the students were instructed to use the
jokes as stimuli for discussigras opposed to the exchange of jokes in non
AYyaaAGdziA2y £ X Yhretpiir&sShg tulhOrr sapPadrtiofA y 3 & >
recognition, understanding and appreciation (Hay 200fRce work already
seems to start right after the joke has been sent. Immediately when she has
related the joke, before the native speaker has had a chance foorel

the nonnative speaker sends two messages of negative appreciation: a
LJ- NI £ A y 3 deinatidok, QusedV 6 Sxpfess a straighced lack of
emotion (Turn 3) and a verbal appreciationthis is so bad (Turn4). The
native speaker response to thisas ambiguous claim of understanding in
Turn 5: although she states she understands the joke, she mitigates her
words with<kind of>and<I think> So instead of sending a taagpropriate
appeal for assistance, the native speaker messages a rather face
appropriate, tentative claim of understanding (Koole 2010). As noted
above, the joke is perplexing for someone who does not know who

gKAO
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B2NNBIdA Gl Aasx a2 GKS yFdiA@S aLlsSE1SNDa
convincing. It is only after the nemative speakr has acted in the interest

of the task by sending a direct comprehension chetlrrf 6) that the

native speaker reveals that she has not understood the joke atath(7).

Although there is a brief participant role reversal in the L2 domain between

Turrs 10 and 13¢ where the nonnative speaker explicitly asks for

assistance from the expert (native speaker) by checking the correct English

name for Argenting; it is the nonnative speaker in her role of cultural

expert who is the proactive participarthroughout, whereas, the native
aLISFTSNI Ay KSNJ NRfS a fSIFENYSNE Yzadit
messages and sends off appreciative remarks about the jokedq 16 and

22), rather than actively finding out more about its cultural context. In other

words, the information the nomative speaker sends is mostly unsolicited,

aSyid 2FF 2y KSNI 2gy | 002dzyd NI GKSN) GKIy

In example4, the nonrnative speaker routinely adopts an expert participant
role with the same joke, but here we see multiple role reversals.

Example 4: Change of footin@yad 7¢ video

Turn Participant | Video transcriptand observations

1. NNS [looks at higask sheet; starts laughingl. G Q& |
one.

2. NS [smiles]

3. NNS We in Holland always have the competitional jokes
with Germany. Or a next country, you know?

4, NS [smiles and nodsYes

5. NNS 'YR GKS 221Sa IINB fA1SY
and then the joke starts

6. NS [smiles]OK

7. NNS ¢KSy @2dz It NBFRe 1y2¢ A
like that starts.

8. NS [smiles]

9. NNS LQft GNryatrdS Ade ! KKY

SFd X dzKKK X L R2y Qi 1Y
Youl Y26 X Aglpshi&HandspShell?

10. NS [nods]Yeah. A clam.

11. NNS OK. A clam. With a little animal in ¥ou know?

12. NS Yes.

13. NNS Who keeps the two shells together. You know what
mean?

14. NS ,Saod LGQa f A1 S [cupsDéntsy ®

15. NNS L SHFKD . dzi 6KSy @&2dz (NE

ot I

I G



16. NS No
17. NNS OK. You know what | mean.
How does a German person eat that?
18. NS L R2YyQl 1y260
19. NNS . 2dz R 2 y[€niles dng gagsesPK [laughs]Here

comes the clue. He knocks very hard on the shell
[makes knocking movement with his handsid
screams: Aufmachen.

20. NS [Laughs]

21. NNS 'YR FdzZFYF OKSY YSIya Ay
know.

22. NS Yeah

23. NNS laughslbutA G 62y Qi 62N GKIF G

stupid joke. We always make bad jokes about Germ
LIS2LX S tA1S GKS@QNB aidz
something.

24, NS Yeah[then silenceg then looks at his task sheet]

The nonnative speaker in thesdata seems to adopt what can be seen as a
teacher role (cf. Liddicoat & Tudini 2013): he contextualizes the joke,
frames it as belonging to a particular category and feeds his native speaker
counterpart shnippets of comprehensible input (Long 1983). Fingt,
qualifies the joke as funnyT(rn 1); explains that the Dutch tend to joke
about their neighbouring countriest(rn 3), and finally comments on the
particular type of joke he is about to tellfyrrs 5 and 7). In between the
non-native speaker utterance the native speaker transmits verb3eg;
Okay and nonverbal (smiling and nodding) discourse markers (Schiffrin
1987), minimal response signals that are to be expected in dyadic oral
interaction, both in informal and institutional settings. It can be argued that
in Turrs 18, the nonnative speakerdraws on the strategies native
speakersresort to during native speakarbn-native speaker conversation

to avoid conversational trouble, as observed by Long (1983); in his role of
cultural expert, the nomative speaker provides comprehensible input
beforethe joke in an attempt to minimize the risk of conversational trouble
(cf.Van der Zwaard & Bannir2014, 2016).

When, inturn 9, the nonnative speaker reports trouble in the L2 domain
(he does not know the translation of one of the ka&grds in the puchline

of his joke) the participant roles are reversed: the namative speaker is
temporarily cast back in the role of apprentice, whereas the native speaker
slips back into his role of the expert. Once the native speaker has provided
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the target word ¢lam), the roles are reversed yet again. The mative
speaker proceeds with four consecutive comprehension cheblksy 11,

13, 15 and 17) as another strategy for avoiding conversational trouble (Long
1983). In short, rather than simply translating and yahg the joke, as the
instruction on the task sheet says, the npative speaker takes the native
speaker by the hand and guides him through the potential hurdles of
cracking a canned joke originating in a, to the native speaker, unknown
culture. Once thequestion part of the riddle joke has finally been posed
(Turn17), and the native speaker gives the ritual response, thenadive
speaker, again, uses natigpeaker tactics as described by Long, by
NBLISFGAY3 KAia O2dzy2i&NRR MR GEd slgang §NI y OS o+
down the pace of the discourse. Additionally, he inserts a contextualization
cue formulation, cf DorrBremme 1990), by announcingdere comes the
clue> (Turn 19). The nativespeaker response is laughtefurn 20), the
default and, sociallymost appropriate response after a joke in nRon
institutional settings, suggesting understanding and appreciation. However,
judging from his response, the narative speaker is not convinced the
native speaker has in fact understood and hypothesizes thambg be
feigning to understand: in an attempt to save his own face by not being
exposed as someone who does not understand or appreciate hunamd
guard the face of his counterpart, by preventing the joke from falling flat. In
Turn 21, the nonnative spaker continues by providing unsolicited
assistance yet again, by explaining the German warfraachen>despite

the absence of native speakaiitiated negotiation of meaning, as such
claiming the expert role in the third language domain. The NS respanse i
Turn 22 is ¥eal», which in this case seems to be more what Long (1983

OFtta GLREAGS oF OlOKIYYStAysmestari 854 NI G KSNJ

dzy' R S NA& ( (136)RThig fiterpretation is reinforced by his nonverbal
behaviair: he looks at his tasksheet as a nonverbal sign he wishes to
move on.

6.5 Discussion

This study aims to shed light on participant response to interactional
problems during a culturalgmbedded telecollaboration task where
learner and expert participant roles are reversed, dmas focused on
whether those roles correspond to interactional behar®as described in

the Long ad Varonis and Gagmradigms.Our data show that the non
native speaker tends to use the very same strategies described by Long
when adopting an eert member participation role.They try to avoid
conversational breakdown by employing communicative devices such as
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starting with comprehensible input or comprehension checks. In their
dominant role as cultural expert, the narative speaker seems to use the
sane taskappropriate communicative strategies as native speakers in an
expert role, despite L2 serving as the language of interaction.

The native speakers, in thdinrn, are reluctant to explicitly start up repair
even if it is clear they cannot hawindersood the joke (but seeexample
laand b). As such, they tertd respond faceappropriately¢ i.e. acting in

the interest of faceq rather than taskappropriately ¢ i.e. acting in the
interest of successful task completion. As opposed to multiple negaiati
of meaning studies where the recipient (in most studies the -native
speaker) is described as the nadtn initiator of repair after an instance of
non-understanding, the native speaker behawidn our data concurs with
studies critical of negotiaton of meaning, claiming that negotiation of
meaning is a dispreferred repair sequence (Schegloff et al. 1977) because
having to initiate the repair of a trouble source is experienced to be
embarrassing and faereatening. Moreover, in their role of cultal
natives, the nomative speaker in our data take on the responsibility of
successful task completion when the native speaker does not initiate
negotiation of meaning. As such, the npative speaker tend to
compensate native speaker faeppropriate by taskappropriate
behaviair. Here, competence in the cultural domain seems to overrule L2
competence.

As Samuda and Bygate (2008) note, we cannot ignore the link between

pragmatics, language and taskterpersonal pragmatic issues, such as

facework and scial presence (Arundale 2006; Kehrwald 2008, 2010;

Vandergriff 2013) are also part of telecollaboration and may get in the way

of successful task completioVdn der #aard & Banink 2014,2016).

Participants seem to cope with bredewns in communicatiorthrough

a2 OAl € WFIFOSE2N]1 Q NI GKSNI GKFY -AyaldAaddziazyl
learner participant&oles have been reversed. Participant identities, then,

are clearly not defined by language competence alone.

6.6 Conclusions

Since this study is exploratory, it is difficult to generalize the findings
beyond the scope of the data. We concentratedresponses of both non
native and native speakarduring a telecollaboration task involving a
reversal of participant roleOur daa show that, due to the nature of the
task, the participants discursively aligned themselves in hybrid roles
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(Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999; Gebhard 2005) of both expert and learner
through changes of footop and tended to cope with bredkwns in
communcation in a similar manner.

We concur with those researchers who argue that thiehotomy between
native and nonnative speakersdoes not do justice to the complex,
emerging participant roles and identities that become interactionally salient

in educatioral encounters¢ as elsewhere (cf. e.g. Firth & Wagner 1996;
Kasper 2004). Both groups are not just language processing beings. During
interaction, native speakers and nemative speakers do not only draw on
GKSAN)I af Ay3dzai ad A O OlinWkidicbat & Tudini AzNRA Sdz My H =
174); membership of othewsocial categories eshape their participant
voices. Our data show that a task thedsts LAearners in a no#inguistic
expert role creates the affordances for them to sidestep the subordinate
non-native speaker position and to find a new, more symmetrical
participant voice. Such a configuration of identities opens up opportunities
for L2 practce (and learning) and should therefore inform task and
telecollaboration project design.
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Chapter7
Summary of findings

7.1 Introduction

The main goal of this research project was to explore and idestifgrging
patterns of digitalinteraction between dyads of native and noative
speakers, with a particular focus on negotiated interaction as outlined by
Varonis and Gass in their model of moenderstanding (1985). In the
process, we assessed the robusss of the model by investigating whether,
how and to what extent it represents and can be applied to interactive task
performance in a djtal L2learning environment. Additionally, we
considered the #ect of social constraints onegotiation of meaningluring
digital interaction, and we looked at the effect of reversing expant
learner participant rolesBelow we will summarize thenain findings as
discussed inl@apters 3 to 6, and trace a number of theopati and practical
implications.

Collectivdy, the studies in Rapters 3 to 6 investigate how the principle of

negotiation of meanindgheory, which assumes that #@arners will initiate

negotiation of meaning after a communication breakdown, holds up and

works in an interactive telecollaboratior2denvironment. The studies have

found that social value systems, such as fear of losing face, tend to override

LI NHAOALNl yiaQ RNRARGS G2 FOG GFal I LILINBLINRAI G
[H €SFENYAYy3 32 fa o6 SimanDRollsR@.drootherh Qw2 dzNJ S H
words, participants, whether nenative or native speakers, simply do not

always signal noandersending after a trouble sourceHence, the

assumption underlying the negotiation of meaning paradigmthat

participants will negotiate for meang when there is a communication

breakdown, and that not negotiating for meaning usually infers

understandingg may need to be interpreted with caution.

Chapter 3¢ the pilot study¢ presents acrossmedia comparative analysis
(dyadic video call and chat) of native speakemon-native speaker
telecollaboration. The results showelatively distinct patterns of
negotiation of meaning with a clear relation to the mode of digital
communication. It was found that task performance through video call was
more hampered by social constraints than during written chat sessions; the
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proximity of the webcam, which streams image and sound in real time,
seemed to launch the participants in a more socially embedded context,
which ultimately resulted in more epised of negotiation offace than
negotiation ofmeaning In a number of instances negotiation of meaning
was significantly absent, despite the fact that it was obsithat nonnative
speaker had not understoodhe trigger. Also, negotiation of meaning
sequences were abandoned after an average of two indicators of-non
understanding, even in cases where the problem had clearly not been
resolved: participants simply wrapped up the task without having reached
mutual understanding. During the chat sessions, oe thther hand,
participants were spared the webcam registration of an immediate
audio/visual response, had time to read and reread messages before
responding, and had the advantage of relative anonymity, which may
account for the higher incidence afiegotiaion of meaning episodes found

in the study.

Chapter 4 reports on the main study and particularly focuses on those
instances where no negotiation of meaning occurs; these data are mostly
disregarded in negotiation of meaning studies. It was found thath wi
respect to negotiation of meaning, LHearners insynchronous computer
mediated environmentshow behaviouralpatterns that are similar to 12

f S NYSNBQ 0 SHgitad h2glaizmhiddm ényironyiehtg. Also, the
main study confirmed e outcome of tle pilot study:the incidence of
negotiation of meaning during written chat was higher than durivigleo

call It is concluded that analyses that disregard instance¢sagpected)
non-occurrence of negotiation of meanirgrather than considering all daa

not only give too limited a view of L2 behaviour in thslsed digital
environments but also run the risk of drawing misleading conclusions
NBEIFNRAY3I fSIENYSNEQ yS3aA20AlLGA2y 2F YSIyAy3
we accept the assumption that languadearners could benefit from
negotiation of meaning sequences in theirledarning process, we should,
paradoxically, also include in our investigations interactions where
negotiation of meaning doesot occur.

Chapter 5 investigates the effect & type of task that involves the
exchange of multiple items betweemative and nomative speakersvith
multiple triggers of potential nomnderstanding. It was found thati)
response by nomative speakers runs the risk of gradually regressing from
task approprite to face appropriate, even in the less fateeatening
written chat messages; ii) the native speaker tends to counterbalance the
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nony I G A @S & LI&pplo@Biatd Behaviolr Ondith taskppropriate
responses in order to ensure successful task complefarthermore, non
understanding of previous target items on the part of the nwtive
speaker seems to shape the expectations of both native andnabine
speakerconcerningollowing items.

The behaviours of the native speakers in interactions betweative and
non-native speakerss the focus of Rapter 6, which sets out to analyse and
discuss the interactive dynamio$ a digital task environment that requires

a change in footing (Goffman 1981) between expertd atearner
participation roles.We fourd that the nonnative speakers tended to use
the same strategies and tactics to avoid and repair conviensal trouble

as described as native speaketeractional conduct by.ong (1983) during
native speakemon-native speakerconversation. In their turn, in their
learner participant roles, the native speakengre reluctant to initiate
negotiation of meaning, most likeldue to issues of face. The nroative
speakers in their expert member roles, tended to compensate their
codzy G S N1JI-&pfrépdate Beh&viBur with taskppropriate responses:
they felt responsible for successful task completion and actively provided
unsolicited input. Additionally, we found multiple exples of instances
where both native speakers and noative speakersattempted to save
0KSANI O2dzy G SNLJ NIIiQa FFOS gAGK Ly OG 27
symmetry of their mutual participation roles.

7.2 Discussion of results and theoretical implications

7.2.1 Taskappropriate response versus fagppropiate response

As opposed to the seminal and mucited Varonis and Gass model, which
presupposes that hearers overtly indicate nomderstanding after a
communication breakdown, we found that their responses, in baildeo
call and written chat,could be categorized into two major typestask
appropriate (cf. Smith 2003)and face-appropriate responsegsee ®Gapter
3). Whereas the Varonis and Gass model covers-aggkopriate responses
only ¢ indeed, the model expects the hearer &ut by acknowledging ah
signalling norunderstanding, and the speaker teact to the appeal for
assistane by explaining and clarifyingthe studies presented in this book
have yielded a more complex trajectory of tgsirformance, involving a
combination of both taslappropriate and faceppropriate responses.
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If non-native speakers started up a negotiation of meaning sequence during an
interactional task, and exerted every effort to reach mutual understanding,
their interactive behaviour was marked as a task appropriate respOinsR):
they participated actively in the interest of the task by indicating -non
understanding, if need be sena times, and by inviting their native speaker
interlocutor to respond and explain in order to reach mutual understanding. A
taskappropriate response, then, is a response that is uttered in the interest of
mutual understanding and usually results in ®ssful completion of the task.

However, when the data suggested that the participant acted in the
interest of face rather than in the interest of the task, this was marked as
face-appropriate respons@AR). A facappropriate response can consist of
no (overt) hearer reaction at all (i.e. absence of negotiation of meaning), or
a type offormal understandindGarfinkel 1967), or claim of understanding
(Sacks 1992)here hearers may feign understandinguaBy to save their
face, e.g.by uttering a pragmat marker, oh>, <OK> (Nakahama & van
Lier. 2001) after a minimal negoti@in sequence, or by abandonirbe
negotiation sequence when mutual understanding has not been reached,
despite several indicators of namderstanding.
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Figure9: Model of TAR (tasppropriate response) and FAR (fappropriate response)
communication trajectories during digital tablsed interactior’

The model above ia schematic representation dtiese two major types of

hearer response after darigger ¢ TAR and FARand outlines four different

GNF 2SOG2NARSaAT AYRAOI GAYy3 Galdropriate, KSI NBENDa
face-appropriate, regress from a tasippropriate into a faceppropriate

response or, conversely, progress fromfaceappropriate into a task

appropriate response. Only trajectory (i) represents the type of response

that follows the Varonis and Gass model of aomerstandings: here, the

hearer initiates negotiation of meaning after thegger by indicating non

" (s) = speaker
(h) = hearer
FAR = facappropriate response
TAR = taskppropriate response
(0)¢ (iv) = number of trajectory
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understanding; the speaker explains and/or elaborates, followed by the
hearer indicating understanding. Trajectory (ii) represents a -face
appropriate response, for instance when the hearer does not respond, or
claims understanding without having understoodajectory (iii) marks a
regression from taslppropriate response intoaCeappropriate response,
e.g.when the hearer has to negotiate multiple triggers or the same trigger
multiple times. Lastly, trajectory (iv) illustrates a progressirom face
appropriate response to taskppropriate response, for instance after an
expression of solidarity by the speaker.

As interaction is ceonstructed, we found that both heareend speakers
respondtaskappropriately as well as faegppropriaely, i.e.speakerstoo,

can act in the interest of the task and/an the interest of guarding or

Al gAYy3a GKSAN 02 dzy tigydl Miieligh Ghe doreGE + FGSNI |
negotiation of meaning research regards the hearer asaator who

initiates the repair, and the speaker #e reactor in response to the

KSIFNBNRa &adAyYdzZ dzaz ¢S F2dzyR GKI G aLISI 1 SNE
O2dzy t SNLIJI NIiQa C!w 2NE O2y@SNERSteéezx OKIffSy
negotiation of meaning or claim of understanding by pushing down.

Trajectory (0) shows hat, even before atrigger pops up, speakers

anticipate a potenial breakdown in communication by communicating

prompts¢ such as compreheitde input or a presequence, to avoid non

understanding or to explicitly invite thdnearer to initiate repair.In

y20 OKIffSy3aAay3a GKSA-ddorapfately,fofinstalhcdlli Qa4 C! wa z 3
by providing unsolicited comprehensible input or comprehensioackh.

Below,each of the trajeatries will be illustrated with examples.

7.2.1.1 Trajectory (0): Pr&rigger taskappropriate and facappropriate
speaker input

To avoid possible neanderstanding of a projected trouble source,
speakers may utter (during video call) or send (during wemitichat)
comprehenddle input (Long 1983)i.e. modifications of interaction that
may avoid communication breakdown. This communication strategy is both
in the interest of the tak and in the interest of facehe extra information
increases the chance thahe hearer will understand the trigger and
decreases the risk that the hearer is forced to admit-umderstanding.
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Example 1Comprehensible inpugvideo call)

Speaker| { 2 A0 06S3IAya o6& aleiy3a dzK
droversc [looks up]li KS@ QNB OF GGt S T

Hearer | Yeah

Speaker| ! N5 &Gl yRAYy3a 4 I 061N X

In Turn 1, the speakeadds comprehensible input to the culturally specific
joke he is communicating to his counterpart. As he starts reading out the
221S TFTNRY KA &wo Austilian cateSdvers heXingrts a
RSTAYAGA 2 RFe OINBNE@FSINBEEQSvn FctoNiybSdsiEse
he suspects that his counterpart will not be familiar with the word. In other
words, to avoid conversational trouble and to save his cerpdrt from
having to initiatenegotiating for meaning, the native speakaomentarily
puts the discourse on hold by explainiwmpat cattle drovers are. The nen
native speakeris explicitly addressd during this utterance (the native
speakerooks up from 8 task sheet towards the camera), and briefly takes
the floor to acknowledge the native speakeds S ELJ I yI (A 2y ®

Example 2 is a sirail example from the chat dataAnticipating that the
word Pom in this joke might be the trigger for nemnderstanding, the
speaker adds tenglishman> in order to avoid nowmnderstanding.

Example 2Comprehensible inpugwritten chat)

Seaker|! t2Y O0SYITtAAKYlI YOI FNJ

Another pre-trigger speaker strategy representing trajectory (0) is the use
of apre-sequence (Schegloff 1978). Prequences are utterances that are
used as precursors to the discourse that is to follow and are used to ease
the speaker and their counterpart into the conversation. Like
comprehensible input, prsequences can be both gkappropriate and
face-appropriate. As illustrated in Example 3 below, the native speaker
forestalls a trouble source and attempts to facilitate negotiation of megnin
by explicitly inviting the nomative speaketo initiate repair. This is both
taskappropriate ¢ indeed, it is in theinterest of the task that the non
native speakernegotiates the communication breakdow¢ and face
appropriate: the native speaker in a sense saves thenmaiive speake®R a
face by letting him know it is perfectly natural sart up negotiation of
meaning.
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Example 3: Preequence

NS CKAAa 221S AlGQa 2dzad {AYRF | 02¢d
atlya a2 AF @2dz R2Y Q{flookdzypR S N& i ||
NNS [nods and smiles]

Rather than presenting the jokeithout a prelude, the speaker ix&mple

3 explains that what is about to follow is part of Australian culture and has a

lot of slang in it. In other words, he is preparing the hearer for the

subsequent trouble source, at the same time communicating thar-

understanding is to be expected and would be perfectly normal. In the

second part of the utteranceXxd 2 A F @&2dz R2y Qid dzyRSNRAGI YR
know> the speaker explicitly invites his counterpart to start up negotiation

of meaning. By nodding and smilitige hearer seems to concur. A pre

sequence is what Conlan (2005) has labelled a signalling act, where the

speaker indicates to the hearer that a faitgeatening act is imminent.

As we can see in the modiel Figure9 however, pretrigger speaker input
does not always ensure negotiation of meanaghearers carstill respond
task or faceappropriately.

7.2.1.2 Trajectory (i): Tashkppropriate speaker and hearerespamse
according to the &ronis andGassmodel

As observed abee, trajectory (i) follows the model ofon-understanding
as proposed by Varonis and Gass (1985).

Example 4Negotiation of meaning@ccording tahe Varonis and Gass model

Turn | Participant Video Transcript

1. NS | got a Christmas hamper this year.

2. NNS A what?

3. NS A Christmas hamper. Like a basket full of goodies thg
employers give to their employees around Christmas
time.

4. NNS Oh. OK. Yes, | know what you mean. My dad got one
too. It had lots of goodies in in.

Example 4 illustrates trajectory (i) of the model. After thigger, in Turn 2,
the nonnative speakeiindicates na-understanding, to which the native
speakerreacts with a helpful response (Turn 3). brT 4, thereaction to
response the nonnative speakeemphatically claimsinderstanding<OK.
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Yes, | know what you meanand then adds a more convincing display of
dzy RS NA i | Y RA MyAdadgét orte BB At ¥iad lot§ of goodies i it.
¢KA&d | RRSR YRPB Y 2dyyaRISNNEGIAI2YWR A y B @r
Wadzoaidl yaiosSoé Wy2RSNEHIA WIRTA y&RXD { I O] &
have understood what you mean and referring to my dad having received a
KFYLSNI YR oKFEG o1& Ay Al Adusiays L
in the interest of successfully completing the task.

7.2.1.3Trajectory (ii): Facappropriate hearer response

INTNF 25002 NEB 0 A JappropritSresfoide, J§. Mddréspofide 6rS
a wrongful claim of understanding, can also provoke hba face
appropriate or a taslappropriate speaker response, as illaad in
Examples 5 and 6 beloW.is up to the speaker to save the taskhe ball is
Ay GKS aLlSIF]1SNRa O2dzNI o

Example 5: |geaker accepts FAR

Turn Participant Video Transcript

1. NS . 2dz (y26 @2dz2NB ! dza i N
GNryatrdiSy asF111F FyR
2y GKS gl @& (2 al OOl & ds

2. NNS wf FdzZa3Kae X G(GKFGQa | O q

3. NS LG Aa>X AayQid AGK

In xample5 we see that, although the nemative speakeiis presented
with a mindboggling string of words that only native speakers of Australian
English would understand, he pretends to understand. Howeregher
than confronting the nomative speakerand challenging his claim of
understanding(as in examples below), the native speakesccepts this
claim and does not push down.

Alternatively, speakers sometimes momentarily push down by explicitly
checking whether their counterparts have understood. This happens when
there is no hearer response at all, bthe speaker does not altogether trust

the type of hearer response. Thesenfirmation checks are in the interest

of both task and face although they may be relatively féweatening for

the hearer. Indeed, being addressed directly, especially aftemeth (or
feigned) understanding (as was the case several times in our studies) puts
the hearer in a rather awkward position, as illustrated in example 6.

6DFNFAY] St
MpTHO OF

Syz2yai
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Example 6Comprehension check (native speaker)

Turn | Participant | Video transcript

1. NS a w Ah,@obably the Missus; after all, she stuck by
durin' the drought"

2. NNS [After a brief ull]OK, yeah [giggles and fidgets with
scarf]

3. NS Do you get that?intonation of disbelief]

4. NNS ,SEFKZ ¢Stttz LQY y20G &dzN
0dzii XX

In this example, the native speakexpresses her surprise at the noative

aLISIFTSNRa oasSyO0S 2F yS3az2GAldAz2y 2F YSIyYyAy:
communicated is so culturally specific that only Australian native speakers

would understand. With a comprehension check (uttered with an

intonation of disbelief), the native speaker seems to challenge the non

YIEGADS aLISH1ISNRa Of FAY 2ftivaspeaeN®B G YRAY I D | ;
granted another opportunity to initiate repair, or can persist in their claim

of understanding.

7.2.1.4Tragctory (iii): hearer regression from TAR into FAR

Trajectory (iii), where the hearer lapses from task appropriate into-face
appropriate response, occurred when hearers had to indicate - non
understanding of the samdrigger multiple times or, similarly, hado
negotiate multiple consecutiviFiggersduring the same interactive session.
In our data, most hearers ceased to indicate amuerstanding after an
average of two overt indicators of namderstanding, even if mutual
comprehension had not been reachednd would regress into faee
appropriate behaviourAs a response, the speakers could either accept the
K S| NB Napgroprite @$ponse by notuyshing down (as illustrated in
Example 5 above),rgpush down (as illustrated ik&mple 6 above).

Example 7Regression from TAR into FAR (both hearer and speaker)

Turn | Participant | Video transcript

1. NS [picks up her cat and holds her in front of the webcan
2. NNS Ahhhh[cooingK @ 2 KI 6§ Q& KA & Yy I Y
3. NS Il Aa ylYSQa +AyOSyi

4. NNS Binten?

5. NS Vincent

6. NNS [silence]
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7. NS [ A1 SX da& patsr?
8. NNS [silence]

9. NS [giggles]

10. NNS Ahhhh[cooing]

In Exanple 7, another illustration of rajectory (iii), we see that the non

native speaker does not quite catch the name of the ¥éatcen) the native

speaker has picked up and is holding in front of the camera during the

introductory part of the task. Havinnegotiated for meaning once ym 4)

with a comprehension checkhe nonnative speaker withdraws into face

appropriate behaviour, by rtcexplicitly confessing he still has nadught

the name.¢ 2 2FFaS{d KSNJ-afpPopryité SadvibuNIih@d FI OS

native speaker taskppropriately expands on the trouble source by

NEFSNNAY3I G2 A VDA Y)iHowelek Wigen thekeSno LIF A y G S NI
response from the nomative speaker, the native speaker, too, seems to

lapse into faceappropriate behaviour by not pressing on and giggling

YSNIP2dzat & NI GKSNJ GKFy o6& NBLISKFiGAy3a GKS Ol
words, although initially acting in éhinterest of the task, the speaker

regresses from task appropriate into faappropriate responses as well.

The nonnative speakerin his turn, startg€ooingagain(Turn 10) and seems

02 KIF@S 3IABSY dzlJ 2y SOSNJ OF GOKAYy3a GKS OF (1 Q2

In hapter 6 we hag seen that, with a string of multipleiggersduring a

task session, hearers also run the risk of regressing intodppmpriate
behaviour. They may start off tagippropriately with the initiatriggersbut

will gradually withdraw into facappropriaie behaviour. In our data we see
that in this case, the speaker often becomes increasingly active by providing
comprehensible input, in kb video calland chat, as illustrated inxemple

8 below.

Example 8: Native speaker doing all the interactional work

Item no. | Participant | Written chat script

X NS ¢CKSY GKSNBQa | &e& Yo @like Xings
gNBFGKa dKIG 32 2y GKS R

XI NS bSEG ¢S KIFI@S | &yl LIISNI 2
car

In Example 8, the speaker has arrived at item number 10 (out of 12 items)
on his task sheet, and his nomtive counterpart has already initiated
multiple sequences of negotiation of meaning. These started out as explicit
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indicators of understanding but regresd into covert signals such as
shaking head or raising eyebrovBy the time they have reachetéin 10,

the native speaker presentso much comprehensible input that the non
native speakecan sit back and enjoy the rideti#dugh this may ultimately
lead to successful pedagogical task completion, it has been the native
rather than the nomnative speaker who has done most of the interactional
work.

7.2.1.5Trajectory (iv): from FAR to TAR hearer response

When, after a trigger, the hearer does not initiategotiation of meaning
or feigns understanding there is the risk of unsuccessful task completion,
unless the speaker interferes, as is illustrated below.

Example 9Solidarity (native speaker)

Turn | Participant | Written chat script

1. NS [10:54:14] Twd dzAaA S OF GGt S RNRGSN
message]

2. NNS [Noimmediatereaction

3. NS [10:54:33] Now, this isn't funny at alnd really, really hard
to understand if you don't know a lot of Australian slang
language.

4. NNS [10:54:49] | am nogetting it haha

In Example 9 we see that the native speaker sends off his joke and, rather

GKFY FAGAYy3a F2NJ KAa O2dzy i SNLI NI Qa NBalLRya

message of solidarity, which can be interpreted as both -tgmgropriate
and task-appropriate. When the joke has been sent, we could argue that
there are only two responses by the noative speakersappreciationof

the joke as a stock response (see discussidthapter 6), or an indication

of non-understanding. In Turn 3, #eems the native speakeesponds to

the absence of both possible responses, by {fagpropriately indicating
that the joke<A & Yy Qi  T>dhénegustifying the falisence of nemative
speaker(paralinguistic) laughterand by indicating that the jokes <eally,
NBFtfé KIFENR (2 dzyRSNEGHEYR AF @2dz R2yQf
languager. With this, the native speakeacts both in the interest of the task
and face as he communicates that it is perfectly normal not to understand,
implicitly inviting his @unterpart to initiate repair. When, in Turn 4, the
non-native speakerdoes indeed start up negotiation of meaning, the
discourse is back on the Varonis and Geask.

1)
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Summing up, although in negotiation of meaning research, the focus is on
taskappropriate responses of both the hearer and the speaker after a
communication breakdown, our data showed more complex interaction
patterns. Mainly due to inherent socialonstraints of communication,
neither hearers nor speakers consistently act in the inteie the task. Of

the four trajectories as discussed above, only one trajectory would lead to
successful task completion; during the other three trajectories, the task at
hand would be in constant danger of being abandoned, by the hearer, the
speaker, oboth.

7.2.2What constitutes (un) successful task completion?

In view of the above, we argue that only one of the fourjdctories as
presentedin figure 9 unequivocallyleads to resolving the trouble source
and successfulask completion without activenterference of the speaker.
However, much depends on what constitutes successful task completion.
Ellis (2003), for instance, distinguishes betweetcomeand aim of a task:

the outcome is what a task requires the learners to do, e.g. exchange jokes
on altural humour or Things-Pocket items such as in our study; the aim
of a task, on the other hand, is its pedagogic purpose, such as interacting
and collaborating vih a native speaker in the LZhe outcome of a task,
then, can be successful, withbthe aim having been reached. Going back
to Example 8 above, for instance, where the speaker takes over the
discourse and sends so much comprehensible input for each item that the
hearer can sit back and watch the native speaker do all the work, the
outcome d the task is successfu] indeed, all te items have been
communicated; but the aim has not been reached.

Conversely, going back to amajectories infigure 9 it could be argued that

face-appropriate responses may be detrimental for the outcome of the

task, but the task may still prove to be successful when looking at the aim of

the interaction from a sociocultural rather than cognitive point oéwi

Although, for instance, inEEF YLX S 1T GKS KSIF NBNJ ySOSNI f SI Ny 3
he could be saidtobe WOSa&a Fdzf FNRBY I WaiNIGiS3IAO 02 YLXE
Swain 1980) point of view as he uses avoidance strategies to compensate

for the communication breakdown. Similarly, if the practicing of

communication skills, which has been defined as linguistic survivié wh

communicating with foreign speakers (Van Ek & Trim 1991), is the aim of

the task, then all trajectories we have described could, up to a certain

extent, be regarded as successful. Indeed, guarding your face or that of

& 2dzNJ O2 dzy (i S NLJ Nairthg mearkngftl $terdctioh tan beY | A
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said to require highly advancedmoonunication and social skill$herefore,

GKSY [ FylLfS FtYyR {gFtAYy O6mpynv &ddzZ33Sai0SR (KL (
must have the opportunity to take part in meaningful communicative

interaction with highly competent speakers of the language, i.e. to respond

to genuine communicative needs in a realisiicS G ((27Y & éould be

arguedthat faceappropriate responses and behaviour are an inherent part

2F (KS&aS WISYydAYRI D2RENNADI GRS MWMENF2NXI yOS

7.3Implications and recommendations: Theoretical and practical

In the previous sections whave presented and illustratedlternative
discourse trajectories that provide us with useful insights into the
complexities of (digal) interaction in an L2earning environment.
Throughout this chaptewe have argued that participants, both native and
non-native speakers, tend to respond taagpropriately as well as face
appropriately during interactive tagierformance. Below, wevill consider
the implications of our findings, and we will formulate a number of
challenges and recommendations, both theoretical and practical.

7.3.1Implications: The Varonis and Gass modeisited

The studies in this book have indicated that the major parameterssif

based language teachirglanguage is used for meaning; tasks should be

authentic; students should forget they are in alkdrning settingg may

paradoxically hinder rather than prarmte negotiation of meaningn digital

L2 settings. The tadkased language teachingey target of enhancing

authentic communication that should bex & A YA f I NJ (2 gKIFId 3I2Sa 2
unmonitored dayto-RIF @ &2 O0Al f Ay idSNOR)dEESE o.f 201 HnA
participari & | NB &2 Ay@2ft @SR Ay (Fal LISNF2N)¥I yOS
GKSe8 IINB |yR g¢gK& GKS& IINB GKSNBE o09ffA H
learners away from the institutional communication context towards the

inherent complexities ofnformal social communation. In other words,

WRtoRI & A20AFf AYyUSND2dz2NBSQ>S 6KAOK AYLX ASAE
where a tolerance for uncertainty is quite moal (cf.Bannink 2002Firth &

Wagner 1995 and where recurrent and explicit negotiation of meaning is

disprefered (Schegloff et al. 1977), is at odds with formal institutional
RAAO0O2dz2NBE ST 6KSNBE A4 Aa asSSy G2 0SS ljdAadsS
acknowledge nofmunderstanding and initiate negotiation of meaning.

a

Therefore, we argue that researchers should note@hto the constraints
of a single paradigm, which tends to separate and isolate use of language
from (social) issues of interactioisynchronous computer communication,
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0KSYys> aK2dzZ R y2( 06S &az2tSte O2yaARSNBR &
native speakes with speakes of the target language for {ftactice, but

should be approached with more complex socially informed and socio

cognitive paradigms to include issues such as face and solidarity that occur

beyondthe computer interface (Kern 201&einhard2008).

This brings us to the following propositions:

Revsiting the Varonis and Gass made

Seaker Hearer Seaker Hearer
TRIGGER INDICATOR RESPONSE REACTION TO
RESPONSE
(ACTING (REACTING

1 Going back to the Varonis and Gass model, which isvadi#lly used
in (digital) taskbased Lzesearch, our data suggest that the
majority of negotiation of meaning sequences, if instigated at all,
are more compleX than the model suggests. The model proposes
that the hearer acts (i.e. instigates negotiation fo meaning),
whereas the speaker (usually the native speakmpstlyreacts by
responding to the appeal for assistance. However, we found that
what happens during task performance is distwgly constructed:
the speakertakes on a much more active roleah the model
suggests, particularly if the hearer fails to perform task
appropriately.

1 We propose that the reaction to response when the hearer
confirms understanding, which Varonis and Gass suggest is an
optional prime¢ is not an optional but a vitahdicator of claimed
(feigned) or displayed understanding.

1 The model does not cater for absence of negotiation of meaning
despite nonunderstanding, or more complex faeg@propriate
sequences of negotiation.

8 Although Smith (2003) expanded the model to fit synchronous written computer
mediated communication, the primes that he added wereaéitr the REACTION TO RESPQNSE
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7.3.2 Recommendations: Beyond the Varonis@asls model

1 Using a single paradigm (such as the Varonis and-iGadsl) to
assess the occurrence of negotiation of meaning and reitate
(taskbased) Laearninggives us too limited a view of participant
behaviour in tastbased digital laguage learning environments. We
suggest combining different paradigms and to strive for a
comprehensive rather than partial view of -b2haviour, by not
only taking taskappropriate responses into account, but also
addressing social context issues by udohg faceappropriate
responses.

1 Due to the complexity of the communication strands observed
in this study, L2elecollaboration research is in need of descriptive
research that will minutely register participant behaviour, using
fine-grained observlon and detailed analysis in order to
understand what happens during task performance.

1 Despite the fact that most native speaker and nmative speaker
participants indicated in podask questionnaires that they
preferred collaboration throughvideo cdl, telecollaboration
through written chat tends to be more successful in a thaked
learning environment than throughideo call for reasons as
discused in Chapter 3.

1 Since absence of negotiation of meaning does not always mean that
mutual understanding has in fact been achieved, it is essential to
address larger units of analysis for instance, data beyond
negotiation of meaning sequences such as delayslicators of
non-understanding ¢ and to confirm participant (noR)
understanding with posttask questionnaes and/or stimulated
recall. Our studies found that, in apprentice roles, both native and
non-native speakers alike sometimes claim (i.e. feign)
dzy RSNR Gl YRAY3 (2 al @S GKSANI 26y> 2NJ GKS
in the evaluative dteria of taskbased language teaching
communicative effectiveness is linked to successful task
completion, excluding these data will misrepresent task
performance, task outcome and task evaluatiomnd so possibly
L2leaming outcomes, as discussed imapter 4.






