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Constructing Communication through Peer-to-Peer
Interaction

Mehran SABET

FHBEEOA 5T 7 a IlBFAAIa=r—a v ORESE

HFXy b ANT

R, BEPICEDII Ay —va v R LICENHIIoE T, L LADS
ZL ORI, GRONTBEEENMMHT2HEE AFVERLEDE TV EWDIZ, FR
MIZa3Ia=r—arx2eahia2Mm) A, HMEMREN AR S 72010, HHIEII 227 —
TavhEREGAMEEL, EDXHIZ, v, i) ONEEFHL, FECTIEEERESES
RBVENDH ) I, ZOMXLIE, FEOWMODAE—F V5 - 75 AT, FAEICTI 2= —
Ya v HEERRA LT, FHRICHEE LR E G L, —EKELRXVOFAEITLE S D LW
Tk E b MmiEHETH S,

Key words; 23 2=/ —3 3>, KR, H¥W, X77—27, @BAE

In recent years, pair and group work activities have become increasingly popular in EFL
classes. At the same time, the approach has provided students with ample opportunities to
practice and improve their English skills. Given the limited amount of time teachers can spend
with each student, especially in large classes, pair and group work is an effective method to
improve students’ proficiency and in some cases, as a peer-to-peer teaching tool. Although this
approach has a large following (Helgesen 2004, Baker 2010, Harmer 1989), there still remain
teachers, and students, who are unaware about its effectiveness in the classroom.

In one sense, reservations are understandable if students doubt the possibility of improving
their English through peer-to-peer interaction. From students’ perspectives, teaching should come
from the teacher and they cannot see how their English can improve by simply interacting with
their classmates. Teacher-fronted instruction is still common in Japanese high schools, so universi-

ty students may perceive that learning and practicing English should be done with a teacher.
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There are also teachers who argue that only they are qualified to teach and not much learning can
take place from one student to another. However, according to Schulz (2001), given that discre-
pancies in student and teacher belief systems can be detrimental to learning, it is imperative that
teachers explore their students’ perceptions regarding those factors believed to enhance the
learning of a new language and make efforts to deal with potential conflicts between student
beliefs and instructional practices. According to Edwards (2004), the pendulum of language
learning has swung in recent years towards learner autonomy and student-centered teaching as
the most effective means to address the language learning needs of the next generation, and
impressive amounts of creativity, free play, spontaneity, learner autonomy, a willingness to make
mistakes and learn from them, and intrinsic motivation are already at the heart of the current
Japanese educational system. Edwards states that these qualities are usually stressed and estab-
lished during the six years of elementary school. Molinsky (2000) says that with the proper
classroom setting and support, student-centered learning can take place, and a dynamic, motivat-
ing learning environment is created. Crib (2000) also encourages learner-centered teaching as it
promotes “consciousness raising” and “noticing” techniques so learners can actively participate in

their own learning process.

Pair-work and the Zone of Proximal Development

Perhaps we should ask ourselves as teachers why we should use pair and group work in our
classes. Helgesen (2004) points out that teachers should use pair-work because it's an efficient
way to increase student participation and also because the interaction with partners is motivating.
Ohta (1995) supports the use of pair-work by saying that structured pair-work enables learners to
acquire language by sharing their strength in the zone of proximal development. The Zone of
Proximal Development (ZPD) refers to the gap between what a given child can achieve alone, i. e,
their ‘potential development as determined by independent problem solving’, and what they can
achieve ‘through problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable
peers’ (Wood & Wood 1966). According to Vygotsky (1986), the range of skill that can be
developed with adult guidance or peer collaboration exceeds what can be attained alone. In
research conducted by Hill and Sabet (2009), students who participated in Dynamic Speaking
Assessments and were exposed to a group ZPD scored higher in their post-test scores when
compared with students who did not participate in this approach.

When done with proper instruction and preparation, peer to peer interaction allows students to
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gain enormously and contribute to their classmates’ language acquisition. A wealth of research
from practitioners suggests that second language acquisition is best supported by the use of
clearly structured pair-work or small group work (Clark & Clark, 2009). Long and Porter (1985)
argue for a collaborative learning framework since it increases opportunities for language practice,
assists in the individualization of instruction, advances the quality and quantity of student talk,

encourages a positive effective environment, and increases students’ motivation to learn.

Effective Pair-work Strategies

For teachers who use pair-and group work in their classes, it is important to know that not
much learning takes place unless students are aware of the tasks involved, have the skills and
knowledge to cope with the task, and can reach for the tools that will enable them to complete the
task. Helgesen (2004) sees the need for teachers to consider why their students are interacting,
what it is that they are exchanging, and how we are making them aware of language and the very
nature of the interaction itself. Furthermore, Clark & Clark (2008) suggest that the highly
effective language teacher will create conditions in which dyads and groups experience learning
relationships typified by positive corrections, positive confirmations, completion of their partner’s
sentences, and direct clarifying questions. Swain (2009) also states that when students are
engaged in their own learning strategies and verbalize what they are doing with their partner (s)
as they use the strategies, they make the most progress. When learners are clear about the task
and have the necessary tools to complete it, then teachers may witness true peer-to-peer interac-
tion where both learning and teaching take place. The primary goal of the teacher then becomes
students who are actively involved in their own learning, while at the same time contributing to
their partner’s language acquisition. In fact, we may argue that giving our students the skills to
confirm, complete, and clarify during interaction may be much more important than the content of
the language we are trying to teach. Johnstone (1987) and Tarone (1977) suggest the following

Communication Strategies in interaction between L2 learners:

Strategy Example

1. Approximate Train conductor= Train driver

2. Paraphrase He is stingy.= He does not like to spend money.

3. Fillers Let me see, uh, well, ...

4. Repetition A: I went snorkelling in Hawai. B: Sorry, what did you do?
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A: I went snorkelling in Hawaii.

5. Cooperative Learning How do you say ... in English?

6. Repair Strategy A: I go shopping last night. B: You WENT shopping ...
7 . Clarifying Strategy A: My mother is a house maker. B: What do you mean by
“housemaker?”

8. Non-linguistic Strategies Gestures, mime, and sound imitation
9. Telegraphic Strategy 1, ..., go, ..., Shibuya, ..., fun, ...

10. Interlingual Strategies IT'm arubaito. I work at a departo. ...

For communication construction through peer-to-peer interaction to be effective, students must
also show the willingness to participate, be open to criticism, and demonstrate the readiness to give
negative feedback. Knowing how reluctant Japanese are to criticize or correct others, along with
the fear of failure and negative feedback that might affect learners’ confidence, teachers need to
approach pair-and group work with caution.

Noticing is another element in both learning and teaching. Learners must become actively
involved in their own learning in order for language acquisition to take root. This means students
paying closer attention to the exchanges of the language, noticing errors, and correcting them
whenever possible. Schmidt (1990) believes that noticing is essential, claiming that learning
cannot take place without learners’ conscious attention to the form in the input. Swain (2009) also
states that when learners are asked to modify the initially incomprehensible or inaccurate output
they had produced, they might draw on their emerging grammatical rules and resources to
process language syntactically.

There is no question that students have their own personality and learning style and it would
be unfair to dictate certain methods or approaches upon them. But if teachers can actively engage
students in their own learning process by utilizing communication strategies, then it is very likely
that the results will be much more favorable in terms of qualitative and quantitative gains.

It is obvious that teachers should play the role of facilitator in the classroom, but how can they
arm their students with skills and knowledge to become better communicators as well as more
proficient language learners/teachers? The answer might be in giving our students the necessary
tools along with instruction on when and how to apply these tools. This can be in the form of
communication strategies used by native and non-native speakers, including clarification and
confirmation questions, corrective feedback, and cooperative learning. Prior to teachers starting to

implement these strategies in their classes, however, they must ensure that they are appropriate
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for their students’ level and the tasks involved and that students feel comfortable using them.

Strategies used by learners can vary, depending on the level of learners’ proficiency and the type

of activity. Therefore, this paper will examine the following research questions:

1. What strategies do students use to communicate in pair and group work?

2. Do students feel that communication strategies help them improve their communication
skills?

3. Does pairing higher and lower students make a difference to the learners?

The Study

Participants

The students who took part in this research were 19 first-year students whose TOEFL
equivalency scores ranged from 300-420. These students majored in Euro-American Literature
and were placed in the class through their SLEP test scores, taken at the beginning of the school
year. There were 7 female and 12 male students in this class which met twice a week, ninety
minutes for each session. In terms of their language ability, the students in this class could be
divided into two proficiency levels, with one group having TOEFL equivalency score of 400 and
above and another group being under 400. 7 students were in the first group and the remaining 12
students were in the second group. The course was called Speaking, which meant the focus of the
lessons were mainly oral communication and listening. Although students’ SLEP scores indicated
that their proficiency levels should be about the same, factors such as their characters and learning
styles divided them into groups which could be labeled as motivated, extroverted, introverted, or

uncooperative.

Procedure

During the second week of classes and before any actual speaking activity took place, students
were given the list of Communication Strategies suggested by Johnston (1987) and Tarone (1977)
and were asked to use them whenever they engaged in pair or group work. Keeping in mind that
the students were freshmen and some were not familiar with pair-and group work activities, time
was taken to explain the proper procedure and appropriate use of the strategies. This included
examples demonstrated by the teacher, and if needed, role plays with another student. Since this
was a speaking course, various tasks and activities that encouraged communication with one or

more partner were used in the class. After the completion of each task, students were asked to
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check which strategies they used by marking their checklist (See Appendix 1). At the end of the
class, the teacher collected the checklists and redistributed them again in the following class. This
ensured that students’ comments were recorded on an excel sheet every week and that the
checklists were all available for students to use in every class. At the end of the semester, a
questionnaire was given to the students in order to receive their feedback and opinions in regards
to working with classmates whose English ability was higher, lower, or at the same level as theirs
(See Appendix 2). Additionally, some pair-work dialogs were tape-recorded in order to decide the
type of strategies used while students were engaged in the speaking tasks (See Appendix 4 for

samples).

Results (Communication Strategies)

As stated before, the students were asked to record the types of strategies they used after
completion of each speaking task. At the end of the semester, the students’ data was gathered,
tabulated, and the following observations were made (See Table 1):

The Interlingual Strategies were used most often (e. g., mochi, anko, oyadaka) and close second
were the Telegraphic Strategies (e.g. I ..., go ... Shibuya ...). Third on the list were Fillers (e. g.,
ah, oh, hmm) while Paraphrase was the least used strategy. On the other hand, among students
with the TOEFL equivalency of 400 or above, the most commonly used strategies were Tele-
graphic Strategies and Interlingual Strategies respectively. Repair Strategy was last, but Para-

phrase and Repetition Strategies were also used less than other strategies. Among the students

Table 1 (The most commonly used strategies)

Strategies All Students 400 or above Less than 400
#1 Interlingual Strategies Telegraphic Strategies | Interlingual Strategies
#2 Telegraphic Strategies | Interlingual Strategies Fillers
#3 Fillers Non-linguistic Strategies | Telegraphic Strategies
#4 Approximate Fillers Cooperative Learning
#5 Cooperative Learning Cooperative Learning Approximate
#6 Non-linguistic Strategies | Clarification Strategy Repair Strategy
#7 Repair Strategy Approximate Repetition
#8 Repetition Paraphrase Non-linguistic Strategies
#9 Clarification Strategy Repetition Clarification Strategy
#10 Paraphrase Repair Strategy Paraphrase
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with the TOEFL equivalency of below 400, Interlingual Strategies and Fillers were first and
second, with Paraphrase coming last. Table 1 shows the most frequently used strategies in
descending order for all the students as well as the ones among higher (400 or above) and lower

level learners (Less than 400).

Analysis

A closer look at the strategies used by the learners indicates that Interlingual Strategies,
Telegraphic Strategies, and Fillers were the most commonly used strategies by the participants in
this study. Cooperative Learning and Approximate were also used frequently. On the other hand,
Paraphrase, Repetition, and Clarification Strategy were at the bottom of the list. However, Clar-
ification Strategy was ranked number six among the higher level students, but number nine
overall and among the lower level learners. To this writer’'s surprise, Repair Strategy was ranked
last among the higher level learners contradicting this writer's assumption that more proficient
learners try to “repair” their partners’ sentences when they make mistakes. However, this does
not seem to be the case here. Is it possible to assume that this could be the result of cultural
influence since Japanese do not usually point out people’s fault or mistakes? Or do students view
Repair Strategy as a form of negative feedback? The same principle may apply to Clarification
Strategy since it was almost at the bottom of the list. Another explanation for less than frequent
use of Clarification Strategy could be that the students did not know or did not use vocabulary that
was beyond their levels so there was little reason to use this strategy.

By looking at the top three or four strategies, it is obvious that students’ use of mother
language or gestures made up the majority of strategies utilized in this study. But in general and
in terms of using the target language to convey messages or meaning, students need to become
more aware of the tools available to them. For example, Fillers are often used by native speakers
and this strategy was also frequently used by the students.

On the other hand, when at the end of the term the students were asked to rank the strategies
that they thought were most useful to them, they ranked Cooperative Learning as their top choice,
with Approximate being second (See Table 2). Repetition and Repair Strategies were tied for
third. Considering that the students ranked the usefulness of the strategies at the end of the
semester, it is safe to assume that the learners had a clear picture of which strategies were most
useful or appropriate for them and therefore, should be given careful consideration when teachers

introduce similar speaking tasks or activities in their classes. Furthermore, a closer examination of
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the strategies in Table 1 reveals that the most frequently used strategies were easier when
compared with the least frequently used strategies at the bottom of the chart. This can be an
indication of types of strategies employed by language learners at certain fluency level.

When considering which strategies to teach or focus on, taking the level of students participat-
ing in this research into account and based on the results, Cooperative Learning, Approximate,
Repetition and Repair Strategy seem to be the most appropriate tools. Strategies such as Interl-
ingual Strategies, Non-linguistic Strategies and Telegraphic Strategy are not the types that can be
taught actively in the classroom since students usually use them inadvertently and mainly due to
their lack of language ability. Learners should be reminded that although it is acceptable to use
such strategies, in order to communicate more effectively and intelligently, they should acquire

and master strategies that go beyond gesture and telepathy.

Results: Peer-to-Peer (Zone of Proximal Development)

At the end of the semester, a questionnaire was administered in order to receive some feedback
from the students in regards to the types of strategies they preferred and how they viewed the
pair-work tasks they performed with their partners (See Appendix 2).

In answer to the first question of whether the students felt that the strategies helped improve
their communication ability (See Appendix 3 for the questionnaire results), the majority
answered “Yes, a lot” or “Yes, a little.” However, only 1 student in the higher group stated that the
strategies helped him/her a lot while 7 students in the lower level believed that they were very
helpful.

In answer to Q2, the majority of the students believed that their English could improve a lot by
speaking with someone whose English level was higher than theirs. Likewise, students answered
similarly to Q4; the majority thought their English could improve if they worked with a partner
with the same language ability. On the other hand, most of the students thought that their English
could not improve when doing pair-work with someone whose level was lower than theirs. This
was reflected in answers to Q3. In answers to Qb, all the students indicated that they preferred to
do pair-work with a student whose English ability was higher than theirs and no one chose
answers D (Yes, only once in a while) and E (No). The same type of response was given to Q7
when asked if they preferred to work with someone whose English level was the same as theirs.
Interestingly, and to confirm responses to Qs 5 and 7, students did not wish to be paired with a

student whose level was below theirs as 11 students circled D and E in answers to Q6.
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Table 2

(Which of the Communication Strategies do you think are most useful for you?)

All Students 400 or above Less than 400
Cooperative Learning (1) Paraphrase (1) Cooperative Learning (1)
Approximate (2) Cooperative Learning (1) Approximate (2)
Repetition (3) Clarification Strategy (1) Repetition (3)

Repair Strategy (3) Repetition (2) Repair Strategy (3)
Non-linguistic Strategies (3) | Repair Strategy (2) Fillers (3)

Paraphrase (4) Non-linguistic Strategies (2) | Telegraphic Strategies (3)
Clarification Strategy (4) Interlingual Strategies (2) Interlingual Strategies (3)
Interlingual Strategies (4) Approximate (2) Non-linguistic Strategies (3)
Fillers (5) Fillers (3) Clarification Strategy (4)
Telegraphic Strategies (5) Telegraphic Strategies (3) Paraphrase (4)

There seems to be some level of stress and anxiety when students work with a partner whose
level is higher as most of the respondents said that they felt nervous when working with more
proficient learners. Only two students said that they did not feel nervous. In terms of assisting
their lower level partners to form questions or make sentences, 16 students stated that they
“always” or “sometimes” did it while only three students said that they did not.

And finally, as to which strategies the students found most useful (Table 2), Cooperative
Learning had the highest ranking and next was Approximate. The strategies that the students
did not find very useful were Fillers and Telegraphic Strategy. On the other hand and when
broken into separate groups, for the higher level learners, Paraphrase, Cooperative Learning, and
Clarification Strategy were the top choices, where for the lower level students they were Coopera-
tive Learning, Approximate, and Repetition. Interestingly, Paraphrase was one of the top choices

for the top students, but ranked last for the less proficient learners.

Questionnaire Results Analysis

Many students in the lower level felt that the communication strategies were helpful in impro-
ving their communication skills, especially when compared with the higher level learners. Re-
sponses from this group may indicate that the higher level students were already equipped with
the skills or strategies. It may also imply that higher level learners had the language ability to

communicate their messages without relying on the strategies.
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Since the majority of the students stated that they preferred to work with partners whose
English was at the same or higher level, the question is what to do with learners whose language
ability is below the rest of the students in the classroom. Many universities with English majors
stream their students into levels by administering placement tests. This ensures that materials
and tasks presented in the class suit the majority of the students at any given level. However, the
issue becomes complicated in non-English-major language classes where placing the students in
appropriate levels and based on their proficiency is not feasible. How can teachers use pair-work
effectively and convince their students that it is possible for them to improve their English
regardless of whether their partners’ language skills are higher or lower than theirs? This may
require the introduction of communication strategies, demonstrating when and how to use them,
and more importantly, letting students know that improvement in language proficiency does not
solely depend on the English level of the person they are communicating with. The questionnaire
also did not find any differences in terms of nervousness and anxiety among the students in both
the higher and the lower levels.

And finally, when comparing the types of strategies that the students used during pair work
(See Table 1) and the ones they selected as being most useful (See Table 2), some major
differences can be observed. For example, Cooperative Strategies are ranked #5 in Table 1, but
they are rated as the top choice among all the participants in Table 2. Similarly, Approximate is
second on the list in Table 2 for all the students and the higher level learners, but it is fourth
overall and even lower among the more proficient learners in Table 1. On the other hand, having
Telegraphic Strategies, Fillers, and Interlingual Strategies at the bottom of the list in Table 2 is an
indication that the students were aware of the importance of more difficult strategies and thought
that they would be useful to master. However, one interesting observation that can be made is
that the Paraphrase and Clarification Strategy were at the top of the list for “400 or above”
students, but were ranked last for “Less than 400" group. One explanation for this contrast can be
that the students in the lower level found the strategy too difficult and beyond their ability to
master. Another possible explanation is that the students in this group felt that they could

communicate their message without the need for the mentioned strategies.

Discussion

In answer to research question #1 “What strategies do students use to communicate in pair

and group work?”, based on the data recorded by the students, Interlingual Strategies, Telegraphic
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Strategies, and Fillers were used the most often. In addition, according to two transcribed pair-
work dialogs recorded in the classroom (See Appendix 4), Interlingual Strategies and Fillers were
strategies used most by the participants. However, teachers should consider the introduction and
use of strategies that rely on the use of language itself, not sign or body language. For example,
after introducing the target language and how to use it correctly, learners can be reminded to pay
attention to possible mistakes that they or their partners may make. This is called “noticing” and
some drills and practice before each task should enable the students to focus on the proper use of
the language. Furthermore, since the students ranked Cooperative Learning and Approximate as
some of their top choices, these strategies should be introduced and practiced until learners feel
comfortable using them.

In answer to question #2 “Do students feel that communication strategies help them improve
their communication skills?” and according to the data, the lower level students answered more
positively than the higher level learners. But when referring to the actual use of the strategies,
both groups used them almost at the same rate. The fact that more lower level students stated
that these strategies were helpful, indicates that these skills should be introduced at the beginning
of the term so that learners are equipped with the necessary skills to communicate effectively with
their classmates. Attention should be paid to the level of learners, activities involved, and the
types of strategies needed when designing tasks.

And in answer to the question #3 “Does pairing higher and lower students make a difference to
the learners?”, the majority in this study stated that they preferred to be paired with a learner who
was at the same level or higher. Obviously, in a class of mixed abilities, this may not always be
possible. Perhaps if teachers point out to their students that language output is associated with
production and the more students speak, the better the chances of improving their communication
ability, learners may realize that it is not who they are talking to, but what they are saying and
how much exchange is taking place. Language acquisition and proficiency does not solely depend
on interacting with native speakers or speakers who are fluent in English. It also depends on how

learners transfer the receptive skills they have acquired into productive skills.

Conclusion

Strategies used in this research are only a few samples of what native and non-native speakers

use to communicate. When assigning communicative tasks in the class, the outcome can be much

more effective if learners have the tools and knowledge to convey their messages with ease and
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efficiency. Furthermore, if students know when and how to use appropriate communication
strategies, working with higher or lower level learners may not make much difference, especially
when the participants realize that completing a task depends on the quality, not the quantity of the

language produced.
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Appendix 1

Communication Construction through Peer-to-Peer Interaction

Strategy

Example

1. Approximate

principal = president
train conductor = train driver

2. Paraphrase

He is stingy and tight with his money. = He
does not like to spend money.

3. Fillers

Let me see, uh, well, let me think, give me a
second ...

4. Repetition

A: I went snorkeling in Hawai.
B: Sorry, what did you do?

5. Cooperative

How do you say ... in English?

Learning
i : 1 go shopping last night.
6. Repair Z ,
Strategy You WENT shopping last night.

. That's right. I went shopping.

7 . Clarification
Strategy

. My mother is a house maker.

What do you mean by a “house maker?”
. She stays home and cooks.

You mean a “homemaker.”
. That's right, a homemaker.

Rl v e

8. Non-linguistic
Strategies

Use gestures, mime, and sound imitations to
help you convey your message.

9. Telegraphic
Strategy

Make yourself understood by using broken
or incomplete sentences.

Example: I, ..., go Shibuya, ... yesterday
migh, ... fun, ... very late home, -

10. Interlingual

I am work at a departo.
I am arubito.

Strategies I want to be a yochien teacher.
1. Partner'sname ............cocooevviviniiniininnnnnn. 6. Partner'sname .............coeovevviniiiiiiiainananns
2. Partner'sname .............coocoeviiiiiiiiiiiininn. 7. Partner'sname .............coooeeiiiiiiiiiieieiann,
3. Partner'sname ..............cccoeviiiiiiiiniinins. 8. Partner'sname .............cccoeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinn.
4. Partner'sname ............coccoeeieiiiiiiiinin.n. 9. Partner'sname .............ccooeiviiiiiiiiiiiinn.
5. Partner'sname .............cooviiiiiiiiiniiiiannn. 10. Partner'sname .............coeeviiiiiiiiiiiiniininnnn.

Appendix 2
Questionnaire

1. Did the list of Communication Strategies help you improve your communication ability?

A. Yes, a lot.

B. Yes, a little. C. No.
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Did you think your English can improve, when doing pair-work with a student whose English

ability is better than yours?

A. Yes, a lot. B. Yes, a little. C. No.

3. Did you think your English can improve, when doing pair-work with a student whose English
ability is lower than yours?

A. Yes, a lot. B. Yes, a little. C. No.

4. Did you think your English can improve best, when doing pair-work with a student whose
English ability is at the same level as yours?

A. Yes, a lot. B. Yes, a little. C. No.

5. Do you prefer to do pair-work with someone whose English is better than yours?

A. Yes, always. B. Yes, most of the times. C. Yes, sometimes.

D. Yes, but only once in a while. E. No.

6. Do you prefer to do pair-work with someone whose English is lower than yours?

A. Yes, always. B. Yes, most of the times. C. Yes, sometimes.

D. Yes, but only once in a while. E. No.

7. Do you prefer to do pair-work with someone whose English is about the same level as yours?

A. Yes, always. B. Yes, most of the times. C. Yes, sometimes.

D. Yes, but only once in a while. E. No.

8. Do you feel anxious or pressured when doing pair-work with someone whose English is better
than yours?

A. Yes, always. B. Yes, sometimes. C. No.

9. If your partner’s English is lower than yours, do you try to help him/her to make sentences or
ask questions?

A. Yes, always. B. Yes, sometimes. C. No.



Constructing Communication through Peer-to-Peer Interaction

37

10. Which of the Communication Strategies do you think are most useful for you? Choose form

the list.
Appendix 3 (Questionnaire Results)
All
Ql | A | B | C TOTAL
10 | 1 19

@| A | B | C

12 | 5 | 2 19
Q| A | B | C

2 | 8 |9 19
@ | A | B | C

9 | 9 | 1 19
5| A | B|C|DJ|E

2 |11 6 | 0| 0 19
| A | B|C|D|E

0|5 ]3] 6|5 19
Q7| A | B | C | D|E

308 | 7110 19
Q8 A B ©

7 8 4 19
Q9 A B ©

5 | 11| 3 19
Q10 | 1 2 | 3| 4 | 5 10

11| 8 | 7 | 9 | 14 8
400 or over
Ql | A | B | C TOTAL

1|5 |1 7
@[ A | B | C

4 3 0 7
Q3 A B ©

1 3 3 7
Q| A | B | C

2 4 1 7
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Appendix 4
(Pair-work Scripts)

: So, ... hmm (Strategy #3: Fillers). Do you think living in Tokyo is more convenient than living

in Saitama?

: Yes, ... oh (Strategy #3: Fillers), ... Because, ... Tokyo has ... many ... convenience stores and

if I live in Tokyo, ... I can ... shopping .... Ah ... many places ... Tokyo. How about you?

: I think living in Tokyo is more convenient because Tokyo is, is a big town, big city. I think ...

there are a lot of ... convenience store, department stores, shopping, enjoy yourself, ...

(Strategy #3: Fillers)

. What is the highest mountain you have ever climbed?

: I never climbed mountain, but I want to ... to climb Fuji, ...Mount Fuji what about you?

Oh, ... I have never too. Hmmm...

Ok, Ok, same case. Right? OK. OK.

Oh, ... ah, I think ... ah. Okinawa? (Strategy #3: Fillers)
Why?

: Okinawa is very warm. ... Warm ... is happy.

: What kind of ... what kind of ...

Ah ... ah ... For example, Okinawa is has many many delicious, delicious food. And they have

many great place. For example, ocean, beautiful ocean view, people, people are very kind.

: Oh, it is a good point. Great.
: How about you?

: Me? oh I think ... hmmm Kyoto

Kyoto?

: Kyoto is a good place. Interesting place because you know in Tokyo ah
: Tokyo? (Strategy #6: Repair)

: I'm sorry. Kyoto. Kyoto. In Kyoto we can find ah. How can say? The Japanese culture, ah...

You know?

T: Japanese culture? (Strategy #7: Clarification)

K: Japanese culture. Tradition.
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. Tradition?

: Japanese tradition.

: Tradition? Oh, yes.

: You know?

: Huhuhu ... yes

: If T come to Kyoto, Big temples
: Temples, Buddha

Yes

: Shika (deer) (Strategy #10: Interlingual)

. Yes, yes, deer

Great Place.

: Maybe if I go in the spring. ... very beautiful

Yes, do you know yatsuhashi?

No.

: Yastushashi very delicious. In Kyoto?

: What kind of ... chicken, meat ...

Dessert.

: Oh, T see.

: Japanese mochi.

: Mochi? (Strategy #10: Interlingual)
: Anko. (Strategy #10: Interlingual)

: Oh, yes. I know. I know.

: Do you think that people in the country. Friendlier. Friendlier (confirming) than people in the

city?

- oh. Ah ... I think ah ... the people in the country .... Are ... friendlier. (Strategy #3: Fillers)

Oh, Ok

: Country people

Aha
Kind.
Kind?

: Kind. Japanese “odayaka”, kind (Strategy #10: Interlingual)
: Oh, yes, kind.
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T: So, ah ... city people are very busy. Ah ... ah ...

K: Yes, city people do not have time. They have to go to work.

T: Take it easy. How about you?

K: I have the same opinion. You are right.

Mak:
Mabh:

Do you think freeways should be free?

Freeways? What do you mean? Mr. Sabet. What is freeway? (Strategy 7: Clarification)

Teacher: Freeway. It means highway.

Mabh:
Mak:
Mah:
Mak:
Mabh:

Mak:
Mabh:
Mak:
Mah:
Mak:
Mah:
Mak:
Mah:
Mak:

Mah:

Mak:
Mah:
Mak:
Mabh:
Mak:
Mao:
Mak:

Oh, I see. Freeways I think no.
Why?
Because if freeways is all free, many many people ah ... very use, very use. OK?

OK.

Very use ... and .... But in holiday, many family can drive ... travel. But maybe no. How
about you?
I do not know about it because I am not interested in driving. Next question, OK?

OK. Do you think high school students do not need to wear uniform?

Do not need to wear uniform? No, I do not.

No, I do not?

No, because when I was high school student I liked my school uniform.

Really?

Yes, my school uniform is ... is ... (Strategy #5: Cooperative)

Pretty.

Yes, my school uniform was pretty. A little cute. So I want to wear school uniform. How
about you?

I do not know, but if high school students do not need to wear uniform ... ah. High school
students ... high school students ah .... Nante iyono. Nante iyuno.

What?

High school students do not ... ah, so

What?

Ah ... How do you say “nokoru”? (Strategy #5: Cooperative)

Nokoru?

Nokoru. Kyokoni nokoru

Memorize.
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Mao: Memorize

Mak: Wakaranai

Mao: High school uniform is memory.
Mak: Ah, yes, yes.

Mao: Memory for us.

Mak: I think so.



