
 
 
 
 

COMPARING COMPUTER MEDIATED 
COMMUNICATION (CMC) AND FACE TO FACE (FTF) 

COMMUNICATION FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF 
JAPANESE AS A FOREIGN LANGAUGE 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Aki Kaneko 
 

M.A. in Applied Linguistics (Monash University, Australia) 
B.A. in Education (Rikkyo University, Japan) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This thesis is presented for the degree of Doctor of Education of The University of 
Western Australia, Graduate School of Education 

September, 2009 



 



DECLARATION 

 

This thesis contains no material which has been accepted for 
the award of any other degree or diploma in any university, 
and to the best of my knowledge and belief, neither does it 
contain material previously published nor written by another 
person, except where due acknowledgment is made in the text. 

 

 

 

_______________________________ 

Aki Kaneko 
The University of Western Australia  
September, 2009 
 

 



 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

 

I would like to express my appreciation to all those who have been so generous with 
their time and talents in helping me to complete this work.  First and foremost I would 
like to express my greatest gratitude to my supervisor, Dr. Marie-Eve Ritz, for her 
immense support and advice given during my long lasted candidature.  Without her 
encouragement and understanding, this study would not have been possible. 
 
I appreciate the late Dr. Susan Kaldor for guiding me the correct direction for my 
research work at the beginning of my candidature, together with her warm 
encouragement.  I am also thankful to Associate Professor John Kinder who read my 
research proposal and gave me an insight into the technical side of my research and also 
provided me with the facility for data collection. 
 
My special thanks go to Dr. Tomoko Nakamatsu who provided me with advice for 
producing the tasks and allowed me to collect all the data from her Japanese classes.  I 
am also grateful to all her students who generously gave their time to participate in this 
research.   
 
I take this opportunity to show my sincere appreciation to my husband, Denis Brown, 
who took this long journey with me and brought me here to completion.  Without his 
support, both academically and spiritually, it would not have been possible for me to 
come this far.  Also thank you to my sons Ken, Ray and nephew Perry for your 
understanding and support at home.   
 
I also would like to thank my parents Mr. Nobuo Kaneko and Mrs Toshiko Kaneko and 
my late grandmother, Mrs Eiko Hamamoto, for their encouragement to my education.   
Finally to my dearest friend the late Dr. Sindy Lee whose spirit continuously 
encouraged me through the difficult times.  I have kept my promise to her that I would 
complete this thesis.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 i



ABSTRACT 

 
This study compared task-based synchronous Computer Mediated Communication 

(CMC) and Face-To-Face communication (FTF) to explore the impact of 

communication medium and different task types on negotiation of meaning.  Thirty-two 

intermediate learners of Japanese from one tertiary school in Australia were voluntarily 

recruited.  They formed 16 dyads and performed three different types of tasks both in 

CMC and FTF communication.  The three tasks conducted were ‘Spot the differences’, 

‘Role play’ and ‘Constructing sentences’ tasks.  Three types of data were collected for 

analyses: computer recording of CMC tasks, tape recording of FTF tasks and a students’ 

questionnaire that was conducted at the completion of all the tasks.  The students’ 

questionnaire captured their perception of the experience overall.  The data were 

analysed for various aspects of negotiation of meaning and corrective feedback that 

occurred and the results were compared both by communication medium and by task.  

The data were also examined for positive and negative aspects of students’ collaboration 

found in CMC in comparison with that which occurred in the FTF situation, as well as 

their perception of the experience from the questionnaire.     

   

Findings suggest that FTF communication had an advantage over CMC when the two 

modes were quantitatively compared; more negotiation of meaning occurred, more 

negotiations were being extended, and negotiations were repaired more successfully at 

the end of negotiations.  Also, the negotiations that occurred were more evenly 

distributed over different types of problem.  Finally, more corrective feedback was 

incorporated in this mode as well.  By contrast, two aspects were found to be superior in 

CMC.  Firstly, the reviewable nature of CMC reduced the number of communication 

breakdowns.  Secondly, CMC stimulated a much higher frequency of corrective 

feedback.  As for the different task types, the ‘Constructing Sentences’ task was found 

to offer the most opportunity for the students’ L2 learning and it was also demonstrated 

that there are some advantages for this task to be conducted in CMC rather than in FTF.  

This demonstrated a suitable environment for such tasks where students construct 

sentences and reflect on forms collaboratively in CMC.   

 

Qualitative analysis of CMC and FTF data suggested the following as positive aspects 

of CMC: increased L2 awareness, even participation, better task-organisation skills and 
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increased clarity of messaging.   Use of various keyboard facilities as well as the 

reviewable nature of information also benefited the learners.  By contrast, negative 

aspects of CMC were found to include the following: reduced amount of extended 

communication, exchange of lengthy messages, exchange of truncated sentences, lack 

of non-verbal cues, lack of private speech and problems caused by lack of chronological 

order in CMC.  Overall, the students developed a positive attitude towards task-based 

CMC and they also acknowledged which skills needed to be incorporated for the 

effective use of this environment.  The students’ questionnaire also indicated that the 

students did not always notice the corrective feedback provided in CMC.  Advantages 

and disadvantages of task-based CMC and its implication for L2 learning are discussed 

and recommendations that help to maximise this learning environment are proposed.  
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TRANSCRIPTION CONVENTIONS AND 
ABBREVIATIONS 

 
 
[FTF data] 
 
The transcription conventions and abbreviations used in the present study were partly 
adapted from Maynard (1989).  The conventions are explained below: 
 
1. All the Japanese data presented in this study are transcribed in Romanised form.  

The romanisation corresponds exactly to the kana syllabaries.  Long vowels and 
consonants are represented by an appropriate double vowel or consonant. 

 
2. All the transcripts in Japanese are written in italic while the English words are 

written in a normal typeface. They are provided with morpheme-by morpheme 
translations underneath each transcript and also an English translation at the end 
in quotation marks.  All the excerpts received line numbers for each utterance 
and they appear in the left margin. 

 
3. Excerpts are presented with their assigned numbers given at the top of the 

excerpt. 
 
4. Details of the information source for each excerpt are given in brackets under 

the excerpt number: [P-4/Const/FTF] indicates that the excerpt is taken from a 
conversation conducted by pair 4 when they were engaged in their constructing 
sentences task in FTF situation.  In all excerpts, students are numbered and 
identified as S1 through S32.  In Study one, individuals are anonymised, 
therefore only S1 and S2 are repeatedly used.    

 
5. Bold typeface is used to highlight the phenomena to be scrutinized.  Also, 

deviated forms are marked with an asterisk “*”. 
 
6. Paralinguistic and other interactional symbols applied are as follows: 

 
::  lengthened syllable 
!  stressed contour 
?  rising interrogative contour 
.  sentence final contour 
*  deviation maker 
(..)  short pause 
(……..) prolonged pause  
@  laughter  

 ( )  extralinguistic cues 
 
 
7. A morphme-by-morphme translation is given underneath each excerpt.  

Masuoka and Tokubo (1992), Koso nihongo bunpoo (2nd ed.) was used for terms 
relevant to Japanese grammar. 

 
8. The following abbreviations were used: 
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ACC  accusative case 
AUX  auxiliary verb 
CAS  causative case 
COND  conditional marker 
FPTL  sentence final particle 
NEG  negation 
NOM  nominative case 
NLZ  nominaliser 
PAST  past tense 
POL  polite form 
POT  potential 
PSV  passive morpheme 
PTL  particle 
TOP  topic marking particle 
Q  question marker 
QT  quotative marker 
 
 
[CMC data] 
 
All the CMC dialogues presented in both study 1 and the main study are raw data from  
the students’ chat logs.  The conventions listed above, 1, 2, 3, 5, 7 and 8 are applicable 
to CMC data.  Paralinguistic and other interactional symbols listed in no 6 which appear 
in CMC chat logs do not necessarily follow their original functions in FTF.        
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ABBREVIATIONS 
 
 
CMC   Computer Mediated Communication 
EFL   English as a Foreign Language 
ESL   English as a Second Language 
FL   Foreign Language 
FTF   Face to Face communication 
L1   first language 
L2   second language 
NNS, NNSs  nonnative speaker, nonnative speakers 
NS, NSs  native speaker, native speakers 
SLA   Second Language Acquisition 
TL   Target Language 
 
 
Types of negotiation of meaning 
MS   Morphosyntactic 
 
 
Gass and Varonis’s (1985) negotiation model 
T   Trigger 
I   Indicator 
R   Response 
RR   Reaction to Response 
 
 
Negotiation strategies 
CC   Confirmation Checks 
CR   Clarification Request 
EN   Explicit statement of Non-understanding 
NR   Non-verbal Response 
RH   Request for Help 
RR   Request for Repetition 
 
 
Students’ questionnaire 
A   Agree 
D   Disagree 
SA   Strongly Agree 
SD   Strongly Disagree 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1       Background of the Study 

The present study investigated Computer Mediated Communication (CMC) in a task 

based learning environment in a Japanese as a Foreign Language (FL) context to 

explore the impact of the communication medium on second language (L2) learning and 

acquisition.  To develop an argument for the significance of this study, the following 

topics will be discussed in this section; modern technology and communication, CMC 

in a language learning context, CMC in comparison with face to face communication 

(FTF) in language learning, CMC and negotiation of meaning, and the socio-cultural 

perspective on language learning and CMC.   

 

Various communication styles have emerged as modern technology developed.  

Initially, communication took place only between the people who shared the same space 

in a face to face (FTF) situation.  However, advancing technology has enabled humans 

to engage in distant communication utilizing various communication means.  The 

telegraph appeared in the mid 19th century and permitted mainly one-way 

communication.  Its use required coding and decoding a message sent from one place to 

another.  In the late 19th century, the telephone was invented and represented a huge 

advance in human communication; two-way communication which conveyed human 

speech at a distance became possible.  In the early 20th century, the discovery of radio 

waves contributed to the emergence of the mass-communication era with broadcasting 

radio and television.  Also, radio waves were a very important early means of reaching 

large numbers of people for teaching purposes.  In Australia, for instance, the School of 

the Air enabled remote students to acquire an education.   

 

The most recent communication revolution took place with the expanding use of 

computer networking in the late 20th century.  For example, computer “chat” programs 

have enabled one-to-one and one-to-many communications.  Electronic mail, likewise, 

has opened possibilities for the use of computers and networks for interpersonal 

communication.  This form of electronic communication is very flexible in nature in 

that, firstly, it occurs in both synchronous and asynchronous forms, and, secondly, it 

reaches people both locally and internationally.  Computer mediated communication , 
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known as CMC, has penetrated the various domains of our lives from commercial to 

home and educational contexts.  One of the areas for which CMC shows a promising 

contribution for increasing knowledge is in the context of second/foreign language (L2) 

learning. 

 

As Salaberry (1996) points out, CMC represents a new type of emerging technology 

that offers language teachers cost-effective tools to create learning environments that 

encourage purposeful interaction among learners.  In other words, CMC is quite 

practical for L2 learning in that it is easy to apply, and it enables human-human 

interaction, rather than just human-computer communication.   It is believed by many to 

be quite important for L2 development.  Living in the computer era, an increasing 

number of language classrooms are now introducing a CMC component in their 

curriculumn.        

 

One of the most exciting aspects of CMC involves synchronous or instantaneous 

interaction on a local area network (LAN), such as used in a classroom context.  The 

great advantage of this environment is that messages are typed, sent, and received 

instantaneously, bringing the electronic communicative exchange from the static to the 

more dynamic, and therefore, as suggested by Chun (1994), to that resembling FTF 

interaction.  Much research has endeavoured to discover how the learning taking place 

in CMC differed from the traditional FTF counterpart considering the fact that the mode 

of communication shifts from spoken to text-based.  The most common finding in such 

research is that CMC promotes equal participation by participants.  The students who 

were usually quiet in traditional FTF classrooms, such as less skilled students, female 

students and shy students became active in CMC sessions (Flores, 1990; Selfe, 1990; 

Tella, 1992; Chun, 1994; Watschauer, 1996).   

 

Additional benefits of CMC include transition from a central role played by the teacher 

to a greater role played by the students with the teacher becoming more of a ‘facilitator’ 

(Chun, 1994; Kelm, 1992; Kern, 1995), hence increasing the opportunity for students’ 

production of the target language.  Also, students in this environment are reported to be 

taking a more active role to generate different kinds of discourse and speech acts than is 

typically found in normal FTF situations (Chun, 1994).         
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Much research has demonstrated that CMC has unique characteristics which are 

partially different from the ones in the FTF environment.  Due to the promising 

environment that CMC can provide for learning, some CMC researchers have claimed a 

superiority of online instruction over FTF instruction when it was conducted properly 

(Feenberg, 1999; Harasim, Hiltz, Teles & Turoff, 1995).  For this claim to be supported 

in the context of L2 learning, the following question must be answered: Is the language 

experience provided in CMC good enough to promote second language acquisition 

(SLA), and if so, is that experience different from the one that occurs in the FTF 

environment? 

 

Recent CMC researchers have argued that CMC indeed enhances SLA, because of its 

ability to induce negotiation of meaning (Blake, 2000; Kitade, 2000; Pellettieri, 2000; 

Toyoda and Harrison, 2002; Smith, 2003; Morris, 2005; Lai and Zhao, 2006; 

Vandergriff, 2006).  Negotiation of meaning has been interpreted in different ways by 

different authors (Refer Section 2.5 ‘discussion of definition of negotiation of 

meaning’).  In general, it includes such activities as modification and restructuring of 

interaction so as to promote communication between interlocutors (Scarcella and Higa, 

1981; Young, 1984; Gass and Varonis, 1985; Pica, 1994).  Such activities are 

considered to be essential from the viewpoint of SLA and much CMC research found 

that negotiation of meaning took place in CMC.  However, to the best of the 

researcher’s knowledge, there are only a few studies which directly compared the two 

modes of communication on negotiation aspects (Vandergriff, 2006; Lai and Zhao, 

2006).  The researchers in those studies both claimed a facilitative role of CMC in L2 

learning rather than it replacing the role of traditional FTF instruction.  Vandergriff 

concluded her research as follows: “instructors are advised not to overrate the potential 

benefits of CMC but to view the communication medium as only one variable in the 

complex interaction of language learners”.  As shown, side-by-side analysis of the two 

communication media indicated that caution was needed when interpreting the efficacy 

of CMC when compared to the FTF situation.  More studies are called for, as different 

contextual features affect the outcomes of interaction (Lee, 2004; Morris, 2005; Fitze, 

2006; Vandergriff, 2006), and specifically the use of negotiation in CMC and FTF 

communication.     

 

The present study also applied socio-cultural dimensions to the analysis of negotiation.  

Theories about input and output were widely applied in SLA where negotiation of 
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meaning is considered to be a mechanism through which students are provided with 

comprehensible input and have an opportunity to produce comprehensible output (Long, 

1981; Varonis and Gass, 1985; Pica, Young and Doughty, 1987; Swain, 1985; Swain 

and Lapkin, 1995).  While the input/output perspective considered communication as a 

mechanism for the passing back and forth of information, the socio-cultural perspective 

sees the learner’s interactive speech as a means to “introduce, create, and transform 

social realities” (Donanto & Lantolf, 1991).  In other words, the input/output 

perspective emphasizes the encoding and decoding of knowledge exchanged while the 

socio-cultural perspective is centred upon not only en-coding and de-coding, but also 

upon the forging of knowledge at the time of collaborative learning.   Recent CMC 

studies show evidence that learners are engaged in collaborative work so as to manage 

and control the tasks in which they are involved in this mode of communication (Kitade, 

2000; Lee, 2004; Vandergriff, 2006).  However, studies which compare the two modes 

of communication in this respect are scarce, consequently the question of how 

differences in communication mode affects students’ collaboration remains to be 

answered.     

 

The present study aimed to investigate the efficacy of CMC in comparison to FTF 

interaction to promote negotiation of meaning.  It incorporated both the input/output and 

the socio-cultural perspectives.  It was hoped that findings would contribute to a better 

understanding of the benefits and limitations of CMC so that the language experience in 

this mode might be enhanced. 

 

1.2   Definitions   

In this section, the definitions of two important concepts used throughout the present 

study, CMC and negotiation of meaning, are introduced.   

 

1.2.1  Definition of CMC  

 

The present study focuses on communication taking place via computer networks by 

typing on keyboards.  This type of communication is technically called Computer 

Mediated Communication (CMC), and a definition is given as follows: 
 The use of one or more computers to mediate or facilitate communication  

between two or more people    (Warschauer, 1996) 
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Several types of CMC exist depending on the time-frame for the exchange and the 

physical connection area at the time of operation.  With respect to the time-frame, CMC 

has two sub-categories, synchronous and asynchronous communications, which denote 

real-time and non-real-time communications respectively.  They are defined as follows: 
Synchronous communication: 

Communication that takes place immediately, with all participants simultaneously logged on 

to their computers and messages being transferred instantaneously, and it is also called real-

time.       (Warschauer, 1996) 

 

Asynchronous communication: 

Communication that is not instantaneous.  Asynchronous messages take anywhere from 

several seconds to several minutes (or sometimes several hours) to arrive.  Asynchronous 

messages can be read at any time; the recipient need not be logged on at the time of 

delivery.      (Warschauer, 1996) 

 

With respect to the physical connection area, CMC can operate in the following two 

environments: 
 LAN: local area network; computers in a single location that are networked  

together 

 WAN: wide area network; computers networked together over a broad 

geographical area    (Warschauer, 1996) 

 

The type of CMC dealt with in this study is synchronous (real-time) communication in a 

LAN environment.  This particular environment has been described in different ways 

such as “ENFI” (Electronic Networking for Interaction), written electronic conferences, 

computer mediated discussion, IRC (Internet Relay Chat) and text-based chat.  For this 

study, the term “CMC” is employed to describe the technical environment implemented.   

 

1.2.2      Definition of Negotiation of Meaning   

 

During the long history of research on negotiation of meaning, different researchers 

have used the same terms to describe different phenomena.  Considering the wider 

perspective taken in this study to examine negotiation of meaning, the broad definition 

shown below was adopted:  

 
(in conversation) what speakers do in order to achieve successful communication 

     (Richard J. Platt & H. Platt, 1995) 
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This study also extends the definition to include ‘negotiation of form’ as well since form 

may also be problematic for successful communication.  This point is further discussed 

later in chapter 2 section 5. 

 

1.3     Structure of the Thesis 

The thesis is set out in the following manner: 

 

Chapter 2 reviews the literature concerning the two major aspects of this study, 

negotiation of meaning and CMC and discusses five specific topics; (1) negotiation of 

meaning in SLA, (2) factors affecting negotiation of meaning, (3) negotiation of 

meaning from the point of view of socio-cultural approaches to learning, (4) negotiation 

of meaning in a CMC context and (5) discussion of definitions of negotiation of 

meaning.  The last topic, ‘discussion of definition of negotiation of meaning’ is 

intentionally placed at the end as it encompasses all the arguments made in this chapter.   

 

Chapter 3 outlines the methodology employed for the pilot study and the main study.  It 

includes background information about the participants, details of the tasks conducted 

and the data collection procedure.  It also explains the categorization of different types 

of negotiation of meaning and the mechanism used for analyzing these negotiations.   

 

Chapter 4 describes the pilot study in which different task types are compared 

exclusively in a CMC environment for the following characteristics; negotiation of 

meaning, students’ awareness of language and amount of language used.  Upon 

examination of the results, task types which were deemed ideal for the main study are 

suggested and new tasks are presented. 

 

Beginning with Chapter 5, the main study results are discussed.  Chapter 5 represents an 

overview of negotiation that occurred in CMC and FTF communication and the two 

modes are compared for the following aspects of negotiation of meaning; frequency of 

negotiation of meaning, frequency of occurrence of negotiation of meaning according to 

the type of problem it concerned, length of negotiation of meaning, frequency of 

negotiations that were successfully repaired, frequency of different negotiation 

strategies, frequency of corrective feedback, frequency of different types of corrective 

feedback and frequency of incorporation of corrective feedback.  The results of this 
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quantitative analysis were obtained by aggregating the results of all the three tasks 

combined. 

 

Chapter 6 presents a detailed analysis of the results discussed in Chapter 5.  In 

particular, it analyses the individual tasks to examine whether the CMC or the FTF 

situation was more efficient for the production of negotiation of meaning. 

  

Chapter 7 describes students’ collaboration found in CMC and FTF interaction.  This 

qualitative analysis demonstrates how the characteristics of CMC shaped the students’ 

collaboration in both positive and negative ways compared with that which occurred in 

the FTF situation. 

 

Chapter 8 discusses the results of a students’ questionnaire conducted after the main 

study.  The questionnaire was designed to elicit students’ perception of task-based CMC 

and FTF environments as well as other individual information such as their prior 

experience of CMC, their typing skills, Japanese learning experience and so on. 

 

Chapter 9 serves to provide a discussion of the findings and concludes the thesis.  

Firstly, a general discussion of the findings is presented in a way that responds to each 

of the research questions.  It includes a summary of the findings, their implication for 

SLA as well as pedagogical suggestions to improve L2 teaching/learning in CMC.  

They are followed by concluding remarks where the limitations of the study and 

direction of future research are addressed.  Details of the tasks employed in this research 

as well as Explanatory Notes given to students, and the Students’ Questionnaire are 

included as Appendices. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 
In the history of L2 pedagogy, different methods have dominated at different times.  

The early days of L2 teaching concentrated on the grammar-translation method where 

typical classroom activities were organized in the form of text reading and highlighting 

of grammar points.  In the 1960s, this approach was replaced by the audio-lingual 

method influenced by behaviourist theories of learning where it was believed that only 

external stimulus changes human behaviour without involving any kind of mental 

behaviour.  In this approach, students were expected to learn language through a process 

of habit formation.  Consequently, repetitive language drills in the language laboratory 

were the major component of learning in this context. 

 

The method emerging in the 1980s, which still dominates the field of L2 learning to 

date, is the communicative approach to teaching.  This approach aims to develop 

communicative competence which consists of the ‘skill’ required for communication as 

well as the ‘knowledge’ of the language (Canale and Swain, 1980).  To develop this 

competence, the actual use of the target language in meaningful context is emphasized, 

hence activities which stimulate interaction between students are widely used in the 

classroom. 

 

From the view point of SLA, this interaction-based approach is well conceptualized in a 

framework which suggests that the negotiation that occurs in interaction positively 

affects language acquisition.  This negotiated interaction has been referred to as 

“negotiation of meaning” and a vast amount of research has been carried out examining 

this aspect of interaction in a variety of contexts.  The common method for examining 

negotiation of meaning has been discourse analysis where the normal practice is to 

count the different types and quantity of negotiation strategies.  However, the socio-

cultural approach, which has received much attention recently, suggests that the 

phenomenon can be seen in a more dynamic way, taking into account how language is 

socially constructed and how language development emerges through this context.     

 

Computer assisted language learning (CALL) has been developed reflecting the various 

approaches of L2 pedagogy discussed previously.  Computers used as a communication 
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tool in CMC, instead of being used as a ‘guide’ or ‘tutor’, work well in this interaction 

based learning.  As a consequence, an increasing number of L2 classrooms are 

experimenting with this tool.  The text based orientation of CMC, in comparison with 

the oral and aural base in FTF communication, has provided the incentive to describe 

language features in this new communication medium in earlier research.  Recent CMC 

studies have paid much more attention to the negotiation factor and also how language 

is developed through meaningful social interaction in this environment.   

 

Considering the theoretical rationale and the recent attention paid to negotiation of 

meaning in the CMC environment described above, the following five topics will be 

discussed in this chapter which will help to develop the theoretical background for the 

present study: (1) Negotiation of meaning in SLA, (2) Factors affecting negotiation of 

meaning, (3) Negotiation of meaning from the point of view of socio-cultural 

approaches to learning, (4) Negotiation of meaning in a CMC context and (5) Historical 

development of definition of negotiation of meaning.   Discussions about the definition 

of negotiation of meaning (section (5)) are presented at the end in this chapter 

encompassing all the findings presented in this chapter. 

 

2.1    Negotiation of Meaning from the Point of View of SLA 

Much recent study in SLA theory suggests that a L2 is best acquired through interaction 

as (a) it provides learners with comprehensible input, (b) it requires them to produce 

comprehensible output and (c) it involves feedback.  These aspects of interaction are 

believed to be important elements for learning a L2.  Negotiation of meaning plays a 

crucial role for learners to access these three aspects in interaction.  In this section, the 

relationship between negotiation of meaning and each of the above mentioned aspects 

of interaction will be explained and discussed.   

 

2.1.1 Negotiation of Meaning as a Source of Comprehensible Input 

 

The notion of comprehensible input was first introduced by Krashen (1981) as a crucial 

element in second language acquisition.  For Krashen, SLA proceeds by learners 

understanding target language input that contains some forms just a little beyond their 

present knowledge and which are therefore, according to the natural order of SLA, 

“due” to be acquired next.  When learners successfully comprehend the meaning of 
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language that contains new linguistic material, their interlanguage is believed to have 

necessarily developed further towards the target language.   

 

According to Porter (1986), three types of input are available for L2 learners: language 

produced by native speakers outside the classroom, language produced by teachers and 

language produced by other learners.  As for the first two, when modifications are made 

in input to promote learners’ understanding, they are often labeled as foreigner talk and 

teacher talk respectively.  These have been studied in depth to examine the variety of 

input available for learners in these contexts (Arthur et al, 1980; Chun et al, 1982; Day 

et al, 1984; Freed, 1978; Gaies, 1977; Hatch 1978, 1983; Henzl, 1979; Long, 1981; 

Scarcella and Higa, 1982).  Foreigner talk is characterized by a number of modifications 

such as syntactic simplicity, a high frequency of questions, and variety of interaction 

devices to maintain the conversation.  Teacher talk in the L2 classroom has also been 

found to be characterized by modifications in the lexicon, syntax, phonology, and 

accompanying nonverbal behaviour.  The amount of teacher talk can be more vital in a 

FL learning context than in L2, since in the FL situation, the target language is not a 

native language in the country, but taught simply as a school subject; therefore the main 

source of input comes from the teacher.  In the L2 classroom however, the target 

language is a native language in the country, therefore target language input from other 

sources is widely available in the community.   

 

While modified input such as foreigner talk and teacher talk have received considerable 

attention in SLA research, Long (1981) introduced the notion of “interactional 

modification ” which classified such modified input by using two features, input 

features and interaction features and suggested that modifications in interaction are 

superior to modifications in input.  He found that modifications in interaction are more 

consistently observed than are modifications in input, and hypothesized the following; 

“Participation in conversation with native speakers, made possible through the 

modification of interaction, is the necessary and sufficient condition for second 

language acquisition” (1981:24). 

 

Such a claim was soon supported by empirical research.  Scarcella and Higa (1981), in a 

study comparing conversation involving native speakers and non-native children and 

conversations between native speakers and non-native adolescents, found that there was 

a greater amount of simplified input to children than to adolescents, but that the 
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adolescents worked harder than the children at maintaining the conversation.  They 

suggested that simplified input is not as optimal as the input which comes as a result of 

negotiation work.      

 

Such negotiated interaction highlights the third type of input available for L2 learners, 

which is from other learners as, in this context, both interlocutors are not fully 

competent in the TL, active negotiation is likely to be expected.  Much research which 

looked at NNS-NNS interaction (Varonis and Gass, 1985; Gass and Varonis, 1985; 

Doughtly and Pica, 1986; Holliday, 2003) has focused on how learners negotiated 

meaning with each other to gain comprehensible input (Refer 2.2.1). 

 

As discussed, input which results from negotiation between interlocutors seems to be 

quite valuable for acquiring a L2, whether they are from NSs, teachers or other learners.  

Therefore “negotiation work” is a crucial device to obtain such input, hence for 

language acquisition to occur.  Having considered input features of interaction and its 

relationship with negotiation of meaning, the next section deals with how negotiation of 

meaning cooperates with output in interactions.    

 

2.1.2 Negotiation of Meaning as a Source of Comprehensible Output 

 

Early SLA research which looked at negotiated interaction exclusively focused on 

comprehensible input as though it was the only source of learning in SLA.  However 

this exclusive focus on comprehensible input in SLA theory started to be overshadowed 

by an increasing amount of evidence which showed that learners who are receiving a 

plentiful amount of comprehensible input can nonetheless stabilize and fail to reach 

native-like proficiency. 

 

Research into French immersion programs in Canada, for example, found that despite 

an abundance of comprehensible input, students failed to develop the level of accuracy 

in French syntax and morphology that was expected in their speech production (Swain, 

1985; 1993).  Swain (1985) argued that in the immersion classroom situation, the 

students had little opportunity to engage in two-way negotiation of meaning, since 

typically the target language was used mostly by the teacher.  The students developed 

strategies for getting their meaning across which were considered to be adequate for the 

situation in which they found themselves.  So, although they did produce utterances in 
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French, these were limited and the students were under no pressure to examine 

grammatical features or work on their accuracy and coherence.   

 

Educators such as Rivers (1981) and researchers such as Canal and Swain (1980) have 

emphasized the importance of production in language acquisition.  Swain (1983) has 

proposed the “comprehensible output hypothesis”, and argues that learners must have 

opportunities to produce language in order to acquire it, as it provides an opportunity to 

notice a linguistic problem in the form they are attending to, and in turn it pushes 

learners to modify their output to a more comprehensible level.   In doing so, learners 

develop certain grammatical features that do not appear to be acquired purely on the 

basis of comprehensible input.       

 

Later, Swain introduced the “Output hypothesis” (1993) which indicated the 

relationship between negotiation of meaning and learner’s output.  In this hypothesis, 

there are two possible situations where the learner’s target language (TL) production 

triggers negotiation.  Firstly, producing output is one way of testing a hypothesis about 

comprehensibility or linguistic well-formedness (Swain, 1993; P126).  Secondly, native 

speakers’ difficulties in following learners’ interlanguage may trigger feedback, which 

in return may induce changes in the learners’ output.  For example, Pica et al. (1989) 

found that in response to clarification and confirmation requests, over one-third of the 

learners’ responses were modified either semantically or morphosyntactically.  In 

conclusion, the output hypothesis thus claims that output induces negotiation of 

meaning and the negotiation leads to the enhancement of the learner’s interlanguage.    

 

In response to this weighting of output in SLA, many researchers and educators 

examined output features in NNS interaction and found that while negotiating meaning, 

learners are more likely to notice problems and attend to these in their output (Call & 

Sotillo, 1995; Swain & Lapkin, 1995; Pica, Kanagy & Falodun, 1993; Gass & Varonis, 

1989; Varonis & Gass, 1985).   

 

2.1.3 Negotiation of Meaning as a Source of Corrective Feedback 

 

A third factor which has been argued to be an important feature of negotiation affecting 

SLA is feedback.  Literature reviewed on feedback categorizes the phenomenon into 

three different types; corrective feedback, negative data / negative evidence and 
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negative feedback.  Schacheter (1991) defined each term as follows: corrective feedback 

is a term often found in the pedagogical field of L2 teaching / learning.  Its counterpart 

in the linguistic field of language acquisition is negative data or negative evidence; and 

its counterpart in the psychological field of concept learning is negative feedback 

(Schacheter, 1991).  Therefore, the term “corrective feedback” was chosen in the 

present study as it particularly focused on the L2 learning situation while the other two 

terms will also appear interchangeably in this section.    

 

Interest in the potential role of corrective feedback in SLA and teaching derives in part 

from the finding that exposure to comprehensible samples of target language is 

necessary for acquisition but insufficient if learners are older children or adults and 

native-like proficiency is the goal.  Canadian French immersion students, previously 

mentioned, achieved fluency in L2 yet continuously produced a wide range of basic 

grammar errors in their speech and writing even after a prolonged period of French 

immersion (Swain & Lapkin, 1990).  Likewise, researchers such as Pavesi (1986) and 

Schmidt (1983) found that adults with considerable opportunity to learn and the 

apparent need and motivation to do so have been observed not to incorporate a range of 

useful structures to which they are exposed for prolonged periods.  Pavesi and Schmidt 

also reported that the adolescent learners in their study stabilized in non native-like 

norms.  This phenomenon is know as “fossilization” when observed in the L2 learning 

context, and refers to the process where incorrect linguistic features become a part of 

the way a person speaks or writes a language, whether it be vocabulary usage, grammar 

or pronunciation (Richard, Platt & Platt, 1995).  These findings indicated that correct 

forms are available in the input but learners seem to not notice them, and they can even 

internalize incorrect forms.    

 

Another argument supporting corrective feedback affecting language acquisition is that 

some target language (TL) structures are unlikely to be acquired from positive evidence 

alone.  White (1991) suggested that learners would have to notice the absence of an 

option in the L2 which is available in the L1.  For example, such structures as adverbs 

between a verb and its direct object are available in French or Spanish, but not in 

English (eg.  “I ate quickly dinner” is ungrammatical).  White argues that such English 

word order is not necessarily easy to acquire by learners as the error does not impede 

communication, hence communication continues and thus language errors remain 

unnoticed by the learners.   
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Corrective feedback can be delivered in two ways; explicitly and implicitly.  The former 

provides feedback with the speaker’s attention overtly directed at problematic features 

of the code while with the latter, the message, not the code, remains the interlocutor’s 

primary attentional focus (Long, 1988).  Explicit feedback was pervasive for a while, 

and earlier research showed that it was not helpful to SLA.  In L1 acquisition, Brown & 

Hanron (1970) examined the explicit negative feedback provided by parents to their 

children and found that only the semantic errors made by the child prompted corrective 

feedback, not errors in linguistic forms.  For example, when Eve said ‘he a girl’ when 

referring to her mother, she got an approving response and when Sarah said ‘there’s the 

animal farmhouse’, even though the form of the sentence was impeccable, she received 

a disapproving response, ‘no, that’s a lighthouse’ (Schachter, 1991).    

 

Early L2 studies similarly found that overt error correction occurred only rarely in 

native speaker (NS) / nonnative speaker (NNS) conversation in noninstructed settings 

(Chun, Day, Chenoweth & Luppescu, 1982).  Also, in an instructed classroom situation, 

teachers’ use of explicit feedback was found to be neither consistent nor well timed and 

when they did use explicit feedback, it was usually in a form that was difficult for 

learners to perceive (Allright, 1975; Chaudron, 1986; Long, 1977).  These claims 

discounted the role of corrective feedback for language learning process in the early 

days of research.   

 

However, a recent focus on the implicit form of feedback resulted in attention being 

drawn again to corrective feedback.  The researchers who started an exploration towards 

this form of feedback criticized earlier studies on the basis that the term had been ill-

defined.  Long (1988) argued that the narrow scope within which these early researchers 

worked meant that a much greater body of input was largely ignored. 

 

The implicit form of feedback takes two different forms: negotiation strategies and 

recasts.  The former includes repetition, confirmation checks, and clarification requests 

that occur after communication breakdown.  The latter is described as a redisplay of 

learner’s utterances, where the syntactic structure is reformulated but where the central 

meaning remains unchanged (Baker & Nelson, 1984; Farrar, 1990, 1992; Furrow, 

Baillie, Claren & Moore, 1993) as shown in the following exchange;      
 Child: Doggy eat it! 

 Adult: The doggy ate it? 

 14



Findings in L1 acquisition studies that have examined implicit negative feedback 

indicate that the grammaticality and ambiguity of the learner’s contributions triggered 

different kinds of feedback from their interlocutors (Bohanno & Stanowicz, 1988; 

Farrar, 1990, 1992; Nelson, 1991; Penner, 1987).  Because of the potential benefits of 

implicit negative feedback, SLA studies also attempted to examine whether it is 

available to learners in different interactional contexts and found that implicit negative 

feedback is provided and used by second language learners (Mito, 1993; Richardson, 

1993; Oliver, 1995, 1998, 2000, 2002; Doughty & Varela, 1999; Han, 2002; Leeman, 

2003; Mackey, Oliver & Leeman, 2003).  It is further suggested that implicit feedback 

plays a facilitative role in L2 acquisition (Long, 1998; Long, Inagaki, & Ortega, 1998; 

Nabei & Swain 2002).   

 

In response to this favourable view placed on implicit negative feedback, the 

Interactional hypothesis (Long, 1996) suggested how this type of negative feedback 

operates in L2 acquisition and also how negotiation of meaning plays a role in this 

context.  According to the hypothesis, negotiation of meaning elicits corrective 

feedback which helps learners draw their attention to mismatches between input and 

their current L2 knowledge.  For example, implicit corrective feedback can induce items 

that are unlearnable from positive evidence alone, such as cases where the occurrence of 

an item is very rare, or where error causes little or no communicative distress.  This kind 

of selective attention together with the learner’s developing L2 processing capacity, 

which are claimed to be important factors for SLA, are brought together most usefully 

during negotiation for meaning. 

 

While there is growing support for corrective feedback, especially in its implicit form, 

Beck and Eubank (1991) argue that the impact of interaction and feedback in SLA must 

be examined in different social and interactional contexts so as to document the 

‘universality’ of negative feedback.  New media such as CMC would definitely be one 

of these contexts.  More research on corrective feedback is also called for from other 

researchers (Hall, 2000; Breen, 2001) claiming the same argument.  Exploration of 

CMC is considered to be very crucial as this mode enhances the visibility of input, 

hence it may create different effects with respect to corrective feedback compared with 

a traditional FTF environment.          
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2.2    Factors Promoting Negotiation of Meaning    

Given the apparent importance of negotiation of meaning for SLA discussed in the 

previous section, it is not surprising that a vast quantity of research has examined the 

learning conditions that promote such interaction.  Thus, investigations have been 

undertaken on the effect of a variety of factors affecting negotiation of meaning.  Pica 

and Doughty (1985) investigated the linguistic features of comprehensible input in two 

kinds of situations: the language of a NS teacher and the language of only NNS 

participants in group work.  They found that all NNS groups produced more negotiation 

activity than those fronted by a teacher who gave comprehensible input.  Gass and 

Varonis (1985) looked at NNS interactions from the aspect of gender difference and 

reported that opposite-sex dyads evidenced a much greater portion of negotiation than 

same-sex ones.  Varnois and Gass (1985) argued that the less shared the background, 

either linguistic or cultural or gender, the greater the frequency and complexity of 

negotiation routines.   

 

Porter (1986) considered different proficiency levels as one of the variables to 

investigate in learner interaction and concluded that students paired with a partner with 

a different proficiency level will have more opportunities to practice the negotiation of 

meaning than with a level-matched partner.  Plough and Gass (1993) examined NNS-

NNS interaction from the perspective of interlocutor familiarity and found that the 

familiar pairs were more willing to signal a non-understanding which in turn elicited 

greater negotiation work than the unfamiliar pairs.  They also looked at another variable 

in the same study, task familiarity, and reported that the task-familiar group showed a 

greater degree of involvement which lead to greater negotiation work than did the task-

unfamiliar group.  In section 2.2.1, the following two factors which have been the object 

of a considerable amount of debate concerning their relation to negotiation of meaning 

will be discussed:  NS/NNS vs NNS/NNS interaction and different task types.     

 

2.2.1 NS/NNS vs NNS/NNS Interaction 

 

Early NNS-NNS interaction research showed some promising results regarding the 

input that learners provided for each other.  Long, Adams, McLean and Castanos (1976) 

found that learner discussions in pairs promoted a greater quantity of speech and a 

greater variety of speech acts than did the teacher-led discussions.  In a related study of 

learners in small-group work, Bruton and Samuda (1980) found that learners were 
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capable of correcting each other successfully and were able to employ a variety of 

different error treatment strategies.   

 

However, the majority of NNS interaction research in the early days was conducted in 

the area of NS/NNS interaction, mostly in English (Hatch et al, 1975; Chaudron, 1978; 

Long, 1981).  In this context, the NS was always considered to be an expert while the 

NNS was labeled as a novice.  The NS, as a response to indications of lack of 

understanding, was expected to engage in modified target language, or “foreigner talk” 

which the learner could understand.  Long (1981) initially referred to this kind of 

adjustment in discourse as “interactional modification” and his research involved the 

counting of incidences of negotiation strategies used by NS to facilitate comprehension 

by the NNS (Long, 1981).  These strategies were clarification checks, comprehension 

checks and clarifications (Chaudron, 1978).  In other words, investigations of NNS 

discourse focused primarily on interaction between NS and NNS in the early days 

(Long, 1983).   

 

Gradually, researchers began to examine interaction features between NNSs to compare 

how the variety and frequency of input differed from that of NS-NNS interaction.  The 

first major investigation of such a kind was done by Varonis and Gass (1985) who 

examined NS/NS, NS/NNS and NNS/NNS conversations and concluded that 

negotiation of meaning is most prevalent among NNS/NNS pairs.  They claimed that 

neither interlocutor is fully competent in the target language therefore non-

understanding can arise from either speaker or listener or both, thus NNS-NNS 

interaction creates a greater opportunity for negotiation of meaning than NS-NNS or 

NS-NS interaction.   

 

To support his finding, Varonis and Gass (1985) also referred to a hypothesis put 

forward by Shegloff, Jefferson and Sacks (1977) who claimed that “other -corrections” 

(i.e. corrections made by an interlocutor) may be more frequent in adult-child 

interaction while adults prefer self-correction over other-correction because other-

corrections seem to be embarrassing between adults who are considered to be equal in 

the conversation.  In adult-child interaction, interaction is with those “not yet 

competent” and therefore presents much less of an obstacle for promoting other 

corrections.   Varonis and Gass (1985) extended this concept by suggesting that NNSs, 
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considered as not yet competent in the target language, would be likely to respond to 

other correction without embarrassment. 

 

Gass and Varonis’s later research (Gass and Varonis, 1989) extended their focus on the 

outcomes of negotiation of meaning.  They argued that modified input resulting from 

negotiations by NNSs in NNS-NNS discourse is more often in the direction of the target 

language, more grammatical, and that such repairs are incorporated by NNS interactions 

into their speech.  Thus, they claimed that like NSs, NNSs are able to supply other 

learners with target-like data about the L2 syntax.  

 

In line with Gass and Varonis (1989)’s study, Porter (1986) examined NS-NNS and 

NNS-NNS interaction during task-centred discussion and compared input features 

provided by NS and NNS as well as learner output.  For investigation, she took a 

comprehensive measure using the following six variables: rating, quality, total words, 

monitor, repair and prompt.  “Rating”, included comprehensibility, fluency, grammar, 

pronunciation and vocabulary while error rate and false start rate were examined in 

“quality”.  The third criteria, “total words”, served to measure the amount of speech.  

“Monitor” dealt with self-correction and other-correction rates while in “repair”, other 

conversational interactions were investigated which were used to make up repair, such 

as confirmation checks, clarification requests and comprehension checks.  Lastly, 

“prompt” referred to a word, phrase or sentence added in the middle of another 

speaker’s utterance to continue or complete this utterance.   

 

The results of the study show that, as for input, because there was a similarity of repair 

and prompting undertaken by NSs and NNSs, NNS were able to help their 

conversational partners in a similar way as NS did to gain comprehensible input.  In 

terms of learners’ output, NNS talked more and got more practice in one interactive 

feature, prompting, in discussions with other NNS.  Furthermore, their level of accuracy 

and amount of repair work and monitoring were virtually the same whether talking to 

NS or to NNS.  These findings led the researchers to claim that learning taking place 

between NNS-NNS is as good as that taking place between NS-NNS.   

 

While research which compared NS-NNS and NNS-NNS interactions indicated the 

positive effects of NNS-NNS interaction, some studies reported less favourable results 

for such interactions.  Foster (1998) reported a classroom observation of the language 
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produced by intermediate English as a foreign language (EFL) students.  In this study, 

the students engaged in required and optional information exchange tasks in both dyads 

and small groups.  It was observed that many students in the small groups did not speak 

at all, many more in both dyads and small groups did not initiate any negotiated 

interaction, and very few students in either setting produced any modified utterances.  

The researcher argued that the setting of the study within a classroom, as opposed to a 

venue especially arranged for data collecting, is a significant variable which affects 

students’ negotiation. The researcher concludes that “contrary to much SLA theory, 

negotiating for meaning is not a strategy that language learners are predisposed to 

employ when they encounter gaps in their understanding.” (p 1, 24-26)   

 

Another study which reported less favorable results for NNS/NNS interaction was 

conducted by Holliday (2003).  He compared NNS-NS and NNS-NNS dyads’ 

negotiated comprehensible input applying a concept of “cross-sentential cues”.  This 

concept was first identified by Morgan, Meier and Newport (1989) who believed that 

learners consistently experienced superior acquisition of syntax when presented with 

input containing cues which group words into phrases.  They illustrated this as follows;  
 The girl kicked the boy. 

 The girl kicked a dog. 

Here only the noun phrases “the boy” and “a dog” are different between the two 

sentences, yet they are both syntactically correct.  Thus to the learner there must be a 

syntactic similarity between the two.  In other words, any noun phrase may be 

substituted for those shown.  As shown, cross-sentential cues demonstrated linguistic 

equivalence and created a framework upon which the learner can build a knowledge 

about syntax.  Holliday examined this cue during meaning negotiation to compare NNS-

NS and NNS-NNS interaction.    

 

The students performed a picture drawing task in which one member of the pair had to 

replicate the drawing described by the other member.  The negotiations could occur in 

the speech of either interlocutor in the dyad.  In this study only the cues occurring in the 

speech of the speaker supplying the information to the drawer, necessary for the 

completion of the task, were considered.  In the case of NS-NNS dyads the information 

supplier was the NS, and in the case of the NNS-NNS dyads it could be either NNS 

depending on which NNS was assigned the role of primary supplier of information.  

Instances of cross-sentential cues were then coded for 1) inter-turn or intra-turn cues; 2) 
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cues occurring in turns which resulted from negotiation or not; and 3) grammatical or 

not depending on whether both sentences making up the cross-sentential cue were target 

like in terms of the L2 grammar.   

 

The results showed that the overall frequency of NNS turns with negotiation (24.3%) 

were lower than that of the NSs (36.2%), and among those turns, only 8.6% of NNS 

turns contained cues as compared with twice the percentage of NS turns (17.8%).  

Furthermore, in those negotiated turns with cues, only 19.8% of the NNS turns were in 

fact grammatical or target-like.  The researchers argued that these results cast doubt on 

the effectiveness of learner pairwork as a source of L2 input for the acquisition of form. 

 

In regard to learners’ ungrammatical input when talking to each other, some researchers 

(Porter, 1986; Blake, 2000) have taken a more relaxed view on this issue arguing that 

miscorrections and error incorporations were extremely rare in the data.  However, 

Swain’s study (1998) offered some new data on this matter: of the total number of 

negotiations that occurred in her study, only 8.2% involved the transmission of incorrect 

forms.  She found that in her post-test, however, students tended to remember these 

incorrect forms and reproduced them in subsequent tests.   

 

As discussed in this section, learner interaction is highly regarded in that it offers a good 

learning opportunity for SLA, however there is still a debate for it to be accepted in a 

broader context.  Further research needs to be undertaken to gain a better understanding 

of learner interaction, even more so when considering new learning contexts such as 

CMC. 

 

2.2.2 Different task Types 

 

As previously discussed, negotiation of meaning plays an important role in SLA, 

consequently, much attention has been paid to the tasks’ promotion of negotiated 

interaction (Crookes, 1986; Long, 1989) in a L2 classroom context.  Active 

investigation has been undertaken into the relationship between the variation in task 

types and the variation in the quantity and quality of negotiated interaction (Crookes, 

1986; Loschky, 1988; Pica & Doughty, 1985; Pica et al., 1989; Varonis and Gass, 

1985). 
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Such attention paid to tasks came not only from the field of SLA theory, but was also 

prompted by the many changes which started to appear in L2 pedagogy since the 1980s 

as explained earlier.  For many years, L2 educators had relied on language lessons, 

directing learners to repeat and practice L2 sounds, words, and structures, or calling on 

them to answer questions and thereby display what they learned through interaction.  A 

major change took place with the shift from such an explicit focus on language itself 

(lexical, morphology, syntax, semantic) to an emphasis on the comprehension of 

meaning in the 1980s.  The theory behind this pedagogical shift proposes that learners 

can develop greater L2 communicative abilities through a learning environment that 

more closely resembles the characteristics of a “natural” environment.  This approach to 

L2 learning is called the “communicative approach” as its goal is to enhance 

communicative competence, through which language learning is believed to take place 

in the most efficient way (Richards & Rogers, 1986).   

 

Communicative tasks have been considered to be some of the most promising elements 

of the “communicative approach”.  Nunan (1989) considers communicative task as “a 

piece of classroom work which involves learners in comprehending, manipulating, 

producing or interacting in the target language while their attention is principally 

focused on meaning rather than form”.  In addition, the use of tasks in the classroom 

consider different types of situation faced in the real word so as to develop skills to use 

language appropriately in a variety of situations.   

 

A variety of tasks were invented by L2 researchers and practicioners to determine their 

effects on L2 learning.  Pica, Young & Doughty (1987) employed a task where English 

L2 learners were required to follow directions as provided by English NSs in order to 

select and place items on a small board.  The items consisted of two-dimensional cut-

outs of plants, animals and humans which shared at least one similar feature of colour, 

size, etc. and the board was illustrated with items comparable to those of the cut-outs.  

Similarly, Pica et al (1989) and Hawkins (1985) set the tasks called “Plant a garden” 

and “Tell a story” respectively where subjects were asked to identify objects or draw 

pictures described by their interlocutors.  “Spot the differences” tasks have been used by 

researchers such as Long (1981) and Crookes & Rulon (1985) where task interactants 

were given similar but slightly different pictures and asked to work together and come 

to a consensus about the differences therein.  Duff (1986) and Pica & Doughty (1985) 

examined a task where interactants were asked to reflect on data about various human 
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dilemmas and render a judgement, for example, about which of several worthy hospital 

patients was most eligible to receive the only heart available for transplant.   

 

Different parameters have been set to classify those communicative tasks.  For example, 

one-way versus two-way communication are classifications which concern the direction 

of information flow between the interlocutors while a convergent versus divergent task 

classification (Duff, 1986) was based for an orientation toward goals.  Open versus 

closed-tasks (Long, 1989) are more generally-used terms which segregate tasks based 

on the type of information that learners exchange. 

 

Incorporating these classifications, Pica, Kanagy and Falodum (1993) introduced a more 

comprehensive categorization using the following four parameters; interactant 

relationship, interaction requirement, goal orientation and outcome option.  The 

category of ‘interactant relationship’ concerns participants’ respective roles in 

exchanging the information needed to complete the task, whether they are information 

(INF) holder, INF requester or INF supplier.  Secondly, ‘interaction requirement’ 

indicates whether an obligation to request or supply task-related information is required 

or optional.  The third category, ‘goal orientation’ deals with whether the task is 

organized towards collaboration / convergence or independence / divergence in meeting 

the goals of the task.  Lastly, the ‘outcome option’ focuses on the availability of a range 

of acceptable task outcomes available to interactants, whether it is multiple or single.   

 

Applying this set of parameters, Pica, Kanagy and Falodun (1993) organized various 

communication tasks into five types: ‘Jigsaw’, ‘Information gap’, ‘Problem solving’, 

‘Decision making’ and ‘Opinion exchange’.  The first one, ‘Jigsaw’, was defined as a 

task where both interactants hold portions of a totality of information which must be 

exchanged and manipulated, as they work toward a single task goal.  The definition was 

further elaborated by Johnson and Morrow (1981) to be a task which ensures students’ 

opportunities to be both L2 receivers and producers in the classroom.  Secondly, the 

‘information gap task’ was defined as one where a participant holds information that the 

other does not already know, but needs to know in order to complete a task (Johnson & 

Morrow, 1981).  Thirdly, a ‘Problem solving task’ is characterized as a task being 

oriented toward a single resolution of outcome.  While the ‘Problem solving task’ is 

committed to have only one outcome, the fourth one, ‘Decision making’, refers to tasks 

in which participants are expected to work toward a single outcome, but have a number 
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of outcomes available to them (Doughty and Pica, 1986; Pica & Doughty, 1985).  

Lastly, ‘Opinion exchange’ is a term used for those classroom activities which engage 

learners in discussion and exchange of ideas (Ur, 1981, 1984). 

 

These communicative tasks have been used to investigate L2 comprehension, 

production and feedback through negotiation of meaning.  Long (1981) found that the 

type of communication task affected the amount of negotiation work in NS-NNS 

conversations.  In this study, two-way jigsaw tasks, in which each participant has 

different information that they must share to complete an activity, and one-way 

information gap tasks, where one person has all the information and the other none, 

were employed.  In the former, both NNS and NS listened to different information in 

order to solve a mystery while in the latter, NNS described a drawing (NNS had all the 

information).  It was found that in the two-way jigsaw tasks, significant differences 

emerged in the relative frequencies of interactional adjustments used in NS-NS and NS-

NNS dyads while in the one-way information gap tasks, no significant differences in the 

interactional adjustments across NS-NS and NS-NNS dyads were observed.  Doughty 

and Pica (1986) partially replicated Long’s original study and similarly found that 

significantly more negotiation work occurred on a two-way jigsaw task than in a one-

way information gap task as measured by the percentage of conversational adjustments 

to total T-units (main clauses which could also have subordinate clauses, Hunt, (1970)) 

and fragments (incomplete sentences which can not stand on their own). 

 

In comparison with these two studies which favoured jigsaw tasks over information-gap 

tasks, some other studies arrived at a contradictory result.  Pica et al. (1989) similarly 

investigated NS-NNS interaction in the context of different task types.  They looked at 

three different task types: a one-way information gap task, a two-way jigsaw task, and 

an open-ended discussion without specific topics of precise information. In the one-way 

information gap task, NNS had all the information and this was consistent with the 

above two studies.  They found, however, that the one-way information gap task 

provided the best context for the NS to signal a misunderstanding and therefore to 

provide a better opportunity for NNS modification.   

 

A similar finding was obtained in the context of NNS-NNS interaction.  Gass and 

Varonis (1985) compared the one-way information gap task and the two-way jigsaw 

task in NNS-NNS conversation.  For the two-way jigsaw task, participants listened 
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separately to different information about a bank robbery and then worked together to 

decide who the culprits were.  It was found that the one-way information gap task 

produced more negotiations, or indications of breakdown in comprehension from the 

hearer.  The researcher argued that the fact that the speaker had all the information in a 

one-way information gap task increased breakdown in understanding.  Conversely, there 

was more shared information in the two-way jigsaw task, hence less breakdown in 

understanding.  This result also needs to be tested to refute the possibility that dyads of 

type NNSs/NNSs, instead of NSs/NNSs, affected the outcome when comparing with the 

NNS/NS studies (Long, 1981; Doughty and Pica,1986) discussed above.  Overall there 

is an inconsistency between the studies with regard to which task type is most beneficial 

for L2 learning.        

 

Another task type which has stimulated a lot of debate is opinion exchange.  It has been 

found that when engaged in opinion exchange, some participants take over the 

interaction and others refrain from much talk at all.  As a result, this task has proved to 

be a less reliable source for interlanguage data (Pica et al., 1989, 1990, 1991).  Pica et al 

(1989) found, for example, that male L2 learners produced greater modification of their 

interlanguage in response to NSs than did female learners.  This response pattern was 

not in evidence in information gap and jigsaw tasks where the information they 

exchanged was comparatively fixed.   

          

However, the opinion exchange task has not always been interpreted negatively.  Duff 

(1986) compared the problem-solving task and the opinion exchange task where the 

former was assigned as a representative of the convergent task type which aims to reach 

a shared goal while the latter represents the divergent task type which has an implicitly 

opposite or independent goal.  For the problem-solving task, the aim of the task is to 

agree on a justifiable solution to a given problem (a shared goal) such as to reach 

agreement on a list of items most critical for survival, and on who would carry the 

greatest responsibility for an accident.  For the divergent task type, debates were 

selected where learners were assigned different viewpoints on an issue, and they were 

asked to defend the given position and refute their partner’s with as many arguments as 

possible (independent goal).   

 

It was found that problem solving tasks generated more turn-taking, more c-units 

(utterances which are meaningful though not necessarily complete, Foster, 1998:8), and 
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more questions than opinion exchange did.  On the other hand, the opinion exchange 

task produced longer turns, more syntactically complex discourse, and more extended 

discourse.  Both task types incorporate various clarification techniques such as 

questions, repetitions, reformulations, and explanations of different kinds.  In SLA 

theory, these results were interpreted as showing that interaction associated with the 

production of comprehensible input is observed in ‘problem solving tasks’ more than in 

‘opinion-exchange tasks’.  However, ‘opinion-exchange tasks’ have the potential to 

provide an opportunity to generate more linguistic structures at the appropriate level for 

SLA to occur.  Based on these findings, Duff concluded that the ‘problem solving task’ 

and the ‘opinion-exchange task’ are somehow complementary, therefore both have a 

role in second language instruction and SLA. 

 

The same emphasis was placed on opinion exchange tasks by Nakahama, Tyler and Van 

Lier (2001) who investigated negotiation of meaning in the language of NS/NNS dyads 

carrying out two kinds of tasks; a two-way jigsaw task and an opinion exchange tasks.  

In the former, the participants had to establish what the differences were in their pair of 

pictures while in the latter, they took part in an unstructured open-ended conversation in 

the pairs.  The researchers examined the data in order to identify different ways in 

which repair negotiation took place by particularly looking at the elements that “trigger” 

negotiated interaction.  They found that while the structured two-way jigsaw activity 

produced a higher amount of repair negotiation, the open conversation provided a 

greater variety of repair negotiation activity.  They also found that the negotiation in the 

Jigsaw activity tended to relate to isolated lexical items, whereas the negotiation in the 

open conversation was more likely to be related to global understanding.   

 

While much attention has been paid to determine which task is better, there is a finding 

which shows no clear difference among the tasks.  Foster (1998), as described earlier, 

reported on a classroom observation of the language produced by intermediate EFL 

students engaged in required and optional information exchange tasks in both dyads and 

small groups.  There was a discernible trend for dyads doing a two-way task to produce 

more negotiated interaction.  However, such negotiated interaction as occurred was 

confined to a few individuals and was invariably short, with checks and requests being 

answered briefly if at all before the interaction moved on.  This led the researcher to 

conclude that there was no clear overall effect for task type.   
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There has been a criticism of traditional communicative tasks which empahsise the 

learner’s use of language in more authentic and spontaneous ways and hence create a 

greater tolerance for error in learners’ speech.  In many communicative tasks, learners 

seem to be able to exchange information solely through use of semantic and pragmatic 

knowledge without attending to any linguistic form.  Foster (1998) argued that if 

encouraging the production of negotiated or modified output in L2 classrooms is the 

goal, tasks which required students to negotiate the meaning are inappropriate, but tasks 

providing students an opportunity to produce negotiation of form should be more 

practically used.  Loschky and Bley-Vroman (1993) emphasised the necessity to make 

the connection between grammar and communication in building successful 

communication tasks.   

     

Such shift from communicative skills to linguistic form has also been supported from 

the cognitive theory of SLA which presents ‘attention and noticing’ as being a central 

mechanism for second language development (Schmidt, 1990, 1994).  Within the 

general cognitive theory of SLA, two important acquisitional processes can be 

recognized: ‘automatization’ and ‘restructuring’.  ‘Automatization’ is involved when the 

learner carries out the task without awareness or attention while ‘restructuring’ is a 

more conscious process which requires hypothesis formation and testing (McLaughlin, 

1987; Rutherford, 1987).  It is claimed that for hypothesis formation and testing to 

occur, the learner must notice a gap in his/her representation of the relationship between 

a given linguistic form and its function through conscious attention (Schmidt, 1990; 

Rutherford, 1987).  Schmidt argues that a task needs to be carefully designed so as to 

bring about such noticing.   

 

Tasks responding to these concerns started to appear in the late 1980s.  Rutherford & 

Sharwood Smith (1988) proposed the concept of ‘consciousness raising activities’ 

which was defined as follows: ‘Consciousness raising activities’ focus on aspects of 

grammar without necessarily using explicit rules or technical jargon.  Instead of trying 

to impart rules and principles directly as in the traditional grammar lesson, it seeks to 

help learners discover patterns and rules for themselves by focusing on aspects of the 

target structures.  On the other hand, it differs from pure communicative approaches in 

that learners are told which structures are grammatical and are provided with the correct 

grammatical counterpart.     
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Loschky and Bley-Vroman (1993) also presented the concept of a ‘structure-based 

communicative task’.  They argue that structure-based communicative tasks should 

meet the following two criteria to be successful: 1) structural accuracy in 

comprehension and production should be made essential to meaning in the task; 2) 

communicatively oriented feedback on structural accuracy should be incorporated into 

the design of the task.  This ‘feedback’ relates to the concern that a learner may generate 

many interlanguage hypotheses while performing a task in which structure and meaning 

are tightly connected, but without some sort of feedback, the learner will have no way 

of confirming or disproving them.   

 

Loschky and Bley-Vroman (1993) suggested that comprehension tasks are particularly 

suited for this task.  They talked about ‘task-essentialness’ referring to features of a task 

that are essential for learners to pay attention to the relevant structures, therefore 

facilitating initial hypothesis formation or restructuring.  Achieving this task-

essentialness generally requires a high degree of control by the task designer and this 

control was explained to be usually easier to achieve in comprehension tasks than in 

production tasks.   

 

While the structure-based communicative task was created taking into account the 

comprehension task, Swain (1996) proposed a production-oriented task.  She introduced 

the task called “dictogloss” where students produce language and then reflect upon its 

structure.  This in turn will cause them to modify their output syntactically.  For the 

creation of this task, she employed the notion of ‘metatalk’.  According to Swain 

(1998), ‘metatalk’ is a surfacing of language used in problem solving or language used 

for cognitive purposes where hypothesis formation, testing and other learning processes 

such as comprehension will be made available for inspection by educators, researchers 

and most importantly by learners.  Therefore, encouraging metatalk amongst L2 

learners may help students to make use of the language acquisition process.  Dictogloss 

was generated so as to increase the opportunity to produce this metatalk.   

 

Swain (1996) cited classroom studies such as those carried out by Donato (1994) and 

LaPierre (1994) in which students were given tasks such as reconstructing a passage 

from a few prompts, a closed test on appropriate verb tenses and preparing in a group a 

short oral presentation.  These studies showed students producing language in dyads and 

then reflecting together on forms.  They also used specific post-task tests that claim to 
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demonstrate that negotiating over particular language forms can gave positive 

consequences for the acquisition of these forms.  For example, in LaPierre’s study using 

dictogloss where the students needed to talk about the language they were producing 

(metatalk) to complete the task, when the students solved the linguistic problem 

correctly; approximately 80% of the relevant post-test items were correct.  Furthermore, 

when the solutions the students arrived at through their metatalk were incorrect; 

approximately 70% of the answers on the post-test were wrong.  In other words, the 

students tended to retain the knowledge they had constructed collaboratively during the 

task.  These results imply firstly, the necessity for the correct forms to be supplied 

through corrective feedback and secondly, the importance of co-constructed knowledge 

built in a shared activity to be able to internalise the knowledge. 

        

The latter view of co-operative learning opposes that which sees negotiation of meaning 

merely as a strategy to repair communication breakdowns.  Rather it is a social activity 

with others through which learning takes place.  This process of co-operative learning 

also serves as communicative feedback which was stressed in the structure-based 

communicative task previously discussed.  In the process of understanding each other 

and making meaning together in a collaborative learning environment, ample evidence 

of feedback would be expected.   

 

In summary, upon comparison of the different task types the optimal conditions for 

negotiation of meaning were found to vary depending on the task types.  It was also 

found that the results of comparing the same task types are not always consistent.  This 

indicates how different contextual features, such as characteristics of the participants 

and details of the tasks, influence the results of the studies.  CMC is a text-based 

modality, therefore the outcomes that will appear in this context will be of great interest 

in comparison with the ordinary FTF situation.  To the best of the researcher’s 

knowledge, there are no studies yet that compared these two modes in various task 

contexts.   

 

The next section discusses the socio-cultural approach for language learning and 

acquisition where learning is believed to take place in a social context as a result of 

interaction between two or more individuals.  In this collaborative work, particular 

cognitive processes such as hypothesis formation and reconstruction are induced and a 

rich opportunity to receive feedback on one’s production is provided.  These are 
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claimed to play an important role for L2 acquisition.  In this respect, the quality of the 

collaborative task is of great importance to maximize the opportunity for such processes 

to occur.   Insight into the task characteristics and how they work in different learning 

contexts such as in CMC needs to be fully addressed. 

 

2.3   Negotiation of Meaning from the Point of View of the Socio-cultural  

Approach to Learning 

SLA from the view point of the socio-cultural approach differs from that of the general 

input and output perspective which has been widely focused upon in SLA studies to 

date.  The notions of input and output are based on an information transfer model which 

refers to communication as merely a mechanism for the passing back and forth of 

information.  This view has been criticized from the socio-cultural perspective in that it 

does not accurately represent the function of human interaction (Brooks & Donato, 

1994; Donato & Lantolf, 1991; Frawley & Lantolf, 1984).  It is also argued that 

interactive negotiation through individual input and output modifications does not 

provides sufficient conditions for acquisition and mastery of L2 (e.g., Donato, 2000; 

Ohta, 2000; Pavlenko & Lantolf, 2000; Swain & Lapkin, 1998; van Lier, 1996; 

Warschauer, 2000).  Donato and Lantolf (1991) claimed that learner’s interactive 

speech is a form of socially-situated activity which serves to “introduce, create, and 

transform social realities”.  Frawley and Lantolf (1985) argued that much of what goes 

on in communicative situations actually relates to the individual needs of the learners: to 

understand what is going on around them and to present themselves in a manner in 

which they wish to be regarded by others.   

 

Vygotsky, developer of the sociocultural theory of human mental processing, discussed 

“consciousness”.  Vygotsky viewed consciousness as more than an awareness of one’s 

cognitive abilities; he conceived of it as comprised of the mechanisms that humans 

employ in solving problems and that includes such functions as planning, voluntary 

attention, logical memory, problem solving and evaluation.   

 

Interest in such issues can also be found in L2 studies which try to recognize the 

dimension of consciousness and cognition in the language learning process.  Such focus 

is apparent in studies of learner strategy (Oxford, 1990), research on conscious planning 

and interlanguage variation (Crookes, 1989), and consciousness raising through 
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systematic attention to formal regularities of L2 structure (Rutherford & Sharwood 

Smith, 1988).   

 

For Vygotsky, consciousness is co-knowledge while the individual dimension of 

consciousness is derivatory and secondary.  To account for this co-construction of 

knowledge in the context of SLA, studies that capture the evolving and dynamic 

features of interaction that allow individuals to change and be changed by the concrete 

particulars of their social context are required (Rommetveit, 1985).   

 

To relate to this co-construction of knowledge, Vygotsky (1978) introduced the concept 

of the “Zone of Proximal Development” (ZPD).  This distinguishes between the child’s 

actual and potential levels of development.  The former level of development 

characterizes the child’s ability to perform certain tasks independently without help of 

another person and significantly reflects those processes or functions that have been 

established and stabilized in the child.  The latter level of development characterizes 

those functions that the child can carry out with the help of another person, therefore 

these are not fully stabilized to allow the child to perform a given task independently.  

The difference between what the child is capable of when acting alone and what he or 

she is capable of when acting under the guidance of a more experienced other is referred 

to as the zone of proximal development. 

 

The expert’s help provided to the novice in this context is called “scaffolding” which is 

derived from cognitive psychology and L1 research.  Scaffolding is defined as follows: 

in social interaction a knowledgeable participant can create, by means of speech, 

supportive conditions in which the novice can participate and extend current skills and 

knowledge to higher levels of competence (Greenfield, 1984; Wood, Bruner & Ross, 

1976).  According to Wertsch (1979), this interpsychological performance promotes the 

novice’s internalization of knowledge which was co-constructed in shared activity.   

 

The study of scaffolding in L2 research has been conducted in several different 

contexts.  Some studies examined how language teachers provide guided assistance to 

learners (Ulitchny, 1990; Wong-Fillmore, 1985; Ellis, 1985) while others investigated 

how NSs manipulate linguistic structures in a discourse to NNS (Hatch, 1978).  More 

recently, the scaffolding created between second language learners has also come to be 

examined.  Donato (1994) explored the process through which adult language learners 
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of French mediate each other through collaborative interaction in a classroom learning 

environment.  It was shown that this social interaction resulted in internalization of 

linguistic knowledge co-constructed by the individual.  The participants were divided 

into small groups and were audio-taped for one hour while they were planning the 

staging of a domestic scenario which would be presented in a following class.  They 

were specially asked not to write out or memorise their dialogues, although they could 

use notes.  Thirty two cases of scaffolding were documented in the hour planning 

session.  The following excerpt shows scaffolded help provided to translate “you 

remembered” in French.        
  
1       Speaker 1  …..and then I’ll say…. Tu as souvenu notre anniversaire de  

marriage ….. or should I say mon anniversaire? 

2         Speaker 2  Tu as….. 

3         Speaker 3  Tu as…. 

4         Speaker 1  Tu as souvenu….”you remembered?” 

5         Speaker 3  Yea, but isn’t that reflexive? Tu t’as 

6          Speaker 1 Ah, tu t’as souvenu. 

7          Speaker 2 Oh, it’s tu es 

8          Speaker 1 Tu es 

9          Speaker 3 tu es, tu es, tu…… 

10        Speaker 1 T’es, tu t’es 

11        Speaker 3          tu t’es 

12        Speaker 1 Tu t’es souvenu. 

 

The students collaboratively pay attention to Speaker 1’s initial phrase in line 4 for its 

accuracy as it includes an incorrect verb.  Speaker 3 recognises the verb as reflexive in 

line 5, but fails to select the appropriate auxiliary.  Speaker 2, on the other hand, 

understands the choice of the auxiliary but does not include the correct reflexive 

pronoun into his version of the utterance in line 7.  After externalizing their prior 

knowledge, the students simultaneously arrive at the correct construction which is 

shown in line 10 through 12.   

 

In this exchange, no student alone possesses the ability to make a target construction in 

French, but each student appears to control only a specific aspect of the desired 

construction.  In other words, all the students were able to offer scaffolding for the 

others to build the correct form.  In this way, they were able to draw on their old 

knowledge to construct new knowledge collaboratively.    
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Donato’s study also provided evidence about how this co-constructed knowledge can 

result in individuals’ language development.  Of these 32 cases, all but eight of the 

scaffolded utterances were used during the performance portion of the activity.  

Additionally, the independent use of collaboratively constructed utterances was not 

limited solely to the individual who initially requested the help during the planning 

session.  This indicates that scaffolding helped internalizing the co-constructed 

knowledge and this linguistic development could occur in any of the individuals who 

participated in the operation.   

 

Another L2 study which examined the aspect of scaffolding was conducted by Ohta 

(2000).  In this study, two learners of Japanese, one of them more advanced than the 

other, participated and they were audio- and video-taped while being involved in three 

different tasks; a role-play, a translation, and an interview task.  Similar to Donato’s 

study, Ohta (2000) has also shown that even in a peer group situation, the expert is able 

to give assistance which activates the language development of the novice.  On the other 

hand, de Guerrero and Villamil (2000) have found that even in a clearly defined 

novice/expert relationship, scaffolding may be offered by both participants.  They 

examined Spanish male college students in intermediate ESL classes who were doing a 

task of correcting students’ writing in dyads.  The dyads were deliberately set up to 

ensure clear novice/expert contrast between the participants.  The researchers found that 

as the task progressed, the expert/novice relation became less clear, consequently each 

of the participants was able to provide their knowledge to learn new forms.   

 

What has been discussed so far shows the socio-cultural context in L2 learning as an 

apprenticeship and this view is interpreted in two ways: firstly a modeling interpretation 

where interaction provides an opportunity for students to observe and take as their own, 

language skills, and behaviors of teachers or more experienced peers, secondly, a co-

knowledge interpretation which emphasises how learners participate together to 

generate new meanings.  The latter can occur when learners use their shared knowledge 

as scaffolding in the process of dialogic participation in meaningful problem-solving 

tasks.  In this framework, interaction and negotiation are seen primarily as a vehicle for 

a learner to develop through interaction with peers. 

 

Another dimension of the socio-cultural approach in language learning is the use of 

Speech Activity.  In this view, speech is a “cognitive activity that humans press into 
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service in order to solve problems” (Platt & Brooks, 1994).  Vygotsky found that 

children, when faced with difficulties during the course of goal-oriented activities, used 

forms of private speech for gaining control over task performance.  Soskin and John 

(1963) recorded adult subjects’ vocalization by use of a radio transmitter over a period 

of days when they were involved in the unfamiliar task of making leather sandals at a 

summer resort.  It was found that the participants engaged in the use of private speech 

for the same functional purpose as the Vygotsky’s work with children, such as “How do 

I do this?” and “The needle may be too thin to get through”. 

 

When private speech is operating as a problem-solving tool as shown, it functions 

metacognitively, being involved with planning, guiding, and monitoring the course of 

an activity.  Furthermore, it is not unifunctional, but serves affective purposes as well.  

Expressions such as “I did it” show relief or pleasure (John-Steiner & Tatter, 1983), and 

examples such as “I can’t do it” display uncertainty or anxiety about being able to 

perform some element of a task (McCafferty, 1992).  According to Vygotsky, when 

private speech is employed in the context of solving problem, it is considered to play a 

critical role in promoting intellectual growth and eventual psychological independence 

which he called ‘self-regulation’.     

 

Wertsch (1979) identified three stages of cognitive development which lead to the 

establishment of self-regulation: object-regulation, other-regulation and self-regulation.  

In the context of L2 classroom interaction, object regulation refers to learners’ attempts 

to define and control the task at hand; it is evidenced by the time and effort that students 

devote to talking about what the task is and how they will accomplish it (Brooks & 

Donato, 1994).  Other-regulation refers to participants’ efforts to assist their interlocutor 

in accomplishing the task which has been explained as the “scaffolding” that occurs 

between a novice and an expert.  Self-regulation refers to learners gradually gathering 

independent control over functions which previously were “other-regulated”; it is 

illustrated, for example, by the fact that even within interaction, much of learners talk is 

believed to be directed to themselves rather than their partner (Platt & Brooks, 1994). 

 

In the context of SLA, Frawley and Lantolf (1985) compared ESL learners at 

intermediate and advanced levels of proficiency with child and adult native speakers of 

English for their use of private speech.  Participants were asked to narrate a series of six 

sequential drawings.  They found that NNS at a basic level of language proficiency and 
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the child NS were generally “object regulated”.  They explicitly labeled characters when 

describing pictures such as this example’ “What’s that?  Let me just call John.  John is 

standing on the road”.  According to the researchers, this helped these participants to 

“ground” and regulate their thinking.    

 

The participants at a basic ESL level were found to be “other-regulated” as they often 

asked their partner for help.  For example, the utterances such as “do you want to…”, 

“you want me to say…” show the speaker requesting information about how to organize 

the discourse.  On the other hand, these two types of regulation reduced with more 

advanced learners as they moved close towards being able to fully self regulate in the 

context.  Elevation of self-regulation in advanced learners was also confirmed by the 

study conducted by McCafferty (1992) where private speech produced by ESL learners 

at different proficiency levels was examined during a narrative construction task.   

 

While the proficiency level of the participant appeared to be a significant determinant of 

the kind of regulation that speakers use in these studies, Ahmed (1994) found 

contradictory results in this respect.  In his research into the use of regulation strategies, 

two dyads, NS/NNS and NS/NS dyads, were given a visual puzzle which was randomly 

placed and their aim was to arrange the puzzle in the correct order based on the 

instructions given.  The researcher found that NS and NNS tended to employ the same 

regulation strategies but in different situation; NS employed object regulation in a 

difficult task, while NNS use the same regulation for a relatively easy task that is 

linguistically difficult for them to manage.  In this context, task difficulty was a 

determinant of the choice of the strategies.   

 

In addition, McCafferty (1992) has found that use of the regulation strategies also varied 

depending on the participants’ cultural background.  His subjects were 15 ESL students 

of various Hispanic backgrounds and 15 of various Asian backgrounds.  The 

proficiency levels of the students varied from low-intermediate to advanced.  They were 

required to construct a narrative around a series of six sequential pictures.  It was found 

that the Hispanic population used more “other” regulation strategies than their Asian 

counterparts.  His conclusion was that different cultures have different attitudes to 

autonomy and independence.  Therefore, there may be more pressure in Asian cultures 

to operate autonomously than in the Hispanic cultures involved in this study. 
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As shown, different contextual features such as proficiency level, task difficulty and 

cultural background all affect L2 learners’ use of private speech.  McCafferty (1992) 

also suggested that the modality of the task, either spoken or written, will be one such 

determinant.  CMC will be in an interesting position in this regard as this mode of 

communication is literally a written interaction, but it also holds characteristics of 

spoken communication.   

 

In summary, two dimensions of the socio-cultural approach to SLA have been 

discussed; apprenticeship and speech activity.  Interaction and negotiation are 

considered to be a vehicle for a learner to develop through interaction with other 

individuals in the former and to gain control of themselves at the time of solving 

problems in the latter.  There has been much interest among CMC researchers to 

investigate the first aspect, learning taking place as a result of ‘apprenticeship’ and 

substantial evidence was presented to support CMC in this respect in the form of 

modeling and collaborative scaffolding (St. John and Cash, 1995; Shultz, 1996; 

Sengupta, 2001; Lee, 2004; Vandergriff, 2006).  As for the second aspect, learning 

taking place as a result of ‘speech activity’, it is unclear whether CMC has the capacity 

to realize this function as it is a written mode of communication where cognitive 

processes (private speech) are usually mental in nature without being expressed.  To the 

best of the researcher’s knowledge, there are no studies that inquired into the production 

of private speech in CMC: whether it exists in CMC, and if not, whether the lack of that 

dimension in speech (writing) affects the learning that takes place in this environment.  

The present study inquires into how the differences in communication media affect the 

students’ collaboration and their learning outcome, and encompasses the above two 

dimensions.  It is hoped that this helps to add knowledge in this new learning context.  

 

2.4   Negotiation of Meaning in a CMC Context 

A number of CMC researchers inquired into the efficacy of this mode of 

communication for second language acquisition and found abundant evidence of 

comprehensible input, modified output and corrective feedback resulting from 

negotiation of meaning (Vandergriff 2006; Morris, 2005; Toyoda & Harrison, 2002; 

Blake, 2000; Pelettieri, 2000; Kitade, 2000; Warschauer, 1998).  They also saw that 

learning took place through modeling and collaborative scaffolding which were 

conceptualized for the sociocultural approach for language learning (Schultz, 1996; St. 

John and Cash, 1995; Warschauer, 2000; Sengupta, 2001; Lee 2004, 2008).   
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Blake (2000) conducted research on networked NNS/NNS discussions in L2 Spanish 

where the students were paired and asked to carry out a series of online tasks that were 

described as jigsaw, information-gap, or decision-making.  Among the three different 

task types, Jigsaw tasks appeared to lead the way in promoting negotiations which 

accounted for more than 85% of the total negotiations that occurred.  In contrast, 

information-gap tasks were not as productive a stimulus which contradicts the general 

finding in favour of information gap tasks as a creator of negotiation of meaning in FTF 

interaction.  In terms of what triggered the negotiation, lexical confusion stimulated the 

overwhelming majority of negotiation (i.e., more than 85% of triggers were of a lexical 

nature) while small occurrences of negotiation were found to concern either phonology, 

morphology or syntax.   

 

It was demonstrated that well-designed network tasks prompt learners to notice the gaps 

in their lexical interlanguage in a manner similar to that which has been reported in the 

literature for oral learner/learner discussions.  Also, CMC appears to constitute a forced 

output, since it is text-based and learners must type out or produce structures.  

Furthermore, Blake’s (2000) on-line experience was positively interpreted by the 

participants.  According to the students’ survey which gathered opinions about the 

benefits and disadvantages of CMC, most of the students showed satisfaction with CMC 

learning commenting upon it as fun, helpful and conducive to improving their 

communication skills in Spanish. 

 

Another study which compared different task types in on-line discussion was conducted 

by Pelletielli (2000).  In this study, intermediate level Spanish learners were paired to 

carry out five interactive language tasks on-line.  The tasks ranged from those focused 

on open conversation, in which students had a specific topic to discuss, to more closed 

tasks, such as jig-saw type activities.  Two of the tasks included a sub-task, where 

learners were asked to jointly compose, on-line, a short piece of discourse based on the 

information they shared during the task.  It was found that the great majority of 

negotiations were triggered by lexical items and the overall content of utterances while 

morphosyntax items triggered only a small percentage of the total negotiation that 

occurred.  Interestingly however, while overall the percentages of morphosyntactic 

negotiations were low, two tasks which had the sub component of jointly composing 

messages gained higher percentages of morphosyntactic negotiations.  Therefore, the 
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researcher argued that meaning-based tasks which have form-focused sub-components 

foster students’ interlanguage development.   

 

While Blake and Pelletielli’s studies were conducted in a task-based environment, 

Toyoda & Harrison (2002) examined networked communication in a free conversation 

setting which took place between advanced learners of Japanese and native Japanese 

speakers.  Forty-five occurrences of negotiation of meaning were found which spread 

across three different levels: word, sentence and discourse.  This study demonstrated 

that negotiation of meaning occurred significantly in an environment where no specific 

communication task was given.  The researchers inferred that the lack of any clues in 

CMC such as facial expressions and body language, but which instead had a heavy 

reliance on written text, created a range of difficulties for participants to understand 

each other, which consequently induced negotiation of meaning.   

 

It was observed that when moving from word level into discourse level, negotiation of 

meaning became more complex and transparent, consequently it became less clear 

whether the negotiation was successful.  To improve the situation, making use of chat 

logs was addressed.  Firstly, follow-up sessions were recommended where the students 

could review their own language and make corrections if any.  Secondly chat logs were 

carefully analysed to propose in-class tasks which were based on pit-falls found in the 

data in order to help students’ interlanguage development in a more direct way 

compared with relying on other already-made tasks.  It seems that text-based 

communication helps both learners and teachers in that it provides students with a rich 

source for reviewing one’s own language while it helps teachers to identify weaknesses 

in the students’ current language ability and reinforce learning in a way that conquers 

the weakness.   

 

Morris (2005) examined on-line negotiation for the provision of corrective feedback.  

This study examined child-to-child interaction in a Spanish immersion class in the USA 

where students were randomly paired and asked to interact and complete a jigsaw task 

on-line.  The data were analysed to examine corrective feedback from the following 

aspects: types of negative feedback (explicit/implicit), types of error (syntactic/lexical) 

and immediate learner repairs.  Findings indicate that learners did not provide explicit 

negative feedback.  Learners provided implicit negative feedback (recasts and 

negotiation) while completing the task.  The majority of feedback followed lexical 
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errors: 58% of all feedback followed lexical errors, 40% followed syntactic errors and 

2% followed the use of L1.  Over half of the feedback led to immediate repair.  Also, 

negotiation moves proved more effective at leading to immediate repair of errors than 

did recasts. 

 

While Morris’s study (2005) showed a strong tendency for the use of implicit feedback 

on-line, another study demonstrated different outcomes.  Pelletielli’s study (2000) 

displayed an almost equal percentage of occurrence of implicit and explicit feedback.  

Furthermore, the majority of this feedback, 70% of explicit feedback and 75% of 

implicit feedback, was incorporated in subsequent turns.  The researcher claimed an 

advantage of on-line chat for communicating corrective feedback as in this 

environment, the learners have the added advantage of the visual saliency of the model 

form, whether delivered explicitly or implicitly.  This can allow even greater 

opportunities for a cognitive comparison of the new form against the speakers’ original 

utterance and is also visible on the screen.  It is therefore possible that the extra 

processing time and resources allows learners to better discriminate between the target- 

and non-target-like forms.  The advantage of on-line chat over the FTF situation in this 

respect was claimed in other CMC literature as well (Kitade, 2000; Salaberry, 2001; 

Smith 2004; Smith and Gorsuch, 2004).   

 

Although the advantages of CMC resulting from extra processing time available and 

visual saliency it provides, are widely claimed, other researchers found issues of 

concern involving corrective feedback on-line.  For example, Lai and Zhao (2006) 

reported difficulty for their students to notice recast (implicit feedback) in CMC.  They 

examined learners’ noticing of their problematic language productions and of the 

interactional feedback (negotiation of meaning and recasts) from their interlocutors in 

FTF and on-line settings.  In this study, twelve ESL learners formed six mixed 

proficiency dyads.  The same dyads worked on two spot the difference tasks, one via 

online chat and the other through FTF conversation.  Stimulated recall sessions were 

held subsequently to identify instances of noticing.  It was found that text-based online 

chat promotes noticing of their own linguistic mistakes more than FTF conversations.  

As for noticing of the interactional feedback, only 10% of implicit feedback (recast) was 

noticed in contrast to approximately 50% in explicit feedback (negotiation of meaning) 

in CMC.  The researcher claimed that recasts may have become unnoticeable due to the 

following reasons; firstly 50% of recasts provided were not given immediately after the 
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target turn, secondly almost all the recasts provided were embedded in a sentence.  Both 

of these made it difficult for the learners to notice the feedback.  It was also claimed that 

typing per se consumed too much of the participants’ time and energy, and thus they 

were unable to spare cognitive resources to notice the recasts.  Likewise, Lee (2008) and 

Okuyama (2005) claim difficulty in communicating corrective feedback on-line, 

especially during meaning-based interaction.  Overall, there is an inconsistency between 

the claims surrounding the provision of corrective feedback and more research is called 

for in this respect.  

 

From the socio-cultural viewpoint, Lee (2004) reported on a network collaborative 

project which took place between NNSs and NSs of Spanish.  The results of this study 

demonstrated that the online collaboration promoted the scaffolding by which the NSs 

assisted NNSs in composing meaning and form.  As a result, NNSs acquired new lexical 

items and correct grammatical structures and these assisted the NNSs to engage the task 

in defending and articulating their thoughts on the topics discussed.  The ‘open-ended 

questions for two-way exchange’ task was well perceived by the students as it promoted 

them to use specific vocabulary and structures during the discussions.  Also her later 

study (2008) on students’ on-line collaboration demonstrated that through collaborative 

scaffolding, students gained confidence in correcting their linguistic errors from assisted 

performance (other-regulation) to independent performance (self-regulation) where 

almost no collaborative help was needed.   

 

There are also some studies which compared CMC and FTF communication on various 

aspects of learners’ interaction.  Vandergriff (2006) examined six triads of advanced 

German as FL students engaged in two consensus building tasks, one in CMC and the 

other in the FTF situation.  He compared learners’ use of reception strategies such as 

reprises, hyopothesis testing and forward inferencing to explore how learners establish 

common ground, i.e., shared information or beliefs (Clark & Brennan, 1991; Clark & 

Carlson, 1982) in different communication media.  It was found that medium alone 

seems to have little impact on grounding as indicated by use of reception strategies, and 

also that participants adapted the strategies to the goals of the communicative 

interaction as they used them primarily to negotiate and update common ground on their 

collaborative activity rather than to compensate for L2 deficiencies.        
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Fitze (2006) compared CMC and FTF communication in terms of textual features and 

participation.  Advanced ESL students participated in this study and they attended two 

group conferences per week, one in FTF and the other in CMC, over a four week period 

of time.  The students discussed the particular topic selected by class teachers upon 

teachers’ estimate of overall interest to the students.  It was found that there was not a 

statistically significant difference in the total number of words that students produced in 

an equivalent amount of time in the two types of settings.  This was surprising 

considering the difference in time required for written and oral-aural communication.  

In other words, the former is expected to take longer than the latter.  However the 

opposite could occur, for example as a result of increased participation of otherwise shy 

students in CMC, especially in a group discussion setting such as in Fitze’s study.   

Secondly, the discourse in CMC displayed greater lexical range, and students in these 

conferences produced more discourse, demonstrating interactive competence.  This 

finding suggests that during written electronic conferences, students were better able to 

use and practice a wider range of vocabulary related to the topics.   

 

Lai and Zhao (2006), as explained earlier, examined learners’ noticing of their 

problematic language productions and of the interactional feedback from their 

interlocutors in FTF and on-line settings.  It was found that text-based online chat 

promotes learners’ noticing of their own linguistic mistakes more than FTF 

conversations.  As for noticing of the interactional feedback (negotiation of meaning 

and recasts), the participants exhibited 20% more noticing of negotiation of meaning in 

online chat.  However, such advantages for CMC were not observed with regard to 

noticing of recasts (implicit feedback), as discussed earlier.   

 

Overall, a vast majority of studies explored CMC and found benefits of this mode of 

communication for L2 learning and also suggested issues that need to be further 

explored such as corrective feedback and its noticing on-line.  Vandergriff (2006) 

expressed some caution when interpreting efficacy of CMC in comparison with that of 

the FTF situation saying that instructors are not to overrate the potential benefits of 

CMC.   Negotiation of meaning studies which compared CMC and FTF in a systematic 

way are still few, especially in the Japanese as L2 context.  More study would help to 

understand what merit one mode holds relative to the other in L2 interaction and to 

suggest proper pedagogy to suit a particular communication mode. 
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Another aspect of CMC that needs further attention is its effects in relation to different 

communication tasks.  To the best of the researcher’s knowledge, there are no studies 

yet which compared CMC and FTF communication for the provision of different task 

types.  Blake (2000) concluded the Jigsaw task type to be the optimal task for promoting 

negotiation of meaning while Toyoda & Harrison (2002) suggest environments where 

no specific communication tasks were given perform as well as stimuli for negotiation 

of meaning.  Pelletielli (2000) also stresses the significance of the task which has a sub-

component of students’ mutually composing on-line dialogue for promoting negotiation 

of meaning.  These findings are worthwhile to be tested in comparison with the FTF 

environment.  Quality of on-line discourse is significantly affected by different 

contextual features, therefore more research is needed to gain further understanding of 

this learning environment.    

 

2.5    Discussion of the Definition of Negotiation of Meaning 

In this section, the definition of negotiation of meaning is discussed incorporating the 

findings of the above discussion to provide a theoretical background to the definition 

given in the present study, as explained in Chapter 1. 

 

The concept of “negotiation of meaning” in a linguistic context was initially used by 

sociolinguists such as Gumperz (1964) and Garfinkel (1967).  Negotiation was 

considered to be part of the process by which speakers cooperate to sustain the 

conversation and establish understanding as shown below:  
 

the “work” involved in helping one another communicate, for example, by jointly 

expressing messages, filling in lapses in the conversation, indicating gaps in understanding, 

and repairing communication breakdowns.  

(Scarcella and Higa, 1981, p410) 

 
Gradually the term was adopted by SLA researchers attempting to examine the role of 

comprehensible input in learning.   

 

Earlier research of negotiation of meaning was exclusively concerned with NS and NNS 

interaction reflecting the teaching style widely in use at that time, that is to say more 

teacher fronted classrooms than communicative ones where rich NNS/NNS interaction 

could be expected.  Consequently negotiation was defined to accommodate only the 

NS/NNS context as shown below:  
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The process of spoken interaction between a native speaker and NNS whereby the meaning 

of unclear or misunderstood word or phrase is clarified to the satisfaction of both parties.

        (Young, 1984) 

 
However, by the mid 1980s, the trend towards communicative teaching had begun to 

gain popularity.  As a result, SLA research placed more emphasis on how negotiation 

occurs in the context of learner/learner interaction.  The following definition of 

negotiation of meaning from Gass and Varonis (original emphasis) became typical of 

this time: 
Negotiation exchanges [are] nonunderstanding routines which we operationally define as 

those exchanges in which there is some overt indication that understanding between 

participants has not been complete.  We exclude from this definition exchanges that 

constitute a misunderstanding which goes unrecognized by the interlocutors. 

       (Gass and Varonis, 1985:151) 

 
This definition of negotiation of meaning seems to be rather narrow.  For example, it 

limits the sign of nonunderstanding only to overt indication, but does not take salient 

forms into account.  When one experiences difficulty in understanding what is said, it is 

quite often seen that one becomes silent with confusion.  This definition does not 

accommodate such a situation.  Furthermore, these above mentioned definitions are all 

concerned with problems occurring on comprehension as though it is the only source of 

communication breakdown.  This focus on comprehension continued to appear in a later 

definition of negotiation of meaning as shown in Pica’s (1994) below: 
 

Modification and restructuring of interaction that occurs when learners and their 

interlocutors anticipate, perceive, or experience difficulties in message comprehensibility.

        (Pica, 1994) 

 
This view sees the hearer as an initiator of negotiation, but neglects the role of the 

speaker.  This exclusive focus on comprehension was based on the theory that 

comprehensible input is crucial for language acquisition.  Consequently early studies 

saw the negotiation of meaning as an eliciting measure for comprehensible input.  This 

trend was adjusted to incorporating the role of the speaker when the importance of 

output for language acquisition was put forward.  Swain (1985) extended the definition 

of negotiation of meaning and added the following:  
 

“The notion of being pushed toward the delivery of a message that is not only conveyed, but 

that is conveyed precisely, coherently, and appropriately” (Swain, 1985:249) 
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In this definition, Swain emphasised the grammaticity of output and defined the 

negotiation of meaning to which it contributes.  This attention to grammar was raised 

from both a pedagogical and a theoretical concern for L2 learning.  The pedagogical 

concern was based on the fact that the communicative approach with emphasis on 

authentic and spontaneous ways of using the language creates a great tolerance for error 

in the learners’ speech.  As for the theoretical concern, the cognitive theory of SLA 

suggests that attention and noticing are a central mechanism for L2 development 

(Schmidt, 1990, 1994), therefore the learner must attend to the particular grammar 

feature for learning to take place.  These concerns are clearly enunciated in the 

definition of negotiation of meaning by Gass who included an additional requirement as 

follows: 
Communication in which participants’ attention is focused on resolving a communication 

problem as opposed to communication in which there is a free-flowing exchange of 

information.     (Gass, 1997) 

 
Means of drawing attention to linguistic form, making it salient and thereby creating a 

readiness for learning.    (Gass, 1997) 

 
When negotiation of meaning is interpreted at this level, it is no longer recognised as 

merely a means of solving a problem, but as something which constructively contributes 

to learning.  As Bennett (2004) suggested, the notion of negotiation of meaning needs to 

be broadened, firstly to cater for the dynamism of collaborative learning which takes 

place when people work together to understand each other and create new meaning 

together, and secondly to capture the cognitive process which occurs to the individual at 

the time of such collaborative learning.  Negotiation of meaning in this sense is 

conceived in a framework of a socio-cultural perspective where learning is believed to 

be a co-construction of knowledge. 

 

As discussed, wider perspectives are taken for the investigation of negotiation of 

meaning in this study; input, output as well as the socio-cultural perspective.  To cater 

for this research spectrum, a broader definition of negotiation of meaning is employed 

as described in Chapter 1, section 2-2: 
 
(in conversation) what speakers do in order to achieve successful communication                                 

      (Richard, J. Platt & H. Platt, 1995) 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 
 

This chapter describes the methodology employed in the pilot study and the main study.  

The former is presented in section 3.1 and the latter in section 3.2 respectively.  Both 

sections include the following: aim of the study / research questions, description of the 

profiles of the participants, details of the tasks provided, information about various 

aspects of the data collection such as the physical and technical environment for data 

collection, the data collection procedure and finally the data analysis procedure.  The 

results of the pilot study are presented in Chapter 4 and those of the main study in 

Chapters 5 through 8 respectively. 

 

3.1 Methodology for the Pilot Study 
 

3.1.1 Purpose of the Pilot Study 

The aim of the pilot study was two-fold; firstly, it compared different communication 

tasks in CMC to find features of the tasks that were considered to benefit the students’ 

learning of the language, and secondly, based on the results, developed new tasks for the 

main study.  

 

3.1.2 Participants 

The sample group was recruited from one tertiary institution in Australia.  Prior to the 

study, permission for this research was obtained from the Department from which the 

students were recruited.  Also the participants were given an explanation of the purpose 

of the study and its procedure, including confidentiality, before the study began and, 

upon agreement, they participated in this study.  The sample group consisted of 50 

learners of Japanese who were enrolled in an intermediate Japanese class in that 

institution.  They attended three 50 minute computer classroom sessions over three 

consecutive weeks as a part of a wider course; the aim of the sessions was to enhance 

conversation skills using the points of grammar and vocabulary items learned within the 

week in their ordinary classroom sessions.   

 

The number of students who attended each session varied because of absenteeism as in 

an ordinary classroom situation.  Table 3.1 shows the number of students who attended 
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each session. 
 

Table 3.1 Number of students who attended sessions 1, 2 & 3. 

Session The number of students 

1 49 

2 40 

3 31 

 

3.1.3 Technical Environment 
This study was conducted in a multimedia centre within the department where the 

participants were learning Japanese.  Each computer had access to the program called 

“digi-chat” which makes it possible to conduct real time computer communication 

between the students who are logged on to the site.  This site was operated in a LAN 

environment and access was restricted to the students who were enrolled in the course. 

 

With this software, the screen is split into two parts; a larger part at the top and a much 

smaller part at the bottom.  The larger part shows the on-going conversation while the 

smaller part at the bottom is available for each student to compose their own message. 

The message composed at the bottom is transferred to the part above by simply pressing 

the “enter” key which then allows all the people who are involved in a conversation to 

see the message. Unlike some other chat programs, “digi-chat” does not display 

messages as they are being composed.   

 

In this environment, multiple conversations are possible simultaneously by creating 

individual “rooms”.  For the purpose of this study, multiple rooms were created 

allowing dyads to have conversations.    

 

3.1.4 CMC in Romanised Japanese  

There are two ways in which one can implement a Japanese electronic discussion; (1) 

using Japanese orthography or (2) using Romanisation.  While the use of Japanese 

orthography has been shown to have potential benefits (Gray & Stockwell, 1988), there 

is still a practical consideration in using this format for the purpose of CMC; it 

physically requires a longer time to produce Japanese orthography on the screen than 

the romanised version as Japanese orthography requires extra steps and therefore may 

hinder the natural flow of CMC.  In addition, the students who participated in this 

research had no prior instruction for typing Japanese using Japanese orthography.   
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By contrast, using romanised Japanese is much easier than using Japanese orthography 

provided that one is familiar with typing in English.  Additionally, learners are 

accustomed to the romanised version as many of the beginners’ textbooks for Japanese 

as a foreign language (JFL) are written in this way, at least in the early stages.   

 

Considering these points, romanisation was used for CMC in both the pilot study and 

the main study as the students participating were accustomed to this form of Japanese, 

thus increasing the natural speed of discussion.  This choice was considered to be 

appropriate as the focus of the present study was on interactional features of CMC, not 

on written forms, and also the students participating in this study were novice learners 

of Japanese in a CMC context.      

 

3.1.5 Data Collection  
Three 50-minute CMC sessions were held, one session per week over three consecutive 

weeks.  The researcher attended all the sessions as a facilitator.  At the beginning of the 

first session, the students were divided into pairs and extra time was allowed for them to 

get used to CMC by sending messages back and forth in pairs.  Each week, the students 

were paired and asked to carry out two or three communication tasks which amounted 

to seven different tasks in total over the weeks.  Some groups included three students 

rather than two due to uneven numbers of students attending or because students arrived 

late to the class.   

 

3.1.6 Tasks 

Seven different tasks were conducted in the pilot study.  Table 3.2 below shows these 

tasks and the time allowed for each task. 
 

Table 3.2 Tasks provided and duration of each task 

Week number Name of task Time allowed 

Week 1 General conversation 10 minutes 

 Job interview 20 minutes 

Week 2 Puzzle 15 minutes 

 Making clues 15 minutes 

Week 3 Occupation 10 minutes 

 Matching pictures 15 minutes 

 Question and Answer 15 minutes 
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All the task used were created by the researcher based on Pica, Kanagy and Falodum’ s 

(1993) typology (Section 3.1.6) as they were designed to synchronize with the learning 

context of other ordinary classroom lessons. The time spent for computer 

communication within each 50-minute weekly lesson varied because of the time used 

for practising CMC to get used to the system in week 1, for example, or to address other 

points from normal lessons that needed to be covered as part of the normal syllabus for 

the students. The time spent on each task also varied depending on task complexity.  In 

order to eliminate possible effects of unequal amount of language output occurring 

because of the different times allowed in each task, the standardized scores were 

compared.  In other words, the results obtained were divided by the time spent to get 

percentages of each element analysed instead of using raw numbers.   

 

In week 1, two tasks were conducted; ‘General conversation’ and ‘Job interview’.  In 

the ‘General conversation’ task, the students were asked to talk about University life, 

such as their course major, club activities, part-time jobs and so on.  For the second task, 

‘Job interview’, one student played the role of a job applicant while the other played the 

role of a personnel manager.  In this task, one student in each dyad/triad held all the 

information, therefore their partners needed to elicit that information.  

 

The first task in week 2 was ‘Puzzle’.  In this task, each student received a puzzle sheet 

where several different sets of words were supplied.  Sets of clue sentences to 

correspond with each word were separately provided, one clue for each word.  For 

example, one received the word ‘yuubinkyoku’ (post office) and its clue ‘you go here 

when you send a letter”.  Each student had different sets of these words and their clues 

and their puzzles would become identical if they were put together.  The purpose of the 

task was to exchange the clues so that one’s partner could guess the words that were 

missing in the puzzle.  The task was completed when all the words were filled in the 

puzzle.  All clue sentences incorporated either of ‘-tara/-ba/-to’ (if-/when-) as these were 

target grammar structures to be practised in the task.  The second task, ‘Making clues’, 

was an extension of ‘Puzzle’ and this time, the students were given shared words for 

which they needed to make a clue.  It was suggested that, initially, two or three clues 

were to be made collaboratively, then the best clue was to be selected based upon 

discussions between the participants. 
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“Occupation”, the first task in week 3, was similar to “Puzzle” where the students had 

different sets of information and completed the task by exchanging that information. 

This task had two learning objectives: learning of vocabulary about occupations and 

learning of the grammar structure ‘~saserareru’ (is made to do ~).  There were four 

occupations (eg. ‘teacher’) and two complaints which related to each occupation, for a 

total of eight complaints (eg. “I am made to produce tests”).  This information was 

divided among the participants so that each had two occupations and four complaints, 

but no participant had a complete set comprising an occupation with its two matched 

complaints.  In order to complete the task, the two participants needed to exchange their 

occupations first, then complaints to match all the pairs. 

 

The second task in week 3 “Matching pictures” was also a matching activity and this 

time the information the students needed to exchange was contained in a set of pictures.  

Unlike the “Occupation” task, all the information (pictures) given to the students was 

almost identical with slight differences in some of the pictures.  Their task was to 

eliminate all the differences in the pictures so as to have identical ones.  This task also 

involved the use of a grammatical structure “A is forced to do X by C” as a learning 

objective.  The final task, “Question and Answer”, was a role play where one participant 

acted as a student and the other as a teacher.  The participant playing the student’s role 

was given a question and the participant playing the teacher’s role had the answer.  The 

task was conducted in the form of a student eliciting information from his/her teacher by 

asking questions.  The grammar structure, “If~, ~?” for forming questions and “If~, 

you~” or “Even if ~, you~’ for answering them, were used in this task.  

 

Copies of the materials given to students for all the tasks will be found in Appendices 1 

through 3.   

 

3.1.7  Task Typology 

The tasks used in this study were created following the typology of communication task 

types introduced by Pica, Kanagy and Falodum (1993), which was discussed in chapter 

2 section 2.1.  In this typology, five widely practiced communication tasks were ranked 

as follows based on a number of parameters which were considered to be important 

factors for successful SLA; Jigsaw, Information gap, Problem Solving, Decision 

Making and Opinion exchange.  The communication tasks used in this study were 
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divided into five categories according to this typology.  Table 3.3 below shows the 

classification.   
 

Table 3.3 Classification of communication tasks used based on the task  

typology introduced by Pica, Kanagy and Falodum 

Rank Task type Name of task 

1 

 

Jigsaw Occupation (1) 

  Puzzle (1) 

2 Information gap Q + A (2) 

  Job interview (2) 

3 Problem solving Matching picture (3) 

4 Decision making Making clues (4) 

5 Opinion exchange General conversation (5) 

 

 

While the tasks for this study were created so as to comply with the characteristics of 

the original task types, two of the tasks, “Making clues” and “General conversation”, 

had slightly different characteristics from their original task types, “Decision making” 

and “Opinion exchange” respectively.  The former, or “Decision making” task, 

originally involved supplying all the information to the participants, while the “making 

clues” task in this study required information to be created by the participants 

themselves at the initial stage.  The latter, “opinion exchange” originally involved a 

discussion about a specified topic while the “general conversation” task used in this 

study had participants talk about their daily life, rather than discuss a specific subject.  

However, both tasks were considered to be representative of the original task types as 

the differences were thought to show variation rather than compromising the nature of 

the original tasks. 

 

The numbers shown in brackets next to each task in table 4 match the ranking of the 

original task types.  These numbers represent the suggested level of contribution for 

SLA in terms of opportunities for comprehensible input, modified output and corrective 

feedback.  For example, the “Occupation” task which exemplifies a jigsaw task type is 

ranked number one, indicating that it is expected to provide the most opportunities in 

these respects while “general conversation” which represents an opinion exchange task 

type is ranked five indicating the least opportunities. 
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3.1.8 Analysis 

The students’ computer logs provided the raw data in the pilot study which were 

analysed from three different perspectives: negotiation of meaning, students’ awareness 

of language and the amount of language used, described in sections 3.1.8.1, 3.1.8.2 and 

3.1.8.3 respectively.  Any parts of the data where the students engaged in out-of-task 

conversation, such as chatting, were excluded from the analysis so as to obtain reliable 

results arising from the specific task types.   

 

3.1.8.1  Negotiation of Meaning 

 

In order to analyse negotiation of meaning, the following were counted for each task: (i) 

total number of negotiation strategies used, (ii) types of negotiation strategies and (iii) 

total amount of time used.  Each of the first two items was divided by the last item, the 

total amount of time, to obtain ratios since the time allocated for each task varied.  The 

ratios were converted to percentages.  All examples used to illustrate points in this 

chapter have been taken from the data collected in the pilot study. 

 

Negotiation strategies 

In order to obtain the total number of negotiation strategies, the following strategies 

were counted and added together: clarification requests, confirmation checks, 

comprehension checks, statements of non-understanding and recasts.  Although 

negotiation of meaning can be determined in various ways, these strategies were 

selected as they had been used extensively in previous studies.  Each strategy is 

illustrated using examples below. 

 

Clarification request: 

A clarification request is a request for further information from an interlocutor regarding 

a previous utterance (Chaudron, 1985) as in Excerpt (1). 
(1) 

S1: iie, kono hon    de   tomodachi no     denwabango             o      shiraberu 

 No this  book   with friends      PTL.  Telephone-number ACC. look up 

 “No, you look up your friend’s telephone number in this book.” 

S2: “shiraberu” wa    nani? 

 Look for      TOP   what 

 “What is “shiraberu ”?” 
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S1: “sagasu” 

 find 

 “to find” 

S2: ahh, hai. 

 Oh  yes 

“Oh, ok” 

 

Confirmation checks: 

A confirmation check is the speaker’s query as to whether or not a speaker’s (expressed) 

understanding of the interlocutor’s utterance is correct (Chaudron, 1985) as in Excerpt 

(2). 
(2) 

S1: boku wa     bengoshi   desu. 

 I        TOP  lawyer       be-POL. 

 “I am a lawyer.” 

S2: bengoshi desu       ka 

 Lawyer    be-POL    Q. 

 “Are you a lawyer ?” 

S1: soshite, kyoushi  to    daiku       desu 

And   teacher   and  carpenter be-POL. 

 “And, a teacher and a carpenter as well.” 

S2: hai, wakarimasu. 

 Yes understand-POL. 

 “Yes, I understood” 

 

Comprehension checks: 

A comprehension check is a speaker’s query to the interlocutor as to whether or not the 

interlocutor understood the speaker’s previous utterance (Chaudron, 1985) as in Excerpt 

(3). 
(3) 

S1: Kaigai   e  okuru  toki,   funabin     de    okureba,           ichiban  yasui  

 Overseas to  send  when  sea-mail  with  send-COND   first        cheap 

 yo. 

FPTL. 

“Sea-mail would be the cheapest when you send mail overseas.”  

S1: S2  san,      wakarimashita                 ka. 

 S2 Miss.  understand-POT.-PAST.  Q. 

 “S2, do you understand !?” 
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Statement of non-understanding: 

Statements of non-understanding (Gass and Varonis, 1985) are utterances made by the 

listener to express that the preceeding utterence has not been understood as in Excerpt 

(4). 
(4) 

S1: kore  ni  tomodachi no    denwabango      wo    *ireba, 

 this  on  friends    PTL.  Telephone-number  ACC   put-COND 

 ii     desu      yo. 

 Good  be-POL   FPTL 

 “All you need to do is to put your friend’s telephone number here.” 

S2: wakarimasen 

 Understand-POL.-NEG. 

 “ I do not understand.” 

 

Recasts: 

Recasts are a type of feedback from the listener and implicitly correct a preceeding 

utterance as in Excerpt (5). 
(5) 

S1: Nani wo    *tsukawareba  ii         desu       ka. 

 what ACC   use-COND.  good   be-POL   Q 

 “What should I use?” 

S2: denwa-choo              wo  tsukaeba        ii       desu      yo. 

 Telephone directory ACC use-COND. good be-POL  FPTL   

 “You can use telephone directory.” 

S1: sumimasen  tsukaeba,   hai 

sorry         use-COND. yes  

 “Sorry, yes, it is ‘tsukaeba’.” 

 

Nature of negotiation strategies 

To investigate the nature and range of problems which spurred the negotiations, all the 

negotiations were grouped into three different categories; ‘Lexical’, ‘Morphosyntactic’ 

and ‘Content of the whole utterance’.  Definitions of each category are described below 

with examples.   

 

Lexical negotiation : 

This category deals with negotiation which occurred on vocabulary items as shown in 

excerpt (6) below.  

 52



(6)   

S1: anoo  boueki            no   shigoto ni    kyoomi  ga    arimasu 

 Well  foreign trade  PTL  work  in   interest  NOM  exist-POL 

 “I am interested in import and export.” 

S2: ‘boueki’          no   imi         wa   nan    desu    ka 

 Foreign trade  of   meaning TOP  what  be-POL  Q 

 “What is the meaning of “boueki”?” 

S1: gaikoku                to      kattari   uttari    shimasu. 

 Foreign-country  with  buy-and  sell-and  do-POL 

 “buying and selling in foreign countries.” 

S2: aa, wakarimasu. 

 Oh understand-POL 

 “Oh, ok.” 

 

MS (Morphosyntactic) negotiation: 

This category includes negotiation which occurred on language rules and consists of 

two subcategories; morphology and syntax.  The former deals with negotiation of word 

structure such as the use of a suffix and especially word conjugation in the case of 

Japanese, while the latter deals with the negotiation of sentence structure such as word 

order and particle choice as shown in the excerpts (7) and (8) respectively. 

    

Negotiation of morphology  
(7) 

1 S1: tsugi wa    nihonshoku      restoran    de arubaito         o     

  Next TOP  Japanese food  restaurant  at part time job  ACC   

  *sareba       ii      desu       yo”. 

  do-COND  good be-POL PTL 

  “The next one is ‘it would be good to work part time at a Japanese  

restaurant’. “ 

2 S2: ‘sareba’  wa     nani?  ‘suru’? 

 ‘sareba’   TOP  what    ‘suru(do)’ 

  “ What is ‘sareba’? Do you mean ‘suru’?” 

3 S1: hai ‘suru’.      ‘sareba’    wa   ii        desu       ka? 

  Yes ‘suru(do)’.  ‘sareba’ TOP  good  be-POL Q 

  “ Yes, it is ‘suru’.  Is ‘sareba’ correct for the conditional form?” 

4 S2: Iie, ‘sureba’           desu. 

  No ‘sureba(if do)’  be-POL 

  “No, it should be ‘sureba ’” 
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In this exchange, the problem occurred for the conditional form of ‘suru (do)’.  In 

Japanese, conditional forms are formed by conjugating root verbs.  S1 initially made an 

incorrect conjugation ‘sareba’ which prompted a request for clarification by S2 in line 2.  

Therefore, S1 asked whether he had chosen the correct conjugation in the following 

line, but since ‘sareba’ was incorrect, S2 provided the correct form ‘sureba (if do)’ at the 

end. 

 

Negotiation of syntax 
(8)  

S1: ‘ie        ni  inaitoki                kore *wo    tsukaemasu’  

 Home  at  stay-NEG-when  this     ACC  use-POT-POL 

wa   doo  desu         ka? 

TOP how  be-POL  Q 

“How about ‘you can use this when you are not home’? ” 

S2: chotto  matte  kudasai 

 Little   wait     please 

 “Could you wait a bit, please.” 

S2: ‘ie    ni       inaitoki                kore  ga    tsukaemasu’.  

 Home  at   stay-NEG-when  this  NOM  use-POT-POL 

Doo desu    ka? 

How be-POL Q 

“How about ‘you can use this when you are not home’?”(with correct particle) 

S1: hai  ii        desu.    

 Yes good   be-POL 

 “yes, that is good.” 

 

In this exchange, the students were collaboratively making a sentence to elicit the word 

‘answering machine’.  S1 made a sentence using the verb ‘tsukaemasu’ (to be able to 

use) and used the particle ‘wo’ to indicate the object (what is used).  However, in 

general, the particle ‘ga’ is used when the verb is used in the potential form.  Therefore, 

S2 corrected it with the particle ‘ga’ which was accepted by S1 in the last line.    

 

Negotiation of context of the whole message: 

Lexical or morphosyntactic negotiations occur when a communicative problem is 

directly attributable to a particular lexical or morphosyntactic item.  In contrast, this 

category refers to cases where a speaker’s entire message is problematic as shown in the 

excerpt (9). 

 54



(9)  

S1:          ‘Kaneko-san                  wa    nakamura -san             ni     

(person’s name)-Miss  TOP  (person’s name)-Miss  by   

kopii wo    saseraremasu.’      arimasu     ka? 

copy  ACC  do-CAS-PSV-POL  Exist-POL  Q     

   “‘Miss Kaneko was made to make a photocopy by Mr. Nakamura’.  Do you  

have this one?” 

S2:   Iie, arimasen..          Watashi  no   e           wa ‘Nakamura-san                wa  

No exist-NEG-POL  I           PTL  picture TOP  (person’s name)-SFX  TOP 

kaneko-san                   ni   kopi  wo     sasemasu.’  

(person’s name)-Miss  by  copy  ACC   do-CAS-POL 

“No, I do not have that one.  My picture is ‘Mr. Nakamura makes Miss. Kaneko make a 

photocopy.” 

S1:   iie  onaji!!  Kaneko-san       ga    koppii wo     shimasu.   

No same  (person’s name)-Miss  NOM  copy     ACC do-POL 

Nakamura-san       makes an order. 

(person’s name)-Miss 

“No, they are the same.  It’s Miss. Kaneko who does the copy, isn’t it?  Mr. Nakamura 

gives the order.” 

S2:   hai, soo desu.     Onaji  desu. 

   Yes so   be-POL  same  be-POL 

  “Yes, that’s right.  So, mine is the same.” 

S1:   hai.  

   Yes 

   “Yes.” 

 

In this exchange, the students are involved in the matching picture exercise.  S1 

described one of her pictures to see whether S2 had received the same one.  S2 thought 

that she did not have the same one, but she described one which involved the two 

people who were in S1’s description.  S1 noticed that they both had exactly the same 

one, but that they had described the situation from different perspectives, S1 from the 

viewpoint of the person who ordered the action and S2 from the perspective of the 

person who did the action.  Therefore, S2 restated her sentence in a way that showed 

clearly who did the action and who made the order, upon which S1 agreed that their 

pictures were identical.  
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Total amount of task time 

The total amount of task time was counted for each of the tasks by adding up the 

periods of time each pair spent dealing with the task only.  All the time spent on out-of-

lesson conversation was excluded from this analysis.  The total time was used to obtain 

the ratios for an analysis of negotiation strategies since the time allocated for each task 

varied, thus enabling the researcher to have a basis for comparison.  

 

3.1.8.2  Students’ Awareness 

 

Considering the importance of “focus on form” for successful SLA, as discussed in 

Chapter 2, this study examined the students’ awareness of linguistic items in this mode 

of communication from the following two aspects; self-correction and imitation. 

 

Self correction 

Self-correction deals with the correction made to one’s own production and was divided 

into two categories in this study; ‘spelling’ and ‘linguistic’ for which the latter includes 

any type of language correction.  Then, the total number of instances in each category 

was counted and divided by the total time spent on each task to obtain ratios which were 

converted to percentages.  An example of each category is shown below in Excerpts 

(10) and (11). 

 

Spelling self-correction: 
(10)   

S1: nihonjin     *on        tomodachi    *otsukuro 

 Japan-people  PTL  friend              make 

 “Make a Japanese friend.” 

S1: sumimasen, nihonjin      no  tomodachi  o     tsukuru 

 Sorry      Japan-people  PTL  friends   ACC  make 

 “Sorry, make a Japanese friend.”(with correct spellings) 

 

Excerpt (10) presents an example of self-correction of spelling.  In line 1, S1 made three 

misspellings and corrected them in line 2.  The first correction was made to the particle 

“no” which was originally spelled backwards as “on”.  The second one concerned the 

particle “o” which was prefixed to the last word as “otsukuro” in the first line.  The third 

correction concerned a word whose last syllable was originally misspelled as “tsukuro” 

instead of “tsukuru”.   
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“Linguistic” self-correction entailed all corrections other than spelling which concerned 

linguistic domains such as grammar and vocabulary.  Excerpt (11) below shows an 

example of this “linguistic” self-correction concerning vocabulary. 

 

Linguistic self-correction: 

(11) 
S1: tomodachi no   denwa-bango           ga     wakaranai    toki,  

 Friend       PTL  telephone-number  NOM  know-NEG   when 

 kore  wo    mimasu. 

 this  ACC   look up-POL 

“When you do not know your friends’ telephone number, you can have a look at this.” 

S1: sumimasen, sore  wa   “koko” desu.  “kore” jyaarimasen. 

 Sorry-POL  that    TOP  here   be-POL  this  be-NEG-POL 

 “Sorry, it is “koko” (here), not “kore” (this)”. 

 

On line 1,  S1 used “kore” (this) in the first line, however, he re-considered his choice 

and changed it to “koko”(here) in the second line which he thought was a more 

reasonable choice. 

 

Imitation 

While self-correction deals with one’s attention paid to one’s own production, imitation 

is one of the ways to show one’s attention to the production of others.  In this study, 

imitation was defined as follows; repetition of part of interlocutor’s utterance which is 

inserted in one’s own utterance.  Imitation can be classified into two types depending on 

the learning taking place as a result of the imitation; ‘learning of new knowledge’ and 

‘adjustments to existing knowledge’.  Examples of each are shown below in excerpts 

(12) and (13) respectively. 

 

Learning of new knowledge 

(12)  
S1: Watashi wa   kinoo kajino (casino) ni ikimashita. 

 I            TOP  casino                        to go-POL-PAST 

 “I went to the casino yesterday.” 

S2: Watashi mo  kajino  ga        daisuki      desu    yo. 

 I            also  casino  NOM  favorite  be-POL  FPTL 

 “I like the casino very much, too.” 
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The word ‘kajino’ was an item of imitation in this example.  S2 imitated this word used 

by S1 in the following sentence.  ‘Kajino’ is not the sort of vocabulary which the 

students participating in the pilot study know given their level of Japanese, therefore S2 

was firstly introduced to this word by S1 and was able to use it in the correct context.  

S1 provided an English translation in brackets considering that it would help S1 to 

understand this word.   

 

Adjustments to existing knowledge 

Excerpt (13) below represents an example of ‘adjustments to existing knowledge’.  This 

type of imitation overlaps with ‘recast’ in that they both involve the interlocutor 

adjusting the speakers’ utterance towards more target-like forms.  However, this type of 

‘imitation’ focuses on whether the speaker incorporated the utterance that had been 

corrected (recast) in the adjacent turn when they build their new sentence.  ‘Recast’ 

considers whether the adjustments were made on the part of the interlocutor.         

 (13)  
1 S1: watashi wa   keizaigaku wo    benkyoo *shimasu. 

 I            TOP  econimics ACC  study    do-POL. 

  “ I study economics.” 

2 S2: watashi wa   ajiagaku          wo   senkoo shiteimasu. 

  I           TOP  asian studies  ACC  major  do-AUX-POL 

  “ I am studying asian studies.” 

3 S1: S3-san     wa  nani  wo      senkoo shiteimasu    ka? 

  S3-Miss   TOP what  ACC  major do-AUX-POL  Q   

  “What are you studying, S3?” 

 

The phrase ‘senkoo shiteimasu (major in)’ was an item of imitation in this example.  In 

line 1, S1 used ‘benkyoo shimasu (will study)’ to indicate what he is studying in the 

University, but this sentence was not grammatically correct.  When S2 mentioned his 

study area in line 2, S1 realised two things in relation to what he had just said; firstly the 

progressive form ‘benkyoo shiteimasu (am studying)’ was supposed to be used in this 

context and secondly, the word ‘senkoo (major)’ was the specific word to be used in the 

context of tertiary studies and had just been learned in other ordinary lessons.  S1 

applied this new knowledge when he asked S3 about what S3’s study area in the 

university. 
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In the pilot study, the number of instances of the two types of imitation were counted 

and aggregated for each task.  Then, they were divided by the total time spent to obtain 

ratios.  These were converted to percentages.    

 

3.1.8.3 Amount of Language Used 

  

For a comparison between the amounts of language used in the tasks, the following 

procedure was used; the average number of words used in each task, the average 

number of turns taken in each task and the average number of English words used in 

each task were obtained.  As explained before, any parts of the text where the students 

engaged in out-of-task conversation were discarded from this examination.  A rate per 

minute was then calculated by dividing each of the three parameters above by the time 

spent on the task. 

 

The counting of ‘words’ was more precisely a counting of morphemes.  A morpheme is 

defined as “the smallest meaningful unit in a language” (Richards, J. Platt and H. Platt, 

1995) and it includes free and bound morphemes.  Morpheme-based counting is 

illustrated in Examples (A) and (B) below.  The English example (A) shows that if the 

word consisted of more than one morpheme, the individual morphemes were separated 

underneath the word.  The Japanese example (B) shows a morpheme by morpheme 

translation given under each word.   

 
(A) If you want to send a letter quickly, I would recommend you to use airmail. 

    quick-ly                               air-mail    

(B) Tegami wo    hayaku  dashi taka  tara,  kookuubin wo  

   Letter  ACC  quickly  send  want  if        air-mail     ACC 

   tsuka ttara ii        desu        yo. 

   Use   if       good   be-POL  FPTL 

 

(A) is an English sentence and (B) is its Japanese equivalent.  (A) contains seventeen 

individual morphemes while (B) is made up of fifteen morphemes.   

 

3.1.9 Interrater Reliability  

Interrater reliability was measured by asking an independent rater who was a 

postgraduate student majoring in applied linguistics at the time of data collection to 

code the data, using the categories presented so far.  Prior to the coding, the researcher 
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trained the rater by coding a small portion of data together for each aspect examined.  

The results were compared and discussed until reliable synchronisation of the results 

was established.  Then, a portion of the data was coded by both the researcher and the 

rater individually and demonstrated the following outcomes for each aspect examined. 

 

For the number of negotiations, there was an 89 percent agreement in coding, and for 

the types of negotiation, the level of agreement was 91 percent.  We agreed in 94 

percent of cases about the aspect of self correction and in 87 percent of cases about 

imitation.  96 percent agreement was reached for the amount of language used.  After 

interrater reliability was confirmed, all transcripts were coded by the researcher only.       

 

3.2 Methodology for the Main Study 
 

3.2.1 Research Questions 

Following the review of the relevant literature in chapter 2, research questions were 

proposed in an attempt to fill the gaps left by previous research.  These gaps are 

summarized below:  

 

Firstly, negotiation of meaning has been recognized as an important factor for 

successful SLA as it enhances the opportunities for learners to receive comprehensible 

input and to generate comprehensible output as well as obtaining corrective feedback.  

Recent CMC studies investigated the negotiation aspect and confirmed the validity of 

this mode of communication for this interactional activity.  While there is increasing 

empirical evidence to show the benefits of CMC for students’ learning, there are some 

inconsistencies in the research outcomes among those studies which explore the 

efficacy of L2 learning in CMC, which need further attention.  Studies which conducted 

side-by-side analysis of the two modes expressed some caution when interpreting the 

efficacy of CMC in comparison with the FTF situation.  Negotiation of meaning studies 

which compared CMC and FTF in a systematic way are still few, especially in the 

Japanese as L2 context.   

 

Secondly, tasks are the core element of communicative language teaching, a 

predominant approach for L2 learning for the last two decades.  The aspect of tasks’ 

promotion of negotiation of meaning has been widely discussed in the field of SLA.  

Consequently, different task types were compared to investigate the relationship 
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between variation in task types and corresponding variation in the quantity and quality 

of negotiated interaction.  CMC research has also examined the negotiation aspect in a 

variety of task contexts, yet only a few made further inquiries into which task types 

offer the most fertile environment in this respect.  To the best of the researcher’s 

knowledge, there are no studies yet where different task types are compared in CMC 

and FTF interaction. 

   

Thirdly, from a socio-cultural viewpoint, interaction and negotiation are seen primarily 

as vehicles for a learner to develop through interaction with peers through the 

following: firstly, through guidance from an expert, a more experienced individual, 

whose language use, skill and behaviours can be modeled; secondly, through 

collaborative scaffolding with peers to generate new meanings together; thirdly, through 

cognitive activity where human minds are used to solve problems.  There has been an 

interest in investigating CMC, especially from the first two viewpoints, and much of 

those studies showed evidence of students’ collaboration and the learning that takes 

place in this environment.  However, no research has yet compared CMC and FTF 

communication in this respect to explore how the differences in communication mode 

affect the outcome of students’ collaboration.   
 

Therefore, this study sought to answer the following questions;  
1. Are there differences between CMC and FTF communication with respect to negotiation 

of meaning and corrective feedback including its uptake in the following aspects: 

Frequency of negotiation of meaning? 

Frequency of occurrence of negotiation according to the type of problem it 

concerned? 

Length of negotiation of meaning? 

Frequency of negotiations that were successfully repaired? 

Frequency of different negotiation strategies? 

Frequency of corrective feedback? 

Frequency of two types of corrective feedback? 

Frequency of incorporation of corrective feedback? 

2. Does use of negotiation differ across different task types for the aspects examined above? 

3. What are the positive/negative aspects of students’ collaboration found in CMC in 

comparison with FTF communication? 

4. What are the students’ perceptions of conducting tasks in CMC and FTF situations? 

 

Specific chapters discuss the answers to each question.  Chapters 5 and 6 provide the 
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results of the quantitative inquiries and serve to answer questions 1 and 2 respectively.  

Chapter 7 presents results of qualitative analyses to answer question 3.  Chapter 8 

presents the results of a students’ questionnaire to answer question 4.  Chapter 9 is a 

discussion of the results obtained in the main study, and the quality of learning that took 

place in CMC is assessed.  Finally, pedagogical suggestions to improve the learning in 

this environment are offered.   

 

3.2.2 Participants 

32 learners of Japanese, 25 female and seven male, participated in the main study.  They 

were recruited from the same institution as in the pilot study enrolled the same 

intermediate Japanese course.  At the time of recruitment, a handout was given to the 

students which explained the purpose of this study, its procedure and confidentiality.  

Upon agreement, they participated in this study.  Also a priori, permission to conduct 

this research was obtained from the Department in which the study was conducted.   

 

The course in which the participants were enrolled included students who came from 

two different streams; some had started Japanese at university and were in their second 

year of learning the language and others, who had had some previous study at the 

secondary level or earlier, were in the first year of Japanese at university.  Tables 3.4 

through 3.7 below present the following information about the participants: number of 

years spent learning Japanese, and experience of computer use and CMC.  This 

information was obtained from the students’ questionnaires.  Table 3.4 below shows the 

distribution of the participant population based on their years of learning Japanese.  The 

numbers in brackets show the percentages.  
 

Table 3.4 Years of learning Japanese 

Years of learning Japanese Number of students ( percentage) 

2 – 3 years 5   (15%) 

5 – 6 years 26  (82%) 

18 years 1   (3%) 

Total 32  

 

The majority of the participants, 82%, had spent five to six years learning the language 

while 15 % of them had a shorter period of experience of two to three years.  One 

exception was a student who reported 18 years of experience as she was Japanese-

Australian and she considered that she had been learning the language since birth.  
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Tables 3.5 through 3.7 below represent the students’ experience of using computers and 

CMC. 
      

Table 3.5 Frequency of using computer 

Experienced 32 (100%) 6/7 times per week 11  (34%) 

  2/3 times per week 13  (41%) 

  Once a week 6   (19%) 

  Not regularly 2   (6%) 

 

Table 3.5 shows the distribution of the population based on frequency of using 

computer.  All 32 students who participated used computers to a varying extent.  The 

majority of the participants used a computer very frequently from two to three times per 

week to almost everyday.  Nineteen percent of them used a computer once a week while 

6% of the participants responded that their computer use was not regular, only upon 

requirement.  Table 3.6 represents the students’ experience of using CMC.        
 

Table 3.6 Experience of using CMC 

Experienced 27 (84%) Regular exposure 13  (41%) 

  Irregular exposure 6  (18%) 

  Only once or twice  8  (25%) 

Not experienced 5 (16%)   

 

The majority, 84%, had some experience of using CMC.  There were five students who 

did not have experience of using CMC.  Among the students who had experience of 

CMC, the frequency of use varied, so this experience was classified into three 

categories; ‘Regular’, ‘Irregular’ and ‘only once or twice’.  ‘Regular’ encompassed the 

students who had a weekly exposure and 41% of the population were included in this 

category.   ‘Irregular’ was used for the students who had fortnightly to monthly use and 

18% were in this category.  The remaining 25% of the population had no regular 

practice except at their initial trial and they were placed into the ‘only once or twice’ 

category.  Overall, nearly 60 percent of the students had regular experience of CMC 

with varied frequency while the remaining 40 percent had either no experience or had 

had no practice since their initial trial.  Table 3.7 below shows the students’ experience 

of using Japanese using CMC.     

  

 

 63



Table 3.7 Experience of using Japanese in a CMC environment 

Experienced 2 

Not experienced 25 

 

Among the 27 students who had experience of using CMC, only two students had 

actually used this environment to communicate in Japanese.  In general, the students 

participating in this study were quite familiar with using computers, but only 60 percent 

of them were familiar with CMC.  Furthermore, using CMC in Japanese was new to 

most of the students when this study began.  Taking these into consideration, practice 

time for getting used to this environment was allocated before collecting data.        

 

Before the students began working on the tasks, they were grouped into pairs.  In order 

to create a relaxed environment for the students, those who were familiar with each 

other were matched.  Furthermore students who were at a similar language level were 

paired as closely as possible because the length of time spent learning Japanese among 

the students varied, as described previously.  This was made possible as the students 

who participated were recruited from Japanese classes where they knew each other.  

Also, the researcher was one of the instructors in those classes and knew the students’ 

proficiency levels on the basis of the students’ performance in class and their 

examination results.  After these considerations, 16 pairs were made with different 

gender configurations; there were 10 Female / Female pairs, five Female / Male pairs 

and one Male / Male pair.  

 

3.2.3  Tasks 

Three tasks, ‘Constructing sentences’, ‘Role play’ and ‘Spot the differences’ tasks, were 

produced for the main study based on the results obtained in the pilot study.  

Descriptions of each task are presented in Chapter 4, section 4.6.  Each task was 

performed in two modes, one involving CMC and the other FTF interaction, so as to 

enable a comparison between the two modes of communication. 

 

3.2.4  Data Collection 

3.2.4.1  Types of Data Collected 

 

Three different types of data were collected in this study; computer recording of CMC 

tasks, tape recording of FTF tasks and responses to the students’ questionnaire 
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(Appendix 8).  The students’ questionnaire consisted of 30 closed questions and three 

open-ended questions.  It consisted of five major sections; ‘technical environment’, 

‘tasks’, ‘doing tasks in CMC’, ‘doing tasks in FTF’ and ‘CMC vs FTF’.  The first 

section, ‘technical environment’ elicited information about the students’ background in 

terms of their use of computers and of their CMC experience, about their perception of 

using romanised Japanese and about their own and their partners’ typing skills at the 

time of data collection.  The second section enquired about the students’ judgment of 

the tasks provided.  The third and fourth sections elicited information about the 

students’ perception of their task performance and their preference for any of the three 

tasks provided within each mode of communication.  The last section inquired about the 

various aspects of negotiation experienced on the day and the students were asked to 

compare CMC and FTF for each aspect of negotiation they experienced. 

 

3.2.4.2 Physical Environment for Data Collection 

 

Two rooms were provided for collecting the data; one for conducting FTF tasks and the 

questionnaire, and another for the CMC tasks.  In the former, desks were arranged so 

that students could sit facing each other.  A division was set between the students to 

prevent them from viewing each other’s information.  A third desk was attached to the 

students’ desks so that a tape recorder could record their interaction.  In the latter, two 

computers were arranged in opposite corners of the room, so that students would not 

disturb each other.  In both cases, no one else was allowed to enter the rooms while data 

was being collected except that for the CMC situation, the researcher was present at the 

corner of the room as a supervisor (refer Section 3.2.4.3).  

 

Regarding the technical environment, the ‘Digi-chat’ program also used in the pilot 

study (refer Section 3.1.3), was used for CMC.  While the pilot study was conducted in 

the multimedia center and used the computers available there, the main study used an 

ordinary classroom with two computers installed there as described previously.   A 

particular URL site was created in the server for the main study for students to reach the 

“Digi-chat” site thus it was possible for them to access the site.  Web browsers were 

installed in the computers to get to the internet easily, and so to the Digi-chat site. 
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3.2.4.3  Data Collection Procedure 

 

The study was conducted over a one week period during which one pair at a time were 

presented with their tasks.  Students in each pair were asked to do both CMC and FTF 

tasks after which they were asked to complete the questionnaire.  Before conducting the 

CMC tasks, 15 minutes of practicing time was allocated for ‘Digi-chat’.  Three tasks in 

one mode were conducted first, then upon changing the room, another three tasks in the 

other mode were conducted.  10 minutes were given to conduct each task which resulted 

in one hour to cover all the six tasks.  Upon completion of the tasks, another 15 minutes 

was provided to complete the questionnaire.  Overall, completion of the entire 

procedure took one hour and 45 minutes.   

 

Before data were collected, the students were asked to read a note (Appendix 4).  The 

first part of the note explained the following; purpose of the study, the procedure and 

confidentiality.  A summary of this information had been provided to the students at the 

time of their recruitment.  This note was a reminder to ensure their full understanding 

and to obtain consent for participating in the research.  The second part of the note 

explained the way tasks were going to be conducted.  It was made clear that writing 

answers on the sheet provided was not required as a computer and a tape-recorder 

would record students’ work during CMC and FTF interaction respectively.  It was also 

suggested to participants that they should take time to do the tasks without rushing, as 

completion of the tasks was not the focus of this research.   

 

Then, the students were asked to pre-read all the six tasks, together with each set of 

instructions.  They were encouraged to ask questions at this stage, if any, and time was 

allowed for the students to understand what they were supposed to do for each task.  In 

addition, before conducting tasks in CMC mode, the students were asked to practice 

sending messages to their partner for 15 minutes so that they would become used to this 

mode of communication.   

 

During collection of FTF data, the researcher left the room once the tape recorder had 

been started so as to provide a relaxed environment for the students.  On the other hand, 

the researcher stayed in the room for collecting CMC data to avoid any possible talk 

between the students.  However, the researcher sat away from both participants and 

involved herself with work leaving the students to carry out the tasks.  This was done in 
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order to minimize the effect of a third person’s presence while students were engaged in 

their tasks.   In both CMC and FTF situations, the students were reminded when it was 

the time for moving on to the next task by the researcher.  

 

To avoid any influence of task sequence on the research outcomes, the order in which 

the task were performed by the participants was varied.  The following scheme was 

used: firstly, tasks in the same mode were conducted in blocks of three.  Half of the 

pairs started with CMC tasks while the other half commenced with FTF tasks.  

Secondly, different orders of task were prepared so that they could be used as follows; 

one third of the pairs did the tasks in the following order; ‘task 1, task 2, task 3, while 

another third did ‘task 2, task 3, task 1’ and the last third engaged in the order of ‘task 3, 

task 1, task 2’.   The same alternations were prepared for the other mode of 

communication.   

 

3.2.5. Data Analysis 

Data analyses employed in this study are described under the following headings: 

Overview of data analysis, Analytical model used for unit of analysis, details of data 

analysis and interrater reliability.  They are presented in sections 3.2.5.1 through 3.2.5.4 

respectively.    

 

3.2.5.1. Overview of Data Analysis 

 

This section presents an overview of the data analysis employed in this study.  The 

purpose of this study was to compare the relative merits of one mode to the other for 

various aspects of negotiation of meaning and corrective feedback occurred, rather than 

to determine significant measures for one mode or the other.  Hence it was decided to 

take a qualitative approach rather than employing rigorous statistical analysis.   

 

The three different data were analysed; computer recordings of CMC data, audio-

recordings of FTF data, and students’ questionnaire.  CMC data which was stored in a 

hard disk at the server were extracted and printed out while FTF data were transcribed 

using the techniques explained previously (see Transcript Conventions and 

Abbreviations).   
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Firstly, CMC and FTF data were quantitatively analysed and compared both by medium 

and by task for the following eight aspects of negotiation of meaning: ‘frequency of 

negotiation of meaning’, ‘frequency of negotiation of meaning relative to the type of 

problem it concerned’, ‘frequency of extended/shortened negotiations of meaning’, 

‘frequency of negotiations of meaning that were successfully repaired’, ‘frequency of 

different negotiation strategies used’, ‘frequency of corrective feedback’, ‘frequency of 

different type of corrective feedback’, and ‘frequency of corrective feedback that were 

successfully incorporated’.  Analytical models used for negotiation of meaning and 

corrective feedback are presented in section 3.2.5.2.  Detailed analyses of each aspect 

are described in section 3.2.5.3.  The results that were obtained from comparing the two 

media are presented in Chapter 5 while those obtained from comparing different task 

types are described in Chapter 6.  Secondly, a qualitative analysis was conducted using 

CMC and FTF data to compare students’ collaboration found in the two modes of 

communication.  This is presented in Chapter 7.   

 

The students’ questionnaires consisted of both closed and open questions.  Answers to 

the closed questions were quantified while those for the open questions were 

categorized first, then quantified to make a ranking of students’ opinions.  They are 

described in Chapter 8.  The results were cross-analysed with other results obtained in 

the main study in a discussion section.  The information obtained from the questionnaire 

which elicited students’ Japanese learning background and their familiarity with 

computer and CMC was presented earlier in the section of ‘participants’ in this chapter 

(refer Section 3.2.2). 

 

3.2.5.2. Analytical models used for unit of analysis 

 

In this section, the analytical models that were used for investigating negotiation of 

meaning and corrective feedback are described.  Each occurrence of negotiation of 

meaning and corrective feedback conforming to these models was used as a unit of 

analysis. 

 

Negotiation Routine 

To investigate the various aspects of negotiation of meaning, the model for NNS 

negotiations developed by Varonis and Gass (1985) was used.  This model consists of 

four primes; Trigger (T), Indicator (I), Response (R) and Reaction to Response (RR).  
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(T) is an utterance or portion of an utterance on the part of the speaker which results in 

some non-understanding on the part of the listener.  Indicator (I) is an immediate 

response by the listener to indicate the problem.  It is followed by the speaker’s 

response (R) to the (I), acknowledging the non-understanding in some way.  The last 

prime of the routine, an optional element, is the reaction to the response (RR) by the 

listener.  Excerpt 14 below shows an example of this routine.   
(14) 

[P-14/Role/FTF] 

1 S28: Menruii      mo  yon-doru  desu.   <Trigger> 

  Noodle      also  four dollar be-POL 

  “Noodles are also four dollars.” 

2 S29: Menrui!     <Indicator> 

  Noodle 

  “‘menrui’!?” 

3 S28: Raamen                 toka   soba  <Response> 

  Chinese-noodles   and    buckwheat-noodles  

“For example, Chinese noodles and buckwheat noodles.” 

4 S29: Aa, wakarimashtia.  <Reaction to response> 

  Oh  understand-POL-PAST 

  “Oh, I understand.” 

 

In line 1, S29 did not understand the word ‘menrui’ meaning ‘noodles’ used by S28, 

therefore S29 repeated the unknown word to indicate the communication breakdown in 

the following line.  In line 3, S28 rephrased the word by giving actual examples of 

‘menrui’ which helped to resolve the problem.  

 

The negotiation routine allows for some variation.  Excerpts 15 and 16 below show 

these variations.   
 

Shortened negotiation routine  
(15) 

[P-12/Const./FTF] 

1 S23: Nihongo             de ‘wipe’ wa    wakarimasu  ka? <Indicator>   

  Japan-language   in           TOP  know-PLT    Q 

  “Do you know ‘wipe’ in Japanese?”   

2 S24: ‘wipe’ wa ‘fuku’desu.    <Response> 

             TOP wipe be-POL 

  “‘wipe’ is ‘fuku’.” 
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3 S23: Hai, jya::: (.. ..)  abura de   furaipan      wo     <Reaction to 

  ok  let me see     oil      with frying pan   ACC  Response> 

    fukimasu. 

wipe-POL     

  “Ok, let me see, “wipe the frying pan with the oil.”” 

 

In Excerpt 15, S23 is trying to construct a sentence, but faces a problem: he does not 

know the verb ‘wipe’.  In line 1, he asked S24 whether she knew the word.  In line 2, 

S24 successfully provided the word and in the following line, S23 incorporated the 

word to construct the sentence he wanted to utter.  As shown, the negotiation routine 

was shortened in this case where (T) did not appear in the discourse.  There are also 

cases where (R) or/and (RR) are missing. While there are cases where the negotiation 

routines are shortened as shown, there are also cases where the routine is extended as 

shown in Excerpt 16 below.  

 

Extended negotiation routine      
(16) 

[P-2/FTF/Spot] 

1 S3: Terebi wa    nan   no      ue   ni   arimasu      ka?  (T) 

  TV    TOP   what  PTL  top  on   exist-POL    Q 

  “What is the TV on?”   

2 S4: Nanimo   arimasen.            Nanika     arimasu       ka?  (I) 

  Nothing  exist-POL-NEG   anything    exist-POL  Q 

  “There is nothing.  Is there anything?” 

3 S3: Hmm(…).nan    no       ue   ni  arimasu     ka? (R)/(T) 

    what PTL   top on   exist-POL  Q 

  “What is it on?” 

4 S4: Hmm(…………)     (I) 

5 S3: Terebi  no   shita     ni   nani   ga       arimasu    ka? (R)/(T) 

  TV      PTL  under  on  what  NOM   exist-POL  Q 

  “What is there under the TV?” 

6 S4: Nanimo  arimasen.                Nanika    arimasu    ka?  (I) 

  Nothing  exist-POL-NEG     anything   exist-POL  Q 

  “There is nothing.  Is there anything?” 

7 S3: Watashi no     terebi wa     kyabinetto no  ue        ni arimasu.  (R) 

  I             PTL  TV     TOP  cabinet     PTL above on exist-POL 

  “My TV sits on the cabinet.” 
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8 S4: Oh, o::ke:::sorry wakarimashita.                  Watashi no           (RR) 

                             understand-POL-PAST     I             PTL  

  terebi  mo cabinet no    ue   desu.     

  TV        also           PTL  top  be-POL 

  “Oh, Ok, sorry I got it.  My TV is also on the cabinet.” 

 

This exchange shows an extended negotiation where the problem lies with S4’s non-

understanding of S3’s question about what the TV sits on.  Trying to solve this problem, 

S3 first repeated the question in line 3, but this strategy was not successful, therefore 

she rephrased the question “what is underneath the TV” in line 5, but the rephrasing did 

not lead to S4’s understanding either.  Finally, S3 described her picture and explained 

what her TV sat on in line 7 which was eventually understood as confirmed by S4’s 

answer in the last line. 

 

In this study, all the negotiation routines described above, including both shortened and 

extended versions, were considered as an occurrence of negotiation of meaning.   

 

Corrective Feedback 

In this section, two types of corrective feedback, explicit and implicit feedback, are 

introduced.  The former refers to those utterances that overtly indicate mistakes and 

provide a corrected model of the form while the latter refers to those moves that provide 

a corrected alternative without overtly indicating a problem.  Excerpts 17 and 18 below 

demonstrate the difference between these two types of feedback.   
(17) 

[P-14/Const/FTF] 

1 S27: nokori         no   * tamagoyaki  wo     iremasu 

               remaining  PTL   fried eggs     PTL  put-POL 

“Put remaining fried-eggs (tamagoyaki).”   

2 S28: uun, ‘tamago’ wo  iremasu.   Tamagoyaki wa  ‘fried eggs’.       <Explicit  

  No     Egg       PTL put-POL  fried-eggs   TOP                                  Feedback> 

  “No, put ‘eggs’.  ‘tamagoyaki’ means ‘fried-eggs’.” 

(18) 

[P-7/Role/FTF] 

1 S13: nihon wa   shokuji  no    nedan   wa     kekko        

  Japan TOP  meal    PTL  price   TOP   comparatively  

  *muzukashii  kuni       ne. 

difficult          country   FPTL 
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  “The price of meals is comparatively *difficult (muzukashii) in Japan.” 

2 S14: hai  takai         kuni       desu     ne.                                   <implicit feedback> 

  Yes  expensive country  be-POL  FPTL 

  “Yes, it’s an expensive (takai) country, isn’t it.” 

 

Excerpt 17 shows an instance of explicit feedback that occurred in a ‘Constructing 

sentences’ task.  In line 1, S 27 selected the incorrect word ‘tamagoyaki’ (fried-eggs) to 

describe the context, so it was corrected by S28 in the following line in an explicit 

manner.  S28 said ‘no’ to indicate an incorrectness of the information, then provided the 

correct word ‘tamago’ (eggs).  It was followed by an explanation of why ‘tamagoyaki’ 

was incorrect.   

 

Excerpt 18 represents an instance of implicit feedback that occurred in a ‘Role play’ 

task.  In line 1, S13 used the incorrect word ‘muzukashii (difficult)’ to mean 

‘expensive’.  This was corrected by S14 in an indirect manner by giving the comment 

using the correct word ‘takai (expensive)’ in the following line.   

 

In this study, both types of corrective feedback were counted as an occurrence of 

corrective feedback. 

 

3.2.5.3 Details of Data Analysis 

 

In this section, details of the quantitative analysis conducted on the CMC and FTF data 

are presented, specifically measures employed for obtaining frequency counts for the 

eight aspects of negotiation of meaning and the corrective feedback examined.  The 

analyses were firstly conducted to compare the results by mode (aggregation of the 

results of three tasks combined) then they were repeated to compare them by task.  

Therefore, the frequency counts explained below for each aspect were obtained both for 

each mode of communication and each task to allow these comparisons.  

 

Frequency of negotiation of meaning 

To investigate the frequency of negotiation of meaning, the negotiation routine 

introduced by Varonis and Gass (1985) discussed above was used as a unit of analysis.  

The routine included the ordinary structure, which comprises (T), (I), (R) and (RR), as 

well as the shortened and extended versions which were described in section 3.2.5.2.  

Firstly, the total number of these instances of negotiation of meaning were counted and 

 72



this was divided by the total number of morphemes used to obtain a frequency of 

negotiation that occurred.  For the morpheme counting, the same method used in the 

pilot study was applied (Refer Chapter 3, Section 3.1.8.3). 

 

Frequency of negotiation of meaning according to the type of problem it concerned 

For an examination of the nature of problems that triggered negotiations, firstly the 

numbers of the following three types of negotiation of meaning were calculated for 

CMC and FTF communication: lexical negotiation, morphosyntactic negotiation and 

negotiation of content of the whole message (Refer Section 3.1.8.1 ‘Nature of 

negotiation strategies’).  The numbers were then converted to percentages to show how 

much negotiation occurred for each type in relation to the total negotiation that occurred.  

 

Frequency of extended and shortened negotiation of meaning 

Firstly, the number of extended and shortened negotiations of meaning (Refer section 

3.2.5.2) were obtained individually and they were converted to percentages to show 

how much negotiation occurred for each type in relation to the whole negotiation of 

meaning that occurred.   

 

Frequency of negotiations that were successfully repaired 

To examine successful repair of negotiation of meaning, the total number of 

negotiations which included the last prime ‘reaction to response’ (RR) with some kind 

of acknowledgment indicating that mutual understanding of negotiated items had been 

achieved were counted. Then, the number was converted to a percentage to show the 

ratio of successful negotiations in relation to total number of negotiations that occurred. 

Excerpt 19 below represents this example.  
(19) 

[P-5/FTF/Spot] 

1 S10: Terebi  no   shita     ni  hikidashi   ga     arimasu. 

  TV      PTL under   at   drawer     NOM  exist-POL 

  “There is a drawer (hikidashi) under the TV.” 

2 S11: Hikidashi!? 

  drawer 

  “‘hikidashi’?” 

3 S10: Mono   wo      ireru  tokoro desu. 

  Things  ACC  put   place   be-POL 

  “It’s where you put things in.” 
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4 S11: Aa hai    wakarimasu.   <Acknowledgement> 

  Oh yes   understand-POL  

  “Oh, yes, I understand.” 

 

Excerpt 19 above represents the case in the ‘Spot the differences’ task where the 

negotiation brought a conclusion of mutual understanding.  In line 1, S10 asked S11 

about the location of a drawer, but S11 did not know the word ‘hikidashi’ (drawer), so 

repeated the word in line 2 for assistance.  S10 accordingly explained the word by 

giving a definition in the following line.  This was successfully understood by S11 in the 

last line. 

 

Frequency of Different Negotiation Strategies Used 

 

To investigate the frequency of different negotiation strategies used, the Indicator (I) in 

Varonis and Gass (1985)’s model (Refer Section 3.2.5.2.), was specifically examined for 

varieties of negotiation strategies used in (I).  Within (I), subcategories were created and 

the occurrences of each subcategory were counted.   

 

Subcategories used in this study included both original items from Gass and Varonis’s 

model as well as additional ones, created to accommodate the data obtained in the main 

study.  Gass and Varonis’s original items were designed to address problems that 

appeared in free conversation.  The present study was conducted in a task-based 

environment, and it brought different dimensions to the students’ interaction that varied 

from Gass and Varonis’s original study.  Consequently, extra items were added to 

interpret the discourse as required in this study.   

 

(I) was divided into six sub-categories comprising of Varonis and Gass’s two original 

items: Non-verbal response (NR) and Explicit statement of non-understanding (EN), as 

well as another four subcategories: Confirmation checks (CC), Request for repetition 

(RR), Clarification request (CR) and Request for help (RH), which were added to 

accommodate the data obtained in this study.  (NR), (CC) and (CR) were already 

introduced in the pilot study (refer to section 3.1.8.1.).  The definitions of the rest of the 

items, (NR), (RR) and (RH), are presented below.  

 

No response (NR) 

No response is a silence or other non-verbal response made by the listener to indicate 
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non-understanding of the preceding utterance.  In CMC, this function was realized by 

either no written response or using ‘hmmm’ on the part of the recipient.   

 

Request for repetition (RR) 

Requests for repetition are those utterances made by the listener to indicate that the 

preceeding utterance has not been heard well and include statements such as “Moo 

ichido itte kudasai” (Could you say that again please). 
(20) 

[P-2 Spot FTF] 

S3: mado      ni  ano(…) sagatteiru   shatsu  wa ..nekutai    ga    

 Window at  hmm..    hung-AUX  shirt    TOP necktie    NOM  

 arimasu   ka?          

 exist-POL Q 

 “Does the shirt…hanging on the window… has necktie?”  

S4: sumimasen.  Moo ichido.   <RR> 

 Excuse me    more once  

 “Could you say that again please.” 

S3: ano, mado     ni  aru   shatsu. 

 Well window at   exist  shirt 

 “The shirt hanging on the window.” 

 

Requests for help (RH) 

Requests for help are those utterances made by speakers when they want to express 

something they do not know and ask for their listener’s help.  This category involves 

both explicit and implicit versions.  The former refers to questions such as ‘what is X’ 

and ‘how do you say X’ as shown in Excerpt 15 while the latter is a silence occurring 

during sentence making.  An example of the latter is shown below in Excerpt 21.  The 

difference between this category and the five other categories described above is that the 

problems in this category originated with the speakers themselves due to their lack of 

linguistic knowledge, and did not arise as a result of utterances produced by an 

interlocutor.   
(21) 

[P-13/Const/FTF] 

 

S25: dashi to   syooyu      to   satoo wo……        <RH-implicit> 

 Stock and soysauce and  sugar ACC 

 “Stock, soy sauce and sugar…” 
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S26: kuwaeru 

 Add 

 “add” 

 
Frequency of corrective feedback 

To be able to obtain frequency of corrective feedback, the total number of instances of 

corrective feedback was divided by the total number of morphemes used.   

 
Frequency of implicit and explicit corrective feedback 

Firstly, instances of implicit and explicit feedback that occurred were calculated 

individually, then the numbers were converted to percentages to examine how much 

corrective feedback occurred for each type in relation to total instances of corrective 

feedback that occurred.  

  
Frequency of incorporation of corrective feedback 

Frequency of incorporation of corrective feedback was measured as follows; firstly 

instances of feedback that had some kind of acknowledgement of the items that had 

been corrected by the interlocutor in the succeeding turns were obtained.  The number 

was, then, divided by the total number of corrective feedback to obtain frequency of 

incorporation of corrective feedback.  The values were obtained for the two types of 

corrective feedback, implicit and explicit feedback, individually.  Excerpts 22 and 23 

below represent examples.     
(22)   

[P-14/Const/CMC] 

S27: *gatsu no  owari,  kookyooryokin wo       kichinto  haratte 

 Month PTL end    bills                  ACC   properly  pay-please 

 “Please make sure to pay the bill at the end of the month.” 

S28: “tsuki no   owari ni” no  hou ga           ii      to     omou       <corrective feedback> 

 Month PTL end  at   PTL one NOM   good PTL think      

 “‘tsuki no owari ni’ would be better, I think” 

S27: hai soo     desu       ne.  <Acknowledgement> 

 Yes so     be-POL    FPTL 

 “Yes, I agree.” 

 
(23)   

[P-14/ Role/ FTF] 

1 S27: hikooki  wa    *nanigurai 

  airplane TOP   how much 

  “How much is the airfare” 
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2 S28: donokurai   <corrective feedback> 

  how much 

  “donokurai” 

3 S27: donokurai     kakarimasu     ka?        <Repetition as an > 

  How much     cost-POL        Q                acknowledgement> 

  “how much does it cost?” 

 

In excerpt 23, S27 tried to ask the price of the airfare in line 1, but selected the wrong 

word ‘nanigurai’ to mean ‘how much’.  In line 2, S28 corrected this with the correct 

word ‘donokurai’ and it was incorporated (repeated) by S27 to finish the sentence in the 

last line.   

 

3.2.5.4   Interrater Reliability  

 

For interrater reliability, the same independent rater who participated in the pilot study 

was employed and the same coding techniques were applied (Chapter 3, Section 3.1.9).  

Interrater reliability was coded for the analysis of quantitative data, specifically for the 

eight aspects of negotiation of meaning described above.  In addition, the number of 

morphemes used, which is required to obtain frequencies, was also coded for interrater 

reliability.  The only difference between the pilot study and the main study was that the 

data were coded for CMC only for the former while in the latter, it was done for both 

modes of communication in the main study.  The following outcomes were obtained for 

each of the aspects examined.   

 

For the amount of negotiations, there was a 93 percent agreement in coding, and for the 

types of negotiation, the level of agreement was 89 percent.  The researcher and 

independent rater agreed in 92 percent of cases about the aspect of extended/shortened 

negotiation and in 95 percent of cases concerning successful repair.  90 percent 

agreement was reached for different negotiation strategies used.  For the amount of 

corrective feedback, 89 percent of cases were agreed and 86 percent for the aspect of 

different types of corrective feedback.  We agreed in 92 percent of cases about 

successful incorporation of corrective feedback.  Finally, 87 percent agreement was 

achieved for the amount of words used.  After interrater reliability was confirmed, all 

transcripts were coded by the researcher only. 
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CHAPTER 4 

COMPARING DIFFERENT TASKS IN A CMC 

ENVIRONMENT (PILOT STUDY) 
 

This chapter reports on the pilot study which aimed to propose tasks to be used in the 

main study.  To achieve this goal, different communication tasks conducted in the 

context of CMC were compared in terms of the following characteristics: negotiation of 

meaning, students’ awareness of language and amount of language used.  The results 

are presented in sections 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3 respectively.  In section 4.4, features of the 

tasks that were considered to benefit the students’ learning of the language were 

highlighted, then task types that contained such features were chosen.  Finally new tasks 

for the main study are presented in section 4.5.   
 

4.1 Negotiation of Meaning 

4.1.1 Number of Negotiations  
 

Table 4.1 represents the total number of negotiations and the total time spent in each 

task. 
 

Table 4.1 Number of negotiations and total time spent per task 

Task  No. of negotiations Total time (min:sec) 

Occupation (1) 39 146:36 

Puzzle (1) 47 238:51 

Q + A (2) 18 99:60 

Job interview (2) 48 346:00 

Match pictures (3) 12 86:48 

Making clue (4) 22 122:08 

General Conv. (5) 9 184:50 

 

As shown in Table 4.1, the total time spent on each task varied.  Other than the facts that 

the allocated time for each task varied and attendance to each session differed, there 

were several other reasons that caused this variation.  Since the teacher did not intervene 

in the lessons (other than giving verbal reminders for the students to move on to the next 

task), some pairs stayed on the same task much longer than they were instructed to.  

Also, some students talked about unrelated topics than those expected which, as 
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previously mentioned, resulted in periods of time being excluded from the calculation of 

the total time.  Late attendance by some students also contributed to this varying time.  

Table 4.2 below shows the ranking of tasks starting from the task producing the greatest 

number of negotiations per minute to that producing the least number.   
 

Table 4.2 Ranking of tasks by average number of negotiations per minute  

Task  Negotiations / minute Task type 

Occupation (1) 0.27 Jigsaw 

Puzzle (1) 0.21 Jigsaw 

Q + A (2) 0.18 Information gap 

Making clues (4) 0.18 Decision making 

Job interview (2) 0.14 Information gap 

Matching pictures (3) 0.14 Problem solving 

General conv. (5) 0.05 Opinion exchange 

 

The table shows that negotiation rates ranged from 0.27 per minute in the “Occupation” 

task to 0.05 per minute in the “General conversation” task. 

     

Table 3.5 shows partly similar and partly contrasting outcomes when compared to Pica, 

Kanagy and Falodum’s task typology discussed (Refer to Chapter 3, section 3.1.7) in 

terms of expected task order.  Similar results included the fact that the major task order 

was the same as expected: the “Jigsaw” task was the most suitable task for creating 

negotiation of meaning, and the “opinion exchange” task was the least suitable.  By 

contrast, the predicted order of the decision making (‘Making clues’) and information 

gap (‘Job interview’) tasks was reversed with “Job interview” scoring quite a low rate of 

negotiations per minute while “Making clues” produced a higher rate.  In the following 

two sections, possible reasons for the unexpected results of the ‘Making clues’ task and 

the ‘Job interview’ task are discussed individually. 

 

4.1.1.1  Effect of Metatalk in Communication Tasks 

 

The most plausible reason why the “Making clues” (Decision making) task produced 

higher negotiation rates than expected is that this was the only task whose goal was to 

construct sentences through collaboration between students.  Therefore, in the process, 

there were a lot of negotiations of meaning of words / sentences in order to both 
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construct and comprehend the conversation.  Excerpt 24 below shows an example of 

word-level negotiation.  
(24) 

1 S1: Nihongo wa     nan   desu       ka  “look for” or “find” 

  Japanese TOP  what  be-POL Q 

  “What is the Japanese for ‘look for’ or ‘find’?” 

2 S2: ‘sagasu’ 

  Look for 

  “sagasu (look for)” 

3 S2: ‘shiraberu’ 

  search 

  “shiraberu (search)” 

4 S1: hitobito no     denwabango          wo    sagaseba,    

  People  PTL   telephone number  ACC  look for-if   

  ii       desu         yo. 

  good  be-POL  FPTL 

  “All you need to do is to find people’s telephone number.” 

5 S3: ‘sagaseba’   wa   nan      desu       ka? 

  Look for-if   TOP  what  be-POL  Q 

  “What is ‘sagaseba’?” 

 

In this context, the students were engaged in negotiation for the meaning of a word.  S1 

did not know the meaning of “look for” or “find” which he needed in order to produce 

the sentence he wanted.  He successfully elicited the meaning of the word from his 

partner in lines 2 and 3 and used it to make a full sentence in line 4.  Interestingly 

enough, another member in the group, S3, asked for the meaning of the word which had 

just been negotiated between the other two in previous turns.  This was observed 

occasionally in the present data where a participant missed what was going on while 

busy with other things such as typing up their own message or making sense of 

previously written messages.  The next excerpt shows sentence-level negotiation.  
(25) 

1          S1: Kore  de    tomodachi no     denwabango          wo 

 This  PTL   friend       PTL  telephone number  ACC  

  *ireba   ii      desu          yo. 

  Put-if   good  be-POL   FPTL 

  “All you need to do is to put your friends’ telephone number here.” 

2 S2: wakarimasen 

  understand-POL-NEG 
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 “ I do not understand.” 

3 S1: Tomodachi  no      denwabango             ga      wakaranai   toki,. 

  Friend         PTL   telephone number    NOM  know-NEG when 

  kore  de    * iremasu 

  here  PTL    put-POL 

“When you do not know your friends’ telephone number, put it in here.” 

4 S1: sumimasen, sore wa  ‘miremasu’      instead of ‘iremasu’ 

  sorry            that TOP  look-POT-POL                 put-POL 

  “Sorry, that is ‘miremasu (to be able to look)’, instead of ‘iremasu (to put)”. 

5 S2: hai soo   desu. 

  Yes so     be-POL  

  “Yes, I understand.” 

 

S1 failed to make his partner understand what he said in the first line, so he modified the 

sentence in the following line.  However, he realized that he had made mistakes in both 

previous sentences, so made an adjustment in line 4.  This adjustment finally made his 

partner understand the message.  As shown, talking about the language in this task 

helped increase the occurrence of negotiation of meaning.   

 

4.1.1.2  Focused Grammar Structure in Communication Tasks 

 

The other difference between the order found in this study and that of Pica, Kanagy and 

Falodum’s (1993) concerns the “Job interview” task (information gap) which resulted in 

less negotiation than was expected.  This is most probably related to the fact that there 

was no objective to learn a particular grammar structure in this task.  Most of the  tasks 

conducted in the pilot study were designed with the aim of learning particular grammar 

structures to comply with the content material learned during the weeks.  Consequently 

these structures were used most frequently in the tasks in which active negotiation was 

observed.  By contrast, the main objective of the “Job interview” task was not to learn a 

particular grammar structure, but to become familiar with the Job interview situation in 

Japanese.  As a result, it gave the students freedom to engage in more extended speech 

and in this respect it became similar to a “free conversation” task even though there 

were restrictions on the information to be exchanged.  This consequently reduced the 

opportunities for negotiation.   
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4.1.2  Types of Negotiation of Meaning 

 

Table 4.3 below represents the distribution of lexical negotiation, morphosyntacitc (MS) 

negotiation and content of whole message negotiation for each task, expressed as a 

percentage of total negotiations in the tasks. 
 

Table 4.3 Distribution of different types of negotiation of meaning per task 

 Lexical  MS Content of whole 

message 

Occupation (1-a) 88% - 12% 

Puzzle (1-a) 24% 52% 24% 

Q + A (1-b) 17% 71% 12% 

Job interview (1-b) 68% 21% 11% 

Matching pic. (2-a) 58% - 42% 

Making clue (2-b) 50% 28% 22% 

General conv. (3) 76% 12% 12% 

 

According to the results in Table 4.3, negotiation occurred in all three categories with 

various distribution rates except that in two tasks, “Occupation” and “Matching 

picture”, no MS information was negotiated.  Also, in five out of seven tasks, lexical 

negotiation was the most common type of the three categories. 

 

4.1.2.1  Morphosyntactic Negotiation 

 

All the tasks involved a certain amount of lexical and content negotiation on the part of 

speakers, but not all led to morphosyntactic negotiation.  There were two tasks where no 

morphosyntactic negotiation occurred; ‘Occupation’ and ‘Matching picture’ as shown in 

Table 4.3.  With the first task, ‘Occupation’, there were two learning objectives: learning 

of vocabulary about occupations and learning of the grammar structure ‘~saserareru’ (is 

forced to do ~).  The task aimed at having participants exchange information on 

vocabulary items first and, upon completion of this part, to proceed to do the focused 

grammar part.  However, it seemed that there was not sufficient time to conduct the 

second part for most of the pairs and as a result, considerable negotiation of lexical 

items occurred, but no morphosyntactic negotiation was found, as shown in Table 4.3.  

This result suggested a need for careful allocation of time considering the level of 

difficulty and complexity in each task.    
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The other task, “Matching picture”, also involved the use of a grammatical structure “A 

is forced to do X by C” as a learning objective, however there were no negotiations 

involving this grammatical structure or any other negotiations in the MS category as 

seen in Table 4.3.  This is most probably due to the fact that a series of pictures was 

provided in this task.  This set of pictures clearly showed all the situations as contexts in 

which the grammar structure could be used “A is forced to do X by C”, consequently 

the focus of negotiation was on the lexical items, i.e. A, X and C.  This result 

highlighted the potential drawback of tasks using pictures.  Pictures need to be carefully 

incorporated into tasks so as to promote the learning of specific objectives, not to hinder 

them.  

 

In the remaining five tasks which had varying degrees of morphosyntactic negotiation, 

there was a particular characteristic which was observed in the high morphosyntactic 

group: they all had required grammar structures to be used.  Table 4.4 below presents 

those tasks with high morphosyntactic negotiation.  The morphosyntactic negotiation 

that occurred was grouped into two categories; negotiations of the target grammatical 

structure and negotiations of other grammatical structures.   
 

Table 4.4 Negotiation of the target grammatical structure vs Negotiation of other 

grammatical structures 

 Negotiation of the target 

grammatical structure 

Negotiation of other 

grammatical structures 

Puzzle 84% 16% 

Q + A 63% 37% 

Making clues 50% 50% 

 

As expected, in the “Puzzle” and the “Q + A” tasks, negotiation of the target 

grammatical structure exceeded that of other grammatical structures.  This can be a 

positive indication that the learning of target structures was taking place as it had been 

planned.  On the other hand, the “Making clues” task produced equal negotiation of the 

target grammatical structure and other grammatical structures.  The difference between  

the ‘Puzzle’ and the ‘Q + A’ tasks, and the ‘making clues’ task is that the latter was less 

structured in terms of the expressions to be used, therefore there was a greater chance to 

use various kinds of expressions and hence create negotiation involving other 

grammatical structures as well.  Overall, tasks which had a target grammar structure to 

be learned as an objective created a more balanced distribution over different types of 
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negotiations compared with the tasks which did not have such a learning objective.  

Furthermore, flexibility of the tasks in terms of the expressions to be used in the task 

also stretched the capacity of negotiation over non-target grammar structures.   

 

4.1.2.2  Predominance of Lexical Negotiation 

 

Other than two tasks which produced Morphosyntactic negotiation as the most 

predominant type of negotiation, the students most commonly negotiated lexical items 

as shown in Table 4.3.   This phenomenon has been identified in other studies in the 

context of CMC as well (Pellettieli, 2000; Blake, 2000; Smith, 2004).  One of the ways 

to classify lexical items subject to negotiation is to look at those that are provided in the 

text and those that the students produced themselves.  Table 4.5 below represents the 

distribution of these two groups in each task. 
 

Table 4.5 Negotiation of provided vocabulary vs negotiation of other  

vocabulary  

 Neg. on provided vocab. Neg. on other vocab. 

Occupation (1-a) 97% (28) 3% (1) 

Puzzle (1-a) 86% (11) 14% (2) 

Q + A (1-b) 100% (5) - 

Job interview (1-b) 57% (19) 43% (11) 

Matching pic. (2-a) 85% (6) 15% (1) 

Making clues (2-b) N/A 100% (11) 

General conv. (3) N/A 100% (5) 

 

There are no negotiations for the provided vocabulary items in the “Making clues” task 

and in “General conversation”.  This result is understandable as the students were not 

provided with information to exchange, rather it was to be created by themselves. 

However, among the tasks for which information was provided to participants, 

“Occupation” through to “Matching picture” in Table 4.5 above, the “Job interview” 

task produced almost equal negotiation for provided and other lexical items. This is 

probably due to the nature of this task, i.e. a role play, where the students can easily 

stretch their conversation since there are no requirements to focus on grammar structure, 

therefore it allows more flexibility in the conversation context.  This result shows that 

less structured tasks may promote learning of both targeted language items and non-

targeted ones. 
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4.1.3  Recommendations for Main Study 

 

This study supports the general findings of other studies in that the “Jigsaw” task type 

produced the largest amount of negotiation of meaning and ‘opinion exchange’ 

produced the lowest amount (Pica, Kanagy and Falodum, 1993).  It also suggests two 

aspects of the tasks that produce larger amounts of negotiation.  Firstly the tasks which 

stimulate talking about the language, such as the “Making clues” task, where making 

sentences is a required outcome, were considered worth including in the main study.  

Secondly, tasks which have a focused grammar structure as a learning objective were 

also selected rather than the ones which do not have such an objective.   

 

Other decisions were made for the main study, based on the findings of the analyses of 

the nature of negotiation.  The first decision was that tasks need to be designed in a way 

that task outcomes will not be affected by the time allocated for the tasks.  The reason 

for such a decision was that in the “Occupation” task, the main cause of unbalanced 

distribution was lack of time.  The second decision made was that, if using pictures, 

they needed to be used in a way that facilitates the learning objective.  The reason was 

that the “Matching picture” task involving picture aids deprived the students of the 

opportunity to negotiate the target grammar structure as the picture aids made the 

context clear for the students therefore they were mainly focusing on vocabulary items.   

 

The third decision was to use less structured tasks, based on the results of the “Making 

clue” and “Job interview” tasks.  This seems to be in contradiction with the above 

recommendation to use more structured tasks with a particular grammar structure being 

imposed as a learning objective.  The number of negotiations is most probably higher in 

more structured tasks than in less structured ones.  However, less structured tasks seem 

to be more beneficial for negotiation of the students’ own production as well as of 

provided information.  The role that the less structured tasks can play in SLA has been 

discussed by other researchers as well (Duff, 1986; Nakahama, Tyler and van Lier, 

2001; Toyoda and Harrison, 2002).  Therefore, their inclusion in the main study was 

deemed to be of interest considering the variability of negotiation expected to be 

produced.   
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4.2 Students’ Awareness of Language 

CMC is an interesting medium when considering students’ awareness of language.  It is 

claimed that this type of communication may be beneficial for enhancing learners’ 

interlanguage even more than oral conversation, as the learners can view language of 

their own and of their interlocutors and they are more likely to ‘monitor’ and edit their 

messages (Ortega, 1997; Warshauer, 1998; Kitade, 2000; Pellettieri, 2000; Lai and 

Zhao, 2006).  In this section, students’ awareness of language is considered by 

examining self correction and imitation.   The former deals with attention students pay 

to their own production and the latter deals with attention to others’ productions. 

 
4.2.1 Self-correction 

 

Table 4.6 below shows self-corrections made in each task and these are grouped into 

two types of correction; spelling and other types of language corrections. 
 

Table 4.6 Spelling self-correction vs other language self-correction per task 

 Spelling Language Total 

Occupation 4 (100%) - 4 

Puzzle 9 (100%) - 9 

Q + A 5 (55%) 4 (45%) 9 

Job interview 10 (55%) 8 (45%) 18 

Matching pictures 3 (50%) 3 (50%) 6 

Making clue 2 (22%) 7 (78%) 9 

General conv. 2 (50%) 2 (50%) 4 

 

As Table 4.6 shows, self-correction of “spelling” appeared in all the tasks.  This is 

obviously due to the mode of communication used in this study that is, text-based 

communication.   This phenomenon has also been described in other CMC research 

(Pelletielli, 2000; Lai and Zhao, 2006). 

 

Considering the distribution between the two types of correction, there were no 

language corrections made in the “Occupation” and “Puzzle” tasks. This is most 

probably due to the fact that the written information which was supposed to be 

exchanged was already available in these two tasks.  For example, in “puzzle”, the 

purpose of this task was to find out words based on the hints received from the partner.  

These hints had already been presented in a sentence, therefore what the students 
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needed to do was to merely copy those sentences initially.  The same occurred in the 

“occupation” task where the information to be exchanged was vocabulary items, which 

referred to various occupations, and they were already available.  Furthermore, in both 

tasks, the skill required for the students to complete the tasks was to comprehend 

information, which was fully provided as explained, but not to produce sentences.  

Consequently, the students’ attention was mostly focused on spelling in the sentences 

they had to copy.   

 

On the other hand, the tasks which required the students’ contribution in the 

construction of sentences, from “Q + A” through to “General conversation” tasks, 

involved approximately equal numbers of linguistic and spelling corrections.  This 

suggests that more attention will probably be paid to language items if the task requires 

constructing sentences as well as comprehending sentences.  For example, the “Making 

clues” task in this group showed much more language corrections than spelling ones.  

This maybe due to the task requirement that students create sentences together as an end 

result, therefore they perhaps paid more attention to their own sentences’ accuracy.  In 

addition, the higher level of attention paid to language in this task may account for the 

fact that there are rather a small number of spelling corrections in this task.  In other 

words, spelling mistakes may also have been reduced during this monitoring process.  

Overall, these results suggest that the tasks which allow students to create their own 

sentences have more potential for students’ learning of the language than the ones where 

all the information has been provided and described.   
 

4.2.2  Imitation 
 

Table 4.7 represents the percentage of imitations per minute with the actual number of 

imitations that occurred in brackets. 
 

Table 4.7 Percentage of imitations per minute per task 

 Occup. Puzzle Q + A Job int. Pictures Clue  General 

conv. 

Imitation - 0.4% 

(1) 

9% 

(9) 

3.7% 

(13) 

4.6% 

(4) 

- 2.7% 

(5) 

 

The amount of imitation found is quite small given the length of the whole conversation 

in each task, however there are differences between the tasks.  The highest rate of 
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imitation was found in the “Q + A” task and the result was outstanding compared with 

the other tasks.   The second highest was the “Matching picture” task followed by the 

“Job interview” and “General conversation”.  The remaining tasks produced minimal or 

zero imitations.  In the following sections, the possible reasons for this ranking will be 

discussed.  As the number obtained above was too small for any degree of reliability, 

discussion in this section will be based on qualitative analysis rather than numeric data.  

 

4.2.2.1  Discourse Pattern as a Factor Affecting Imitation 

 

The reason that the “Q + A” task produced the highest rate of imitation probably lies in 

the pattern of discourse required in this task, that is, one of the participants asked 

questions and the other one answered them.  The grammar structure used was “moshi~, 

~ka” (“If ~,  ~?”) for forming questions and “moshi~nara, ~desu” (“If~, you~”) or 

“~temo, ~desu” (“Even if ~, you ~”) for answering them.  The co-dependent nature of 

this grammar structure in this task created a suitable environment to copy expressions 

used in questions when giving answers in the following turns.  This was the same for 

the other two tasks, ‘Matching pictures’ and ‘Job interview’ which recorded the second 

and third highest rate, following this question / answer discourse pattern.  An example is 

illustrated in Excerpt (26) below. 
(26) 

1 S1: Shokuba       de   nihonjin   *desu    ka 

  Work-place   at   Japanese   be-POL  Q 

  “At work, are they Japanese!?” 

2 S2: Hai, nihonjin     ga       jyuu-nin     imasu 

  yes  Japanese    NOM  ten-people  exist-POL 

  “Yes, there are 10 Japanese people.”   

3 S1: Oosutorariajin  ga       imasu        ka 

  Australian          NOM  exist-POL  Q 

  “Are there any Australians!?” 

4 S2: iie, oosutorariajin  wa    imasen 

  no  Australian         TOP  exist-POL-NEG 

  “No, there are no Australians.”   

 

In Excerpt (26), S1 wanted to ask whether there were any Japanese working at the 

interlocutor’s work place.  What S1 actually asked was “are they Japanese” which is 

still understandable but does not precisely express what S1 meant to ask.   However, S2 

gave an answer with an appropriate expression to say exactly what S1 meant to ask.  In 
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the third line, S1 used the sentence from the previous answer by S2 and asked if there 

were any Australians in the company this time.  Some of the imitations were based on 

the expressions used by students with a higher proficiency as shown in Excerpt (27). 
(27) 

1 S1: Nan-ji         ni   okimashita            ka. 

  What-time  at   awake-POL-PAST   Q 

  “What time did you wake up?” 

2 S2: Kyou,  asa    -  neboo (woke up late) shimashita.   

  Today  morning -  wake up late           do-POL-PAST 

 “Today, I woke up late.” 

3 S1: Watashi mo   tokidoki   “asa  -  neboo”                shimasu. 

 I             also  sometimes  morning wake-up late  do-POL 

 “I also wake up late from time to time.” 

 

S2 imitated the word “asa neboo” used by S1 in the previous sentence.  S1 put an 

English translation in brackets considering it would help S1 to understand the word.  

This way of providing an English translation in brackets after a Japanese word as an aid 

was quite often observed in the current data.   

 

On the other hand, the discourse pattern found in the tasks which produced only one 

imitation or none was different in that it focused on giving information and 

comprehending the received information, instead of answering questions.  Therefore the 

discourse pattern became largely one-way.  Consequently, chances of imitation were 

significantly reduced.  Overall, these results indicate a potential benefit in using tasks 

which involve two-way conversation to increase the focus on form.  

 

4.2.2.2  Focused Grammar Structure as a Factor for Imitation 

 

While the discourse pattern, ‘one asks questions and the other answers them’, was found 

to promote a higher ratio of imitation, ‘Matching picture’ was the only exception in that 

this task did not necessarily require the question/answer discourse pattern, but scored 

the second highest imitation rate.  All the imitations found in this task have a similar 

characteristic in that they are all related to the use of focused grammar structure in the 

task.  Examples are shown in excerpt (28) below. 
(28) 

1 S1: Watashi no  [1]  wa [Suzuki-san                  wa   

 I            PTL     TOP (person’s name)-Mr.   TOP      
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 yamamoto-san    ni  taboko  wo      katte-kite kudasai    

  (person’s name)-Miss  to  tobacco ACC  buy-come please       

   wo   ii-masu.] 

 ACC say-POL        

   “My number 1 is ‘Suzuki asks Yamamoto to buy a cigarette for her.’”  

   - 

2 S2: Kaneko               san  wa  Nakamara           san 

 (person’s name) Miss TOP (person’s name) Mr.    

  ni   copii sa-se-rare-mashi-ta..      

  by   copy do-CAS-PSV-POL-PAST 

  “Kaneko was forced to make a photocopy by Nakamura” 

    - 

3 S1: Nakamura          san  wa      Suzuki               san   ni  

 (person’s name) Miss  TOP  (person’s name) Mr  by   

  zan-gyou    sa-se-rareru.       

  Over-work   do-CAS-PSV 

 “Nakamura was forced to do overtime work by Suzuki.” 
 

S1 initially constructed her sentence using the grammar pattern “~tekudasai” (could you 

please do ~) in the first line.  However, she realised that the task was focusing on the “A 

wa B ni X saserareru” (A is forced to do X by B) construction by looking at the sentence 

made by S2 in the second line.  S1 adjusted her language to use the target construction 

when moving on to the next picture in the last line.    

 

In the case of CMC, even though instructions were made clear at the beginning of each 

task, there were always some students who did not pay attention to what was going on, 

and were distracted by things on the screen.  This can cause a problem for their 

understanding of what they were expected to do in the task.  In a CMC environment, 

which is a student-centred environment, the situation can become more challenging than 

in an ordinary FTF situation where the teacher is available to fix the problem.  However, 

example (28) shows that the problem can still be self-resolved in the CMC situation if 

students observe what others are doing.  Overall, the requirement of using a particular 

grammar structure may increase the opportunities for imitation and hence focus on 

form.     
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4.2.2.3  Negative Imitations vs Positive Imitations 

 

There were positive imitations where one learned new expressions or words in the 

correct form, however there were also negative imitations where students learned an 

erroneous word or expression.  Out of a total of 32 imitations, 19 negative imitations 

were found, meaning that the negative imitations exceeded the positive ones which is 

undesirable.  Examples of these negative imitations are described in Excerpts 29, 30 and 

31 below. 
(29) 

1 S1: watashi  wa   nihon-go  ga        heta          desu      ga,                  

        I             TOP  Japanese  NOM  not good  be-POL  but 

  nihon-go   no    kurasu  ni  *iremasu     ka. 

  Japanese   PTL  class    to    enter-POL    Q 

  “I am not good at Japanese, but can I join the Japanese class?” 

2 S2: hai, nihon-go    ga       heta         demo,     

  yes  Japanese    NOM  not good  even if     

  nihon-go  no  kurasu ni  *iremasu      

  Japanese  of  class     to    join-POL 

  “Yes, even though you are not good at Japanese, you can still join the class.” 

 

S1 used the incorrect form “iremasu” for “hairimasu” meaning “to join” in his question 

which S2 also used in his answer in the following line.  Furthermore, in this context, the 

potential form “haireru (to be able to join)” should have been used.  Another type of 

negative imitation is described in Excerpt (30) below which was caused by mis-spelling.  
(30) 

1 S1: *ookure-tara, tesuto wa   uke-rare-masu   ka? 

  To be late-if    test     TOP  take-POT-POL  Q 

  “If I am late, can I take the test?” 

2 S2: * ‘ookure-tara’ wa   nan   desu         ka? 

              TOP  what  be-POL Q  

 “What is ‘ookuretara’?” 

3 S1: “if I am late” desu 

          be-POL 

“It means ‘if I am late’.” 

4 S2: iie,* ookure-tara,       tesuto wa   uke-rare-ma-sen.  

  No to be late-COND  test     TOP  take-POT-POL-NEG 

  “No, if you were late, you would not be able to take the test.” 
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In the first line, S1 misspelled first word “ookuretara” which was supposed to have just 

one “o”, instead of the double “oo” beginning.  However S1 did not correct this when 

S2 asked the meaning of the sentence in the second line.  Therefore, in the final line, S2 

used the misspelled word to give an answer for the question.  There are quite a number 

of misspellings found in the data and it seems that some of the students performed the 

tasks without taking much care of spelling if the meaning was understood and it did not 

become crucial for the completion of tasks.  Some of the negative imitations were 

formed by exact translations from English and an example of this is shown in the 

excerpt (31) below.  
(31) 

1 S1: Watashi wa  northbridge                        de  puuru  wo  

  I            TOP Northbridge (place name)  in  pool  ACC          

  *asonda      koto          ga        arimasu.     

  Play-PAST experience NOM   exist-POL 

 “ I have played pool in Northbridge before.” 

2 S2: Watashi mo  puuru wo   *asonda        koto            ga       arimasu..    

  I            also  pool  ACC  play-PAST experience   NOM  exist-POL 

  “ I have played pool, too.” 

 

In this excerpt, the word ‘asonda (played)’ was taken up by S2.  However, the word 

‘suru’ (do) is a norm when describing the playing of any kinds of sports in Japanese as 

contrast to ‘play sports’ in English.  Therefore correct choice of word here should have 

been ‘shita’ (did).  While some task features were found to be beneficial for focusing on 

form, it must be remembered that there is also the pitfall to learn incorrect language.     

 

4.2.2.4  Non-linguistic Imitations 

 

So far, all the imitations examined concern linguistic items. However, there were also 

different types of imitation that involved semiotics.  These were imitations of marks, 

signs, use of capitals or bold face, and so on, which are very specific to written 

communication.  For example, one participant imitated someone else’s use of capital 

letters, others put brackets for the parts that needed to be distinguished from others 

while other students used “=” when giving translations and so forth.  The students took 

advantage of all sorts of facilities available on keyboards to put more emotion in their 

written texts or make their communication more fun and consequently created a CMC-
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specific communication style.  The semiotics of CMC will be examined in more detail 

in the main study.   

 

4.2.3 Recommendation for Main Study 

 

The main suggestion based on the findings concerning self-correction, was that the tasks 

should allow the students to construct their own sentences rather than have all the 

information provided and described, so that they would pay more attention to their 

language use.  The findings of the analysis of imitation suggest that the following task 

characteristics would benefit the students’ focus on forms: firstly, tasks which involve a 

discourse pattern, where one asks questions and the other answers them; secondly, ones 

that have focused grammar structures.  However, it should be noted that these imitations 

have a potential to include a lot of negative ones which may encourage the students to 

learn incorrect language.  

 

4.3  Amount of Communication in the Tasks 

4.3.1  Amount of Language 
 

Table 4.8 below displays the number of words used per minute in each task with the 

total number of words in brackets. 
 

Table 4.8 The number of words used per minute for each task 

 Occup.  Puzzle Q + A Job int. Match. 

Pictures 

Making 

Clue 

General 

Conv. 

Words 13.18 

(1925) 

12.36 

(2942) 

15.17 

(1502) 

15 

(5192) 

19.36 

(1665) 

13.36 

(1630) 

13.59 

(2502) 

 

It seems that there was little difference between the tasks with the exception of the 

“Matching picture” task which produced a slightly higher rate than the other tasks.  The 

information exchanged in this task involved the use of quite lengthy expressions such as 

“A was forced to do X by B”, thus, it was likely to cause a higher volume of written 

language.  Also, in comparison with other tasks, there was much less waiting time 

between the turns in this task.  All the participants needed to do in this task was to 

describe a series of pictures they were holding and understand the given information 

from their interlocutors so that they could find the matching pictures.  The discourse 

pattern used in other tasks, that is ‘one participant asked questions and the other 
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answered the questions’ was not frequently used in this task.  The students merely typed 

up their information and sent it out when they were ready without being affected by 

their partners in this task. 
 

4.3.2  Number of Turns  
 

Table 4.9 below displays the number of turns made per minute in each task. 
 

Table 4.9 Number of turns made per minutes for each task 

 Occup. Puzzle Q + A Job int. Match 

pictures  

Making 

Clue 

General 

Conv. 

Turns 2.19 

 

2.20 

 

1.97 2.16 2.30 2.10 2.08 

 

The rates appearing in Table 4.9 are quite similar, approximately two turns per minute.  

The students dealt with the tasks at much the same pace even though each task had 

different characteristics.   

 

4.3.3  Amount of English  

 

Table 4.10 below represents average number of English words used per minute in each 

task. 

 

Table 4.10 Number of English words used per minute for each task 

 Occup. Puzzle Q + A Job int. Match 

Pictures 

Making 

clue 

General 

conv. 

English 2.90 2.95 3.59 1.74 2.61 4.01 0.41 

 

This item shows a wider variation than the last two items described in that it ranges 

from 0.41 in the “General conversation” task to 4.01 in the “Making clues” task.  The 

least amount in the general conversation task is very reasonable.  It is most likely that 

the students tend to converse within their target language capacity in general 

conversation, therefore there is less incentive to go beyond what they already know.  

Consequently this produces less opportunity to use English.  Another possible reason is 

that in general conversation, there is no particular goal to achieve, therefore one can be 
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more tolerant of what is not understood in the interlocutor’s speech hence reducing the 

use of English.   

 

By contrast, the “Making Clues” task resulted in the highest frequency of English usage 

within the tasks.  This is probably because some of the students used English as a base 

language, instead of Japanese in this task.  This task is considered to be a difficult task 

because of the requirement to construct sentences as an end result therefore the students 

had to make sentences which were beyond their current target language ability, such as 

to make comments about the other’s idea and to clarify what one wanted to say.  As a 

result, this created more opportunity to use English. 

 

Similary the “Q + A” task allowed the students to use more English than other tasks.  

This task is performed by one asking a question and the other answering it, therefore 

one needs to wait until the other has done his/her part.  This high dependency on turn-

taking seemed to trigger the use of English when one participant needed to wait for an 

extended period of time and as happens in text-based communication, no extralinguistic 

cues were available to suggest what was causing the delay in this context.  English was 

used to ask for the reason why there was a delay in the reply, or to urge the other and 

this English use continued for a while before the two participants were able to return to 

Japanese.   

 

Regardless of the tasks, English was used in a variety of ways.  At the start of the tasks 

the rules of the tasks were discussed in English, such as who plays what role, clarifying 

how to do the tasks and so on.  Once the tasks began, the students used English words 

instead of unknown Japanese words, to ask and answer questions and sometimes to give 

English translations after a Japanese word or expression to make sure that the other 

party would understand without any difficulty.  The flow of conversation sometimes 

stopped on occasions when self-correction, clarification of the meaning of what was 

said or suggestions and requests were taking place in English.  Also when the students 

wanted to make comments, they code switched to English for occasions such as 

expressing one’s emotional feelings and opinions.  Occasions for thanking, apologising, 

agreeing and so on also triggered use of English in some cases.   
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4.3.4 Recommendation for Main Study 

 

It was found that there were no significant differences between the tasks in terms of the 

amount of language used even though each task had different characteristics and 

imposed different levels of difficulty.  However, the results showed more variability 

where English use is concerned.  Generally speaking, more structured tasks, such as the 

ones requiring both participants to exchange information for achieving the goal, 

triggered more English than less structured tasks such as general conversation.  Also, 

English was used in a positive way in that it helped in resolving communication 

difficulties and ensuring smooth communication.  Considering these findings, inclusion 

of several tasks which have different structure levels were suggested for the main study.   

 

4.4 Suggested Task Types for the Main Study 

This section begins with a summary of this study to provide a basis for selecting task 

types for the main study.  The selected task types are then discussed in detail.   

The following task features were found to promote a students’ learning of the language, 

based on examination of negotiation of meaning, students’ awareness of language and 

amount of language used. 

 

1. Tasks which required production of sentences as an outcome and hence stimulated 

the production of metatalk, helped to create larger quantities of negotiation.  

2. Tasks which had a focused grammar structure to be learned helped to create a more 

balanced distribution over different types of negotiation. 

3. Less structured tasks helped to promote negotiation of both provided vocabulary 

items and other items.   

4. Tasks which allowed the students to construct their own sentences, rather than 

involving all the information being provided in written form, helped students to 

focus on form.   

5. Tasks which used a Q/A format helped the students to focus on form. 

6. Tasks which had a focused grammar structure to be learned helped the students to 

focus on form. 

7. Tasks with a high difficulty level triggered more English than the ones with a lower 

difficulty level.  The English was used in such a way that it helped resolving 

communication difficulties and ensured smooth communication. 
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Based on the above task features that had positive characteristics, it was decided that 

three different task types would be used for the main study.  These three types were 

organized in a way that they incorporated all the findings described above.   

 

The first task type selected involved students talking about language and produced 

mutually constructed sentences.  This type had been chosen based on the result of the 

‘Making clues’ task and the features of this task were described in the findings 1, 2, 4, 

and 7 above.  Among the tasks conducted, this task was quite outstanding in many 

respects.  Since this task required the construction of sentences as an outcome, the 

students needed to stretch their current language abilities by working collaboratively 

with their partner.  The nature of this task helped the students to focus on form more 

than in any other tasks.  As a consequence, much more negotiation was produced than 

expected, and the negotiations which occurred were very balanced including lexical and 

morphosyntactic elements as well as content of whole message.  Also, it was evident 

that the use of English helped the students organize and exchange their thoughts while 

making sentences collaboratively.   

 

The second selected task type involved students to play a particular role in a given 

context, while they were provided with information to be exchanged.  This type had 

been chosen based on the result of the “Job interview” task and the features of this task 

described in the findings 3, 4 and 5 above.  This task was considered to be a less 

structured task, therefore it provided more flexibility in both the topics and the forms to 

be produced.  This feature of this task helped to create a balanced distribution of 

negotiation over provided language items and other language items.  Also, such a role 

play task naturally invites a ‘question and answer’ type of discourse which created an 

environment where learners drew more attention to each other’s language and 

internalized the knowledge by imitating them.    

 

While the first two task types selected above comprised the characteristics of 

‘constructing sentences’ and ‘Job interview’ tasks respectively, the third type selected 

was created especially to incorporate the rest of the positive elements in the findings 

above which had not been demonstrated in the above two task types.  This task type 

involved the students having a picture which was slightly different from their partner’s.  

The students’ task was to find the differences by exchanging their information.  In this 

task, a particular grammar structure was focused upon as well.  This type was selected 
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to incorporate findings 2, 4 and 6 above.  Firstly, as an information source, pictures 

were considered to be better than descriptive texts as they seemed to provide more 

opportunities for students to create their own sentences, and hence, to pay a higher level 

of attention to form.  What needs to be observed here is that the picture needs to be 

carefully incorporated in a task so as to promote learning of specific objectives, not to 

hinder them (Refer Section 4.1.2.1).  Secondly, it appeared that having to use a 

particular grammar structure created a more balanced distribution of negotiation over 

lexical and morphosyntactic items.  The tasks which did not have such linguistic focus 

had negotiation predominantly on lexical items.    

 

Overall, the seven findings above were used to select the three task types and selection 

of types with different levels of structuring of the tasks (i.e. more to less structured) was 

achieved.  The final point that was noted for all the task types selected here is that 

careful consideration needs to be paid to estimate what can be achieved in the expected 

time. It was shown that insufficient time allocated to one of the tasks hindered the 

opportunity to generate negotiation for different linguistic types.  The types selected 

here became the basis for the tasks proposed in the main study and they are presented in 

the next section. 

 

4.5 New tasks for the main study 

The three task types selected in the previous section were as follows;  

1. A task which required students to talk about the language and as an end result 

to produce mutually constructed sentences. 

2. A role play task where each student had a particular role to play in a particular 

context.  One held the information and the other elicited the information from 

his/her partner.  The students were encouraged to extend the conversation by 

discussing their own experience and opinions if relevant to the topic.   

3. A task which involved the students each having a picture which was slightly 

different from their partner’s.  The students’ task was to find the differences by 

exchanging information.  A particular grammar structure was also focused 

upon in this task.   

 

Three new tasks were created to match the above three task types: ‘constructing 

sentences’, ‘role play’ and ‘spot the differences’ for the first, the second and the third 

selected task type above respectively.  Two similar tasks were created for each task type 
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to be conducted in CMC and FTF modes.  The following are descriptions of each task in 

each mode. 

 

Constructing sentences 

In this task (Appendix 5), the students were given a specific context in which they were 

to construct sentences collaboratively.  The context given for the FTF task was that the 

students were editors of a Japanese newspaper and the next issue would feature the 

making of “Tamago-yaki” (rolled eggs), a Japanese dish, therefore, they needed to 

create the ‘tamago-yaki’ recipe in Japanese.  Two sets of information were provided for 

the students: an English language Tamago-yaki recipe which consisted of seven steps 

with pictures describing each step and vocabulary items to help construct a ‘tamago-

yaki’ recipe.  The English recipe was identical for each student while the vocabulary list 

differed in that different sets of vocabulary items were provided to each student in a 

pair.  The students’ task was to work co-operatively, asking questions and exchanging 

the vocabulary items, in order to produce the recipe in Japanese.  The students were 

encouraged not to merely translate, but to use language which they would consider to be 

most natural. 

 

The CMC version of this task was created in a context where the students were flat 

mates and were expecting a new Japanese flat mate soon.  Their task was to make a 

Japanese version of the rules which they were observing in the flat.  The students were 

provided with an English version of the rules which were identical for both of the 

students, and also, like with the FTF task, they received different sets of vocabulary 

items relating to the rules.  As in the FTF task, a natural translation was encouraged in 

this version as well.             

 

Role play  

In this task (Appendix 6), each student received a particular role to play in a given 

context.  The context given for the CMC task was that of a foreign student visiting an 

accommodation office in the university to find his/her ideal accommodation.  One 

student played the role of a students’ accommodation officer and the other played the 

foreign student.  The information provided for the officer was a picture of three different 

accommodations and their details including their rent, location and restrictions to be 

observed for each accommodation.  The information given to the foreign student was a 

list of questions to ask so as to find their ideal accommodation.  The task was completed 
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when the participant who played the student role had elicited all the necessary 

information and decided upon his/her accommodation.  The students were encouraged 

to extend the conversation by discussing their own experience and opinions.  

 

The FTF version was conducted in the context where someone was planning to go to 

Japan, and was visiting a travel agency to collect information about her intended trip.  

One student played the role of travel agent and the other that of a customer.  The 

information provided for the agent included details of transportation, hotels and tours 

available in Japan while the information provided for the customer was a note which 

listed the items to ask for while planning a holiday.  The task was completed when the 

customer had elicited all the necessary information from the agent and decided upon the 

details of his/her holiday.  As in the CMC task, extension of conversation was 

encouraged in this version as well.   

    

Spot the differences 

In this task (Appendix 7), the students were provided with pictures which were almost 

identical, but had a number of slight differences.  Their task was to locate those 

differences by describing their pictures or asking questions about the other’s picture.  

Each picture was designed to reinforce the use of particular grammar structures; 

location of objects, such as on the left/right of --, at the bottom/top of – etc, for the 

CMC task and use of transitive and intransitive verbs for the FTF task.  

 

As shown, CMC tasks and FTF tasks were identical in their type, but they differed in 

their contents.  It was ensured that both CMC and FTF tasks involved the same amount 

of information to be exchanged as well as imposing the same level of difficulty.  Copies 

of the materials given to students for all the three tasks will be found in appendices 5, 6 

and 7.   
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CHAPTER 5 

OVERVIEW OF NEGOTIATION OF MEANING 

OCCURING IN CMC AND FTF COMMUNICATION 
 

This chapter aims to answer research question 1: Are there differences between CMC 

and FTF communication with respect to negotiation of meaning and corrective feedback 

including its uptake?  To explore this question, the following eight aspects of 

negotiation of meaning were investigated for each mode of communication and the 

results were compared:  frequency of negotiation of meaning, frequency of negotiation 

of meaning related to the type of problem it concerned, length of negotiation of 

meaning, frequency of negotiations of meaning that were successfully repaired, 

frequency of different negotiation strategies used, frequency of corrective feedback, 

frequency of different types of corrective feedback and frequency of corrective 

feedback that was successfully incorporated.   The results are presented in sections 5.1 

through 5.8 to discuss each aspect in turn.  All the analyses given in this chapter 

compared CMC and FTF modes and thus final results were obtained by aggregating the 

results of all three tasks conducted for each mode of communication.  Investigation into 

negotiation of meaning from the point of view of different task types is presented in 

Chapter 6.   

 

5.1 Frequency of Negotiation of Meaning  

Figure 5.1 below shows the total number of negotiations that occurred in CMC and FTF 

communication.   

 
Fig.5.1 The total number of negotiations that occurred in CMC and FTF communication  
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We see in figure 5.1 that more than five times the amount of negotiation occurred in 

FTF communication than in CMC, 473 instances versus 92. Figure 5.2 below shows the 

total number of morphemes used in each mode of communication. 
 

Fig. 5.2   Total number of morphemes used in CMC and FTF communication  
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Figure 5.2 shows that slightly more than 2.5 times the amount of morphemes were 

produced in FTF communication than in CMC.  Thus, the smaller number of instances 

of negotiation found in CMC was partially due to the reduced amount of language 

produced in this mode of communication.  Table 5.1 below shows the frequency of 

negotiation of meaning that occurred in CMC and FTF communication.  The numbers in 

brackets represent the number of negotiations of meaning and the number of 

morphemes used, for each mode of communication.  

 
Table 5.1 Frequency of negotiation of meaning in CMC and FTF modes 

CMC FTF 

0.010 (92/9089) 0.019 (473/25165) 

   

Negotiation of meaning occurred approximately twice as frequently in FTF although the 

actual values were very small. 

 

5.2 Frequency of Negotiation of Meaning According to the Type of Problem it 

 Concerned 

Table 5.2 below shows the percentages of the three types of negotiation of meaning, 

lexical negotiation, morphosyntactic negotiation and negotiation of content of whole 

message (Refer Chapter 3, Section 3.1.7.1) that occurred in CMC and FTF 
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communication.  The actual numbers of negotiations that occurred are shown in 

brackets. 

 
Table 5.2    Percentages of different types of negotiation that occurred within CMC and FTF  

       communication 

 CMC FTF 

Lexical negotiation 

 

78% (72) 58% (274) 

Negotiation of content of whole 

message 

15% (14) 31% (147) 

Morphosyntactic negotiation 7% (6) 

 

11% (52) 

Total negotiation 100% (92) 100% (473) 

 

 

Similar results were obtained in both modes of communication where the ranking of the 

three negotiation types is concerned: the greatest number of negotiations were produced 

for lexical items, followed by negotiation of content of whole message with the 

morphosyntactic negotiations least.  However, it is shown that the negotiations that 

occurred were a little more evenly distributed across types in FTF compared with CMC, 

where negotiations tended to focus more on lexical items.   

 

5.3  Length of Negotiation of Meaning 

Some negotiations were found to be of either the extended or shortened variety rather 

than the ordinary (T), (I), (R) and (RR) routine in Varonis and Gass (1985)’s  

negotiation model (Refer Chapter 3, section 3.2.5.2).  Firstly, Table 5.3 below shows the 

percentage of extended negotiations that occurred in CMC and FTF modes.  The actual 

number of extended negotiations is shown in brackets.   
 

Table 5.3   Percentage of extended negotiations for CMC and FTF communication 

 CMC FTF communication 

Extended negotiation 8% (7) 19% (92) 

 

This result indicates that FTF communication provides more opportunities for the 

learners to engage in further negotiation at the times when communication difficulties 

arise than in the CMC environment.  Table 5.4 below shows the percentage of shortened 
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negotiations that occurred in CMC and FTF modes.  The actual number of shortened 

negotiations is shown in brackets.   
 

Table 5.4 Percentages of shortened negotiation for CMC and FTF communication 

 CMC FTF communication 

Shortened negotiation 37% (34) 11% (50) 

 

As opposed to the results found for the occurrence of extended negotiation, the 

instances of shortened negotiation were more than three times greater in CMC than in 

the FTF situation.  This means that the negotiations that occurred in CMC involved 

fewer turns than those which occurred in the FTF mode.  This was either because 

negotiations were not completed or acknowledgement was missing in the negotiation 

routines, more often in CMC than in the FTF situation. 

 

5.4  Frequency of Negotiations that were Successfully Repaired  

Table 5.5 below shows the percentage of negotiations that included the last prime, 

Reaction to Response (RR), which indicated successful repair through negotiation of 

meaning.  The actual number of these negotiations is shown in brackets.   
 

Table 5.5 Percentage of successfully repaired negotiations in CMC and FTF  

Communication as a result of (RR) 

 CMC FTF communication 

Successful repair  58% (53) 84% (396) 

 

Negotiation was found to be more successful in FTF communication than in CMC in 

terms of indicating mutual understanding at the end of negotiation.   

 

5.5  Frequency of Different Negotiation Strategies Used 

Figure 5.3 below shows the number of instances of different negotiation strategies 

produced (Refer Chapter 3, Section 3.2.5.3 ‘Frequency of negotiation strategies used’) 

in the two modes of communication.  These strategies are No response (NR), Explicit 

statement of non-understanding (EN), Clarification request (CR), Confirmation checks 

(CC), Request for repetition (RR), and Request for help (RH). 
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Figure 5.3  Distribution of different negotiation strategies used in CMC and FTF mode 
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There was a wider distribution of different negotiation strategies used in the FTF 

situation than in CMC.  However, the items that occurred most frequently were the 

same in both CMC and FTF communication, namely CR and RH.  In the case of FTF 

communication, CC, RR and NR were the next major categories being used while in 

CMC, very few occurrences appeared in NR and EN with two to three occurrences 

each.  

 

The question that needs to be asked is why some (I) types did not appear or occur only 

rarely in the CMC situation.  To investigate this aspect, three categories, Confirmation 

check (CC), Request for repetition (RR) and No response (NR), which were found to 

have either low or no occurrence in CMC, were examined. 

 

(i)   Uncommonly-used (I) Items in CMC - Confirmation Check (CC) and Request for  

       Repetition (RR) 

 

Confirmation Checks (CC) occurred frequently in FTF communication and formed the 

third largest of all categories with 96 instances.  By contrast, there were no occurrences 

of this category in CMC.  Such a result is to be expected given the nature of CC, that is 

checking what has been heard.  In the case of CMC, utterances appear on the screen, 

therefore there is no need for confirmation as the information receiver is able to see 

what is displayed on the screen.  

 

The same reasoning can be applied to explain the low incidence of Request for 

repetition (RR) in CMC.  This category did not appear in CMC while 68 occurrences 

were found in the FTF counterpart.  In the CMC mode, as all information is presented 

 105



on the screen, all that needs to be done is to re-read the text if a problem arises.  In 

conclusion, it can be said that the lack of some (I) subtypes in CMC was due to the 

participants’ ability to review the text.  

 

(ii)   Uncommonly-used (I) Items in CMC -  Non-verbal response (NR) 

 

NR appeared only twice in CMC while 25 occurrences were found in the FTF situation.  

A typical example of NR found in FTF mode is described below in Excerpt 32. 
(32) 

[P-9 Role FTF] 

1 S17: Chokutsuu     ni noritai        desu        ka? 

  direct-flight   on ride-want   be-POL  Q 

  “Do you want to take a direct flight?” 

2 S18: (Silent)     <NR> 

3 S17: Norikaenai.   Paasu kara   Tokyo  ni  chokusetsu  iku.   

  Transit-NEG Perth   from  Tokyo  to  direct          go        

Singpaore  toka   keieru  ni   tomaranai. 

Singpaore  and    KL       at   stay-NEG 

“No transit.  Direct from Perth to Tokyo.  No stopping  

at places like Singapore and KL.”  

4 S18: AA, tomaranai  hoo     ga       ii. 

  oh,  stop-NEG  one    NOM   good 

  “Oh, a non-stop flight would be good.” 

 

In this example, S18 did not understand the word ‘chokutsuu’ (direct flight) in the first 

sentence and so remained quiet in line 2.  In the following line, S1 rephrased the word 

and also put it into the context.  This time, S18 understood the question and answered it 

in the last line.  As shown, in a FTF situation, when a question is not answered, it is 

usually followed by some kind of further negotiation in order to overcome the problem.   

 

Two NR found in CMC were realized by typing ‘hmmm’ for the first case and by being 

silent (a prolong waiting time) for the other to indicate non-understanding.  Even though 

using such a convention as ‘hmmm’ seemed to be an effective method to realize a 

similar function as silence in CMC, no other case using this method was found in this 

study.  The second case, the prolonged waiting time, was counted as NR as the pair were 

keeping their turns fairly well in CMC, and also all the previous questions were being 

answered.  This is a unique case because keeping the natural order of discourse can 
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become challenging from time to time in this mode of communication due to the time 

lapse between sending and receiving messages as shown in Excerpt 33 below.  
(33) 

[P-2 Spot CMC] 

1 S3: Onna  no     hito     wa    yunomi                wo     

  Female PTL person TOP Japanese-teacup  ACC   

  Motteimasu        ka 

hold-AUX-POL  Q 

  “Is the woman holding the cup?” 

2 S4: Otoko   no      hito         wa     nani   wo     kiteiru? 

  male PTL  person    TOP   what  ACC  wear-AUX 

  “What is the man wearing?” 

3 S4: Shiroi shatsu? 

  white  shirt 

  “White shirt?” 

4 S3: Shiroi teishatsu  wo     kiteiru. 

  white  T-shirt      ACC  wear-AUX 

  “He is wearing a white T-shirt.” 

5 S3: Onna    no    hito          wa     nani   wo      kiteiru? 

female   PTL person    TOP    what  ACC  wear-AUX 

  “What is the woman wearing?” 

  Kono-hito    wa      nagasode      no   shatsu wo    kiteiru   

  This-person  TOP   long-sleeve   PTL shirt   ACC wear-AUX 

            “My woman is wearing a long-sleeve shirt.” 

6 S4: Shiroi top 

  white  top 

  “White top.” 

7 S3: Onna   no     hito      wa     yunomi              wo      

  female  PTL  person TOP Japanese-teacup  ACC  

  motteimasu        ka. 

hold-AUX-POL Q 

  “Is the woman holding a cup? 

8 S4: Hai, motteiru. 

  yes   hold-AUX 

  “Yes, she is.”  

 

In this example, S3 asked a question in line 1 to find out whether the woman in the 

picture held a cup, but it was not answered by S4 in the next line.  S4, instead, asked a 

new question about the clothes of a man in the picture.  From line 3 through line 6, the 
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students were engaged in a discussion about clothes worn by the people in the picture.  

Once they finished talking about this particular topic, S3 asked the question about the 

cup again in line 7.  This time, S4 successfully answered the question in the following 

line.   

 

This example indicates that when questions are not answered in CMC, participants seem 

to assume that the questions are not answered because the interlocutor has not had their 

chance of answering, instead of automatically assuming that the questions were not 

understood.   

 

As shown, NR in a CMC situation is more complicated.  When a question is not 

answered in this mode, there can be two reasons: either that the listener simply did not 

understand the question as shown in excerpt 38 above, that is similar to the case 

presented above in an FTF situation, or that the listener missed the question or forgot to 

answer it because s/he was busy dealing with other discussion items as shown in excerpt 

37 above.  The latter is very typical in CMC where multiple messages can be exchanged 

simultaneously, and where chances of such cases therefore arise.  In this environment, a 

participant is less likely to get attention by merely remaining quiet, and hence NR was 

found to be an infrequently used method to indicate non-understanding in CMC.    

   

5.6   Frequency of Corrective Feedback 

Table 5.6 below shows the frequency of corrective feedback that occurred for CMC and 

FTF communication.  The numbers in brackets represent the total number of instances 

of corrective feedback and the total number of morphemes used in each mode of 

communication that were used.  

 
Table 5.6 Frequency of corrective feedback that occurred in CMC and FTF  

Communication 

CMC FTF communication 

0.0048 (44/9089) 0.0025 (63/25165) 

 

In CMC, corrective feedback occurred nearly twice as frequently as that in the FTF 

situation although actual values were quite small. 
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5.7  Frequency of Implicit and Explicit Corrective Feedback 

Table 5.7 below shows the percentage of explicit and implicit corrective feedback that 

occurred for each mode of communication.  The numbers in brackets show the actual 

number of each type of feedback that occurred.       
 

Table 5.7 Frequency of two types of corrective feedback in CMC and FTF communication 

 CMC   FTF  

Explicit  Implicit Total  Explicit Implicit Total  

41% (18) 59% (26) 100% (44) 24% (15) 76% (48) 100% (63) 

 

The results show that in both modes, implicit feedback was used more frequently than 

explicit feedback, and this was more often the case in the FTF mode than in CMC.  In 

the FTF mode, approximately three times more implicit feedback occurred over the 

other form while in CMC, there was less than twenty percent difference.  In this respect, 

the two types of corrective feedback were more evenly distributed in CMC than in FTF 

mode.   

 

5.8      Frequency of Incorporation of Corrective Feedback 

Table 5.8 below shows the frequency of corrective feedback that was successfully 

incorporated in the succeeding turns for each mode of communication.  The actual 

number of such cases was shown in brackets.   

 
Table 5.8 Incorporation of corrective feedback in CMC and the FTF communication 

 CMC FTF communication 

Incorporation of corrective 

feedback 

39% 

(17) 

76% 

(48) 

  

There was a large difference between the modes.  Approximately twice as much 

corrective feedback was incorporated in the FTF situation.   This implies that, in CMC, 

the students did not use acknowledgement or repetition to recognize the feedback given 

as much as they did in the FTF situation.  Consequently it became more challenging to 

interpret whether the corrective feedback was noticed in this mode of communication.  

 

There was one other obvious difference between the modes in terms of incorporation of 

feedback.   As described previously, there were two types of incorporation, ‘repetition’ 

and ‘acknowledgement’ (Refer Chapter 3, section 3.2.5.3).  Table 5.9 below shows the 
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two types of incorporation that occurred in CMC and FTF communication.  The results 

are shown in percentages with the actual number of occurrences in brackets. 
 

Table 5.9    Percentages of the two different types of incorporation occurred in CMC and the 

  FTF communication 

 CMC   FTF  

Repetition Acknowled. Total Repetition Acknowled. Total 

18% (3) 82%(14) 100%(17) 77%(33) 23%(15) 100%(48) 

 

In CMC, far more acknowledgement was used than repetition while in the FTF 

situation, the opposite occurred.  These results indicate that the mode of communication 

affected both frequency and type of incorporation of corrective feedback.   

 

5.9      Concluding Remarks  

In this chapter, the two modes of communication were compared for various aspects of 

the negotiation of meaning that occurred.  When the two modes were quantitatively 

measured, it seems that the advantages of FTF communication outweigh those of CMC 

although CMC demonstrated promising results for some of the aspects examined. 

Further discussion of the results is presented in chapter 9 (Section 9.1.1) where all the 

results in this chapter are summarized and their implication for L2 learning in CMC is 

discussed. 
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CHAPTER 6 

 

NEGOTIATION OF MEANING IN THREE DIFFERENT 

TASK TYPES IN CMC AND FTF COMMUNICATION 

 

This chapter aims to provide answers to research question 2: Does the use of negotiation 

differ across different task types?  To answer this, the eight aspects of negotiation of 

meaning and corrective feedback that were discussed in Chapter 5 are examined by task 

and the results are compared.  These eight aspects are: frequency of negotiation of 

meaning, frequency of negotiation of meaning relative to the type of problem it 

concerned, length of negotiation of meaning, frequency of negotiation of meaning that 

were successfully repaired, frequency of different negotiation strategies used, frequency 

of corrective feedback, frequency of different type of corrective feedback, and 

frequency of corrective feedback that was successfully incorporated.   The same 

analytical methods that were used in Chapter 5 are also applied here to obtain the results 

for these eight aspects.  The results are presented from sections 6.1 through 6.8 to deal 

with each aspect of negotiation of meaning individually.   

 

6.1 Frequency of Negotiation of Meaning  

Table 6.1 below shows the frequency of negotiation of meaning that occurred in the 

three task types.  The numbers in brackets represent the number of negotiation of 

meaning and the number of morphemes used.  The first item was divided by the second 

item to obtain the frequency. 

 

Table 6.1 Frequency of negotiation of meaning that occurred for the three task types 

Spot the differences Role Play Constructing sentences 

CMC FTF CMC FTF CMC FTF 

0.008 

(31/3876) 

0.016 

(133/8413) 

0.008 

(20/2646) 

0.015 

(156/10727) 

0.016 

(41/2567) 

0.031 

(184/6025) 

 

Among the three task types, the „Constructing sentences‟ task seems to create the most 

opportunities for negotiation of meaning in both modes of communication.  It was 

followed by the other two tasks which had similar frequencies of negotiation of 

meaning, approximately half that of „Constructing sentences‟.  These results indicate 
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that task type influenced the frequency of negotiation that occurred and in this case, the 

„Constructing sentences‟ task stimulated the most negotiations.   

 

6.2 Frequency of Negotiation of Meaning Relative to the Type of Problem it   

Concerned 

Table 6.2 below shows the frequency of three types of negotiation of meaning, „lexical 

negotiation‟, „morphosyntactic negotiation‟ and „negotiation of the content of the whole 

message‟ that occurred in the three task types.   

 

Table 6.2 Frequency of three types of negotiation of meaning that occurred in the 

  three tasks 

  CMC    FTF   

 Lexical Morpho Content Total Lexical Morpho Content Total 

Spot 64% - 36% 100% 43% 11% 46% 100% 

Role 81% - 19% 100% 43% 7% 50% 100% 

Const 86% 13% 1% 100% 80% 13% 7% 100% 

 

In the „Spot the differences‟ and the „Role play‟ tasks, the distribution of negotiation of 

meaning was more balanced over the different types in the FTF situation than in CMC.  

However, the results obtained for the „Constructing sentences‟ task were quite similar in 

both modes of communication.  These results indicate that the different communication 

modes affected the use of the three types of negotiation of meaning in „Spot the 

differences‟ and „Role play‟ tasks while it did not influence the „Constructing sentences‟ 

task in this respect.  This suggests an advantage of the „Constructing sentences‟ task 

over the other two tasks when conducted in CMC. 

  

6.3   Length of Negotiation of Meaning 

Table 6.3 below shows the frequency of extended negotiation that occurred in CMC and 

the FTF communication for each task type.  The occurrences of extended negotiations 

and total number of negotiations that occurred are shown in brackets. 

 

Table 6.3 Frequency of extended negotiation of meaning in the three task types 

Spot the differences Role play Constructing sentences 

CMC FTF CMC FTF CMC FTF 

9.7% 

(3/31) 

22.6% 

(30/133) 

5% 

(1/20) 

21% 

(32/156) 

7.3% 

(3/41) 

16.3% 

(30/184) 
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In all the three tasks, the occurrence of extended negotiation was far greater in the FTF 

situation.  Examining the rates of the percentages shows that the „Role play‟ provides 

4.2 times the opportunities for extended negotiation of meaning in FTF.  For the „Spot 

the differences‟, this was 2.3 times and for the „Constructing sentences‟ task, the rate 

was 2.2 times to one decimal place.  These results indicate that among the three task 

types, the „Role play‟ task was least effective when conducted in CMC as this task 

provided the least opportunity for the learners to engage in further negotiation at the 

time when communication difficulties arose than for the other two tasks.  It is important 

to consider the small quantity of extended negotiation in CMC generally and in the 

„Role play‟ specifically.  Further study with a larger cohort of learners would provide 

more conclusive data. 

 

Table 6.4 below shows the frequency of shortened negotiation that occurred in CMC 

and FTF communication in each task type.  The occurrences of shortened negotiation 

that occurred and total number of negotiations that occurred are shown in brackets.   

 

Table 6.4 Frequency of shortened negotiation of meaning in the three task types 

Spot the differences Role play Constructing sentences 

CMC FTF CMC FTF CMC FTF 

42.0% 

(13/31) 

12.0% 

(16/133) 

45.0% 

(9/20) 

9.0% 

(14/156) 

29.2% 

(12/41) 

10.9% 

(20/184) 

 

In all the three tasks, the percentages were much higher in CMC.  Examining the results 

shows that the „Role play‟ task created 5 times the opportunities for shortened 

negotiation of meaning in CMC.  For „Spot the differences‟, this was 3.5 times and for 

the „Constructing sentences‟ task, the rate was 2.7 times to one decimal place.  These 

results indicate that among the three task types, the „Role play‟ task was least effective 

when conducted in CMC where negotiation was not proceded with or did not receive 

any acknowledgement from one‟s interlocutor most frequently.   

 

Overall, the results shown in Tables 6.3 and 6.4 indicate that among the three task types, 

the „Role play‟ task was least effective when conducted in CMC 

 

6.4  Frequency of Negotiation of Meaning that were Successfully Repaired 

Table 6.5 below shows the percentage of negotiations that included the last prime, 

Reaction to Response (RR), which indicated successful repair through negotiation of 
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meaning for the three task types.  The actual number of these negotiations is shown in 

brackets together with total number of negotiations that occurred.    

 

Table 6.5 Percentage of successfully repaired negotiations in CMC and FTF  

  communication as a result of (RR) 

Spot the differences Role play Constructing sentences 

CMC FTF CMC FTF CMC FTF 

55% 

(17/31) 

83.5% 

(111/133) 

50% 

(10/20) 

86% 

(134/156) 

63.4% 

(26/41) 

82.1% 

(151/184) 

 

In all the three tasks, higher successful rates were observed in the FTF situation.  

Examining the percentage of repairs shows that the „Role play‟ provides 1.7 times the 

opportunities for successful repair of negotiation of meaning in FTF.  For the „Spot the 

differences‟ task, it was 1.5 times and for the „Constructing sentences‟ task, the rate was 

1.3 times to one decimal place.  These results suggest that among the three tasks, the 

„Constructing sentences‟ task was most successfully conducted in CMC in terms of 

indicating mutual understanding at the end of negotiation.  By contrast, the „Role play‟ 

task was least successful in this respect when conducted on-line.       

 

6.5 Frequency of Different Negotiation Strategies Used 

The results in the previous chapter (Chapter 5, Section 5.5) suggested that the students 

used a greater variety of negotiation strategies in the FTF situation than in CMC.  In this 

section, the negotiation strategies that appeared quite frequently in both modes of 

communication, CR (Clarification request) and RH (Request for help), are examined by 

task.   Tables 6.6 and 6.7 below show the frequency of CR and RH that occurred for the 

three task types respectively.  The numbers in brackets represent the total number of 

CR/RH and the total number of negotiation strategies used.   

 

Table 6.6 Frequency of CR occurring in CMC and the FTF communication by task 

Spot the differences Role play Constructing sentences 

CMC FTF CMC FTF CMC FTF 

88% 

(30/34) 

36% 

(58/161) 

79% 

(19/24) 

42% 

(73/172) 

4% 

(2/47) 

13% 

(26/198) 
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Table 6.7 Frequency of RH occurring in CMC and the FTF communication by task 

Spot the differences Role play Constructing sentences 

CMC FTF CMC FTF CMC FTF 

3% 

(1/34) 

19% 

(31/161) 

16% 

(4/24) 

16% 

(28/172) 

93% 

(44/47) 

60% 

(119/198) 

 

Tables 6.6 and 6.7 show that quite contrasting results appeared across CR and RH for 

the three task types.  In the „Spot the differences‟ and the „Role play‟ tasks, CR occurred 

far more frequently than RH in both modes of communication while in the 

„Constructing sentences‟ task, the opposite occurred.   In principle, CR occurs on the 

part of listener to clarify the message received while RH occurs on the part of speaker to 

seek assistance for missing information at the time of sentence making.  Based on these 

principles, the high occurrence of RH in the „Constructing sentences‟ task is reasonable 

considering the nature of this task.  Excerpt 34 below shows a typical negotiation that 

occurred in the „Constructing sentences‟ task in CMC.     

(34) 

[P-8/Const/CMC] 

1 S15: Nihongo   de  pay wa   nan     desu      ka. <RH> 

  Japanese   in          TOP  what  be-POL  Q 

  “What is „pay‟ in Japanese?” 

2 S16: haratte kudasai 

  Pay        please   

  “Haratte kudasai.” 

3 S15: koukyooryookin wo      kichinto  haratte  kudasai. 

  Bill                      ACC  properly  pay       please 

  “Please pay the bill properly.” 

 

S15 did not know the Japanese word „pay‟, so asked S16 in the first line.  S16 provided 

the word in a polite form „haratte kudasai (please pay)‟ in the next line.  S15 

incorporated this word into his sentence and successfully expressed what he wanted to 

say in the last line.   As shown, the goal of this task was to make sentences in a given 

situation.  As a result, this task provided increased opportunities for requesting the 

interlocutor‟s help for unknown vocabulary items or grammar structures and this 

resulted in a large number of occurrences of RH.  Consequently, the number of RHs 

surpassed that of CRs in this context.  In contrast, the other two tasks could be 

completed within the participants‟ current language capacity and thus led to much fewer 

occurrences of RHs in these tasks.  What was required in the other two tasks was to 
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elicit other‟s information “correctly”, hence CR was predominantly used when 

clarifying messages.  Overall, the results obtained for CR and RH indicate that both the 

task type and communication mode influenced the type of negotiation strategies used.   

 

6.6 Frequency of Corrective Feedback 

Tables 6.8 and 6.9 below show the frequency of corrective feedback that occurred for 

the three task types.  The numbers in brackets show the number of corrective feedback 

that occurred and the number of morphemes used for each mode of communication in 

the three tasks.  The former was divided by the latter to obtain the frequency of 

corrective feedback. 

   

Table 6.8 Frequency of corrective feedback that occurred in three task types 

Spot the differences Role play Constructing sentences 

CMC FTF CMC FTF CMC FTF 

0.0028 

(11/3876) 

0.0017 

(14/8413) 

0.00076 

(2/2646) 

0.00084 

(9/10727) 

0.012 

(31/2567) 

0.0066 

(40/6025) 

 

Table 6.9 Ranking of tasks by frequency of corrective feedback 

 Tasks  Frequency  

1 Const (CMC) 0.012 (31/2567) 

2 Const (FTF)  0.0066 (40/6025) 

3 Spot (CMC)  0.0028 (11/3876) 

4 Spot (FTF) 0.0017 (14/8413) 

5 Role (FTF)  0.00084 (9/10727) 

6 Role (CMC)  0.00076 (2/2646) 

 

It is clearly seen that the frequency of corrective feedback was determined by the task 

type: the „Constructing sentences‟ task stimulated the greatest number of corrective 

feedback instances followed by the „Spot the differences‟ and the „Role Play‟ tasks as 

the second and the third respectively.  When the results were considered within the 

individual tasks, the greatest difference was found in the „Constructing sentences‟ task 

where corrective feedback occurred in CMC almost twice as frequently as that in the 

FTF situation.  It was followed by the „Spot the differences‟ task where the frequency of 

corrective feedback in CMC was again much higher than that in the FTF mode.  

However, the result was reversed in the „Role play‟ task where corrective feedback 

occurred more frequently in the FTF mode than in CMC.   
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These findings show a great advantage for the „Constructing sentences‟ and the „Spot 

the differences‟ tasks to be conducted in CMC as the opportunities for feedback were 

significantly increased in these two tasks in this mode.  However, no such advantage 

was observed for the „Role play‟ task when conducted in CMC.    

 

6.7 Frequency of Implicit and Explicit Corrective Feedback 

Table 6.10 below shows the percentage of explicit and implicit feedback that occurred 

for the three task types.  The numbers in brackets show the actual number of each type 

of feedback that occurred.       

 

Table 6.10 Percentage of explicit and implicit feedback in three task types 

  CMC   FTF  

 Explicit Implicit Total Explicit Implicit Total 

Spot  - 100%(11) 100%(11) 8%(1) 92%(13) 100%(14) 

Role - 100%(2) 100%(2) 44%(4) 56%(5) 100%(9) 

Const 58%(18) 42%(13) 100%(31) 25%(10) 75%(30) 100%(40) 

 

The results show a quite different distribution of the two types of corrective feedback 

across the three task types.  In the „Spot the differences‟ task, implicit feedback was 

much preferred in both modes of communication.  In the „Role play‟ task, all of the 

feedback that occurred was of the implicit type in CMC while in the FTF situation, both 

implicit and explicit feedback was given.  In the „Constructing sentences‟ task, both 

types of feedback were used in CMC and the FTF modes, but with a quite different 

distribution pattern between the modes. 

 

Within each task type, the results were similar for both modes in the „Spot the 

differences‟ task.  The result obtained for the „Role play‟ task was quite small in CMC, 

hence no comparison between the modes was appropriate in this task.  The 

„Constructing sentences‟ task presents the greatest difference between the modes: in 

CMC the occurrence of explicit feedback overrode implicit feedback while in the FTF 

mode, far more implicit feedback occurred.  This outcome is most likely due to the 

different methods used to construct sentences in CMC and FTF communication.  

Excerpt 35 below is a typical example of explicit feedback that occurred in CMC. 
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(35) 

[P-16/Cosnt/CMC]  

1 S31: sara    wo     *abite             daidokoro  wo         kireinishite  kudasai. 

  Dishes ACC  shower-and    kitchen       ACC     clean            please 

 “Please wash the dishes and clean the kitchen.” 

2 S32: ‘aratte’        abite               wa       shawaa   no      koto. 

  Wash-and     shower -and  TOP    shower     PTL    meaning 

  “It‟s „aratte‟.  „abite‟ means „to shower‟.” 

 

In line 1, S31 selected the incorrect word „abite‟ (to shower) in her sentence, so it was 

corrected by S32 in an explicit manner in the following line.  Firstly, S32 provided the 

correct word „aratte (to wash)‟ and followed by an explanation for why „abite‟ was 

incorrect.  Excerpt 36 below shows a typical example of corrective feedback that 

occurred in the FTF situation. 

(36) 

[P-10/Cosnt/FTF] 

 

1 S20: tamago wo( …) *mazete 

  egg        ACC      mix-and 

  “…mix the eggs” 

2 S19: maite  

  Roll-and 

  “roll” 

3 S20: aa   hai   maite 

  oh   yes   roll-and 

  “Oh, yes roll.” 

4 S19: kore  wo( ……) *ni   gurai 

  this    ACC         two  about 

  “this process…about two” 

5 S20: ni-kai        gurai 

  two-time    about 

  “about twice” 

6 S19: ni-kai         guari    kurikaeshimasu. 

  Two-times  about    repeat-POL 

  “Repeat this process about twice.” 

 

In this example, two corrections were made in lines 2 and 5, both in an implicit way.  

Firstly, S19 corrected the word „mazete‟ (to mix) used by S20 to „maite‟ (to roll) as the 

verb needed in this context was „to roll‟.  Secondly, S20 corrected the phrase „ni gurai‟ 
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(approximately two) used by S19 to „nikai gurai‟ (approximately twice) as the counter 

„twice‟ was required for the context.  Both corrections were incorporated in the 

following lines. 

   

As shown in these examples, the difference in corrective feedback that occurred in the 

CMC and FTF situations was clear in this task.  In the FTF situation, correction was 

made immediately when needed, be it the beginning, middle or end of the sentence 

while in CMC, correction was delayed due to a time lag between sending and receiving 

messages.  There were also cases in CMC where corrections were not given until 

several turns later.  Implicit corrections that were provided immediately after perceived 

errors were easily and efficiently incorporated in the FTF situation while in CMC, 

feedback tended to be in an explicit form to make it more obvious.  This is most 

probably the reason why implicit feedback occurred far more frequently in the FTF 

mode while in CMC explicit feedback was favored. 

 

Excerpt 37 below shows a typical example of implicit feedback that occurred in CMC in 

this task. 

(37) 

[P-4/Cosnt/CMC]  

S7: *gatsu  no     owari  ni    koukyooryookin  wo       haratte     kudasai. 

 Month   PTL  end      at    bills                    ACC    pay  please 

 “Please pay the bills at the end of the month.” 

S8: tsuki     no      owari  ni  koukyooryookin wo      kichinto  haratte  kudasai. 

 Month  PTL     end    at   bills                  ACC   properly  pay        please 

 “Please make sure to pay the bills at the end of the month.” 

  

In this example, S7 chose the incorrect word „gatsu‟ to mean „month‟, and it was 

supposed to be „tsuki‟.  In the following line, S8 used the correct word when she 

rewrote the whole sentence and this was considered to be implicit feedback.  This type 

of correction, rewriting the whole sentence, was specifically observed in CMC for this 

task, but not in the FTF situation.  In the latter, correction was provided only where it 

was required but not in a form of they being embedded in the whole sentence as 

happened in CMC.  It most likely happened in CMC when the two participants dealt 

with the same sentence simultaneously and the mistakes that were found in the sentence 

posted first were corrected in the sentence that was sent later, or it may be that there was 

no intention to correct mistakes, but it happened to function that way.  This is a 
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corrective feedback practiced in CMC for this task as a result of the delay between 

sending and receiving messages in this mode of communication.   

 

6.8 Frequency of Successful Incorporation of Corrective Feedback 

Table 6.11 shows the frequency of corrective feedback that was successfully 

incorporated in the forms of repetition or acknowledgement in the succeeding turns for 

the three task types.  The numbers in brackets show the occurrences of such feedback 

and total number of corrective feedback that occurred for each task.   

 

Table 6.11 Frequency of successful incorporation of corrective feedback in three task types 

Spot the differences Role play Constructing sentences 

CMC FTF CMC FTF CMC FTF 

- 36%  

(5/14) 

- 100%  

(9/9) 

55%  

(17/31) 

85% (34/40) 

 

Table 6.11 shows a significant disadvantage of the „Spot the differences‟ and the „Role 

play‟ tasks when conducted in CMC as no feedback was incorporated in this mode.  By 

contrast, the „Constructing sentences‟ task demonstrated a different outcome from the 

others in that fifty five percent of corrective feedback was incorporated in CMC.  These 

findings indicate an advantage of the „Constructing sentences‟ task to be conducted in 

CMC compared with the other two tasks.  Based on the findings, the following points 

are discussed next: 1) High incorporation rate in the „Constructing sentences‟ task in 

CMC and 2) Zero incorporation rate in the „Spot the differences‟ and the „Role play‟ 

tasks in CMC. 

 

6.8.1 High Incorporation Rate in the „Constructing Sentences‟ Task in CMC  

 

The „Constructing sentences‟ task promoted a high incorporation rate in CMC.  This is 

most probably due to the purpose of this task, that is to construct mutually discussed 

sentences.  To be able to achieve this goal, the students were involved in active 

discussion or „metatalk‟, to improve the sentences they were collaboratively making.  

Under such circumstances, it became easier to incorporate the feedback so as to reach 

mutual agreement about the sentences.  This is most probably the reason why a high 

incorporation rate was achieved in this task in this mode.  If the FTF situation is 

considered, the incorporation rate in this task was even higher as there was no delay in 

this mode.   
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6.8.2 Zero Incorporation Rate in the „Spot the Differences‟ and the „Role Play‟ Tasks 

in CMC. 

 

No feedback was incorporated in the „Spot the differences‟ and the „Role play‟ tasks in 

CMC.  Excerpt 38 below shows a typical example of non-incorporated feedback that 

occurred in CMC in the „Spot the differences‟ task.    

(38) 

[P-15/Spot/CMC] 

1 S29: otoko  no    hito      wa   *glasses  wo     *motteimasu          ka? 

  Man    PTL person  TOP                ACC  have-AUX-POL    Q 

  “Does the man have glasses?” 

2 S30: hai   megane   wo       kaketeimasu. 

  Yes   glasses     ACC    wear-AUX-POL 

  “Yes, he is wearing glasses.” 

3 S29: tana     no    ue      ni  tokei    to  vase  ga          arimasu     ka? 

  Shelf   PTL  top    on  clock   and         NOM   exist-POL   Q 

  “Is there a clock and a vase on top of the shelf?” 

4 S29: table   no      ue   ni     hon    wa       shimeteimasu       ka? 

  Shelf   PTL   top  on    book  TOP    close-AUX-POL  Q 

  “Is the book on top of the shelf closed?” 

 

In line 1, there are two mistakes in the question that S29 formulated, firstly the English 

word „glasses‟ and secondly, the word „motteimasu‟ (have) which is not appropriate for 

the context.  In line 2, S30 used the correct words in her answer, „megane‟ for glasses 

and „kaketeimasu‟ (wearing) to replace „motteimasu‟.  In the following lines, S29 asked 

two consecutive questions instead of responding to the corrections.  The corrective 

feedback in this case was of an implicit nature where vocabulary knowledge was the 

primary focus.  All of the corrective feedback that was not incorporated in CMC was of 

this type.  When the FTF situation is considered, however, this type of feedback, that is 

implicit feedback on vocabulary items, was quite often incorporated in this task as 

shown in Excerpt 39 below.  

(39) 

[P-7/Spot/FTF] 

1 S13: anata   no     sutereo  wo   *playing   desu         ka? 

  You      PTL  stereo     ACC                be-POL   Q 

  “Is your stereo playing?” 

2 S14: un    tsuiteimasu. 

  Yes   play-AUX-POL 
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  “Yes, it is playing.” 

3 S13:  tsuiteimasu. 

  Play-AUX-POL 

  “ Playing” 

 

In line 1, S13 used the English word „playing‟ to ask whether S14‟s stereo was turned 

on in her picture.  In line 2, S14 used the correct word „tsuiteimasu‟ (playing) in her 

answer and this was repeated by S13 in the last line.  The correction given in this case 

was also of an implicit nature and where vocabulary knowledge was the primary focus.   

However, as opposed to the case shown in excerpt 46 above, the correction was 

incorporated.  The difference between CMC and FTF communication found in excerpts 

38 and 39 above may be explained by the different ways in which one acknowledges 

corrections in verbal and written communication.  Repetition is a natural way to 

acknowledge correction in verbal communication.  On the other hand, in a written 

medium, correction tends to be recognized by simply reading the correction.   

 

Overall, incorporation of implicit feedback rarely occurred in CMC unless it was 

imposed by a task where mutual agreement of discussed items was required as in the 

„Constructing sentences‟ task. 

 

6.9 Concluding Remarks  

In this chapter, the three tasks were compared for various aspects of negotiation of 

meaning that occurred.  Based on the results, the „Constructing sentences‟ task seems to 

offer the most opportunity for negotiation of meaning and corrective feedback and the 

benefit of the „Constructing sentences‟ task was most pronounced in CMC.  

Furthermore, it was demonstrated that there were some advantages for this task to be 

conducted in CMC rather than in FTF mode.  By contrast, it was shown that the „Role 

play‟ task may not be as effective when conducted in CMC.  Further discussion of the 

results will be presented in Chapter 9 (Section 9.1.2) where all the results are 

summarized and their implication for L2 learning in a CMC context is discussed. 
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CHAPTER 7 

STUDENTS’ COLLBAROATION OCCURING IN CMC 

AND FTF COMMUNICATION 
 

This chapter aims to provide answers to research question 3: What are the positive and 

negative aspects of students’ collaboration found in CMC in comparison with FTF 

communication?  To examine these aspects, a qualitative analysis of the students’ 

discourse that occurred in the two modes was conducted. This chapter is divided 

accordingly and discusses the positive aspects of students’ collaboration in CMC in 

section 7.1 and its negative aspects in 7.2. 

 

7.1 Positive Aspects of Students’ Collaboration in CMC 

The following aspects were found to be positive ones in CMC: increased L2 awareness, 

even participation, task organizing skills, reviewable nature of information and benefits 

of utilising various keyboard facilities.  This section is accordingly divided into five 

subsections from 7.1.1 through 7.1.5 addressing each point in turn. 

 

7.1.1   Increased L2 Awareness   

 

It was found that in the ‘Constructing sentences’ task, different collaboration patterns 

emerged in the two modes of communication in that students achieved different degrees 

of autonomy while sentence building in the two modes.  Consequently, it affected the 

level of L2 awareness the students developed in the two modes of communication.  

Excerpt 40 below shows a typical collaboration that occurred in CMC in this task. 
(40) 

[P-2/Const/CMC] 

1 S3: ‘kichinto’ – promptly desu 

  promptly           be-POL 

  “ ‘kichinto’ means promptly.” 

2 S3: bills – nan  desu        ka? 

       What  be-POL     Q 

  “What is bills?” 

3 S4:  bills=koukyouryoukin 

        bills 

  “ bills is ‘kookyouryoukin’.” 
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4 S4: maitsuki        no (at the end) koukyouryoukin wo  *kichin  

  Every-month   PTL          bills          ACC promptly 

haratte  kudasai. 

Pay     please 

  “Please pay the bills promptly (at the end) of each month.” 

5 S3: *gatsu  no  owari ni  koukyouryoukin wo   kichinto 

  month  PTL end   at  bills         ACC  promptly 

haratte  kudasai.  

pay     please 

“Please pay the bills promptly at the end of the month.”  

6 S4: hai  ii.      Demo ‘maitsuki      no    owari  ni’?. 

  Yes good     but    every-month  PTL  end    at 

  “Yes, good.  But is that ‘at the end of every month’?” 

7 S3: hai,  ono  hoo  ga     ii. 

  Yes  hat   one  NOM  good 

  “Yes, that’s better” 

 

In lines 1, 2 and 3, the students were eliciting the words they needed for building the 

sentence.  In line 4, S4 composed the sentence, but it was not completely correct as it 

included the incorrect word ‘kichin’ (promptly) together with the English phrase ‘at the 

end’ in brackets.  In line 5, S3 also made a whole sentence herself and included the 

phrase ‘owari ni’ (at the end) and the correct word ‘kichinto’ (promptly).  In line 6, S4 

acknowledged S3’s sentence, but suggested to use ‘maitsuki’ (every month) instead of 

‘getsu’ that was used incorrectly in the S3’s sentence.  In the last line, S3 approved of 

S4’s suggestion.   

 

As shown, the type of scaffolding (collaboration between participants) that appeared in 

CMC for this task consisted of three phases: firstly elicitation of vocabulary items, 

secondly construction of sentences individually which occasionally triggered correction, 

and finally acknowledgement.  What was considered to be beneficial in this type of 

collaboration was the opportunity given to individuals to build their own sentence first 

and then, make comparisons with what was built by their peers.  In this way, students 

had an opportunity to develop an awareness of what was missing or what they were 

unsure of in their current knowledge and hence attend to their interlocutor’s sentence 

with greater readiness to notice a gap, if any.  The opportunity to have this kind of 

language experience was significantly reduced in the FTF situation as in this latter 

mode, there was a tendency for individual sentences to be built together as described 
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earlier (Chapter 6 section 6.7 excerpt 36). Consequently, students’ awareness of their 

linguistic knowledge was not expanded to the same degree as it was in CMC.     

 

To maintain their autonomy for sentence building in CMC, the students developed 

various strategies to present a sentence if they lacked some information.  For example, 

in excerpt 40, S4 did not know the phrase ‘at the end’, therefore left the unknown 

information in English and completed the sentence.  Use of English in sentences was 

the most commonly used method to compensate for lack of knowledge.  Excerpt 41 

below shows an example of repeated question marks that performed the same function.  
(41) 

[P-9/Cosnt/CMC] 

1 S17: ??? doa   wo    shimete   kudasai 

      door  ACC  close     please 

  “Please close the door ???” 

2 S18: doa  wo    shizukani   shimete  kudasai 

door  ACC  gent-ly     close    please 

“Please close the door gently.” 

3 S17: hai 

  yes 

  “OK.” 

 

In line 1, S17 did not know the word ‘gently’ so put triple question marks ‘???’ to 

replace the word and then completed the sentence.  In line 2, S18 provided her version 

of the sentence and included the word ‘shizukani’ (gently).  It was acknowledged by 

S17 in the last line.  There were cases where the missing part was not a word but a 

phrase as shown in Excerpt 42 below.       
(42) 

[P-10/Const/CMC] 

1 S19: toire no     kami  wo    tsukeru, doko?? 

  Toilet PTL   paper  ACC  put     where 

  “put the toilet paper, where?” 

2 S19: iie  itsu,   gomennasai. 

  No  when  sorry-POL 

  “Sorry, I mean ‘when’.” 

3 S20: toiretto peepaa ga     owattara, “replace” wo  shite kudasai. 

  Toilet  paper  NOM  finish-when       ACC do  please  

  kotoba  wo       shittemasu           ka? 

  word   ACC     know-AUX-POL      Q 
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  “When toilet roll is finished, please (replace) it.  Do you know the  

  word?” 

4 S19: hai tsukeru. 

 Yes put  

 “Yes, ‘tsukeru’.” 

5 S19: toire   no   kami   ga      owattara    tsukete kudasai. 

  Toilet  PTL  paper   NOM  finish-when  put    please 

  “Please replace the toilet roll when it has finished.” 

 

In line 1, S19 made part of the sentence, but could not form the phrase that indicates the 

time of the action.  Therefore S19 wrote the last part of the sentence followed by 

‘doko’ (where), but it was supposed to be ‘itsu’ (when).  S19 soon realized the mistake 

and corrected it in line 2.  In line 3, S20 built his sentence where the information that 

S19 needed was provided.  In line 5, S19 incorporated the phrase and completed the 

whole sentence.  In the meantime, the phrase that S20 made in line 3 also included the 

unknown word in English ‘replace’, so S19 provided the word ‘tsukeru’ (replace) in the 

following line.  As shown, the students were able to construct their sentences while 

unknown information was present.  The benefit of this was that the students did not 

have to be stuck, but put the rest of the sentence together using their best knowledge and 

the missing information was usually filled with the assistance of their peer during the 

collaborative work that followed.  The use of these techniques made it possible for the 

students to maintain autonomy while building a sentence in CMC and consequently it 

helped to increase students’ awareness of L2 knowledge in this mode of 

communication.  

 

7.1.2 Even Participation  

 

It is often the case that a more able student dominates the interaction in pair activities 

when there is a gap in the partner’s L2 competency.  However, in the present study, 

this tendency was uncommon in CMC where less skilled students increased their 

participation in the tasks and increased their learning experience.  Excerpts 43 and 44 

below highlight this aspect that occurred in the ‘Constructing sentences’ task.  Firstly, 

Excerpt 43 below shows an example found in the FTF situation.   
 

(43) 

[P-4/Const/FTF]  
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1 S7: booru no  naka  ni (……) tamago no…san-bun…      no   ichi?  

  bowl  PTL inside in      egg   PTL  third-portion   PTL  one 

  wo…stir wa   nani? 

  ACC   TOP  what 

  “In the bowl……one…third…of ……the eggs…what is ‘stir’?”  

2 S8: kaki (…) mazeru 

  stir   

“kaki…mazeru” 

3 S7: hai,   sanbun        no   ichi  wo     irete     ka.. kakimazeru.  

       Yes   third-portion   PTL  one  ACC   put-and   stir 

A chotto matte (……) Stock wa? 

Oh little wait            TOP 

“Yes, put in one third and stir.  Oh, wait…what is stock?”  

4 S8: Hum (…)  aa  dashi 

            oh   stock 

  “Hmm…oh ‘dashi’.” 

5 S7: hai jyaa  dashi  to   tamago  no… san bun       no  ichi 

  yes then  stock  and  egg     PTL third-portion   PTL one 

wo   irete…   kaki?… 

ACC  put-and  stir 

“yes, so…put in the stock and one third of the eggs and…’kaki’?” 

6 S8: kakimazeru 

  Stir 

  “kakimazeru” 

7 S7: hai, jyaa   kakimazemasu  

  yes  then  stir-POL 

  “Yes, then stir.” 

 

In line 1, S7 was constructing a sentence and realized that she did not know the word 

‘stir’, so asked S8 for the word.  In line 2, S8 provided the word ‘kakimazeru’ and in 

the following line, S7 incorporated the word and continued the sentence.  The same 

pattern of collaboration was observed in lines 3 through 5 where S7 was making the 

sentence and S8 provided the word ‘dashi (stock)’ to fill the gap in the S7’s sentence.  

In lines 5 through 7, S7 put all of the information together to produce the final sentence.  

As shown, S7 was predominantly constructing the sentence throughout this exchange 

and S8 was merely providing the words that were missing from S7’s vocabulary.  

Under these circumstances, S8’s syntactic level of language development through this 

exercise may not be so enhanced.  Excerpt 44 below shows an example occurring in 
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the same pair in CMC where S8’s active involvement was apparent.  
(44) 

[P-4/Csont/CMC] 

1 S8: gently=yukuri? 

        Slowly 

  “Is ‘gently’ ‘yukuri’?” 

2 S7: gently – yasashii? 

         Gently 

  “ ‘yasashii’ is ‘gently’, isnt’ it?” 

3 S7: doa  wo     yasashiku shimete kudasai. 

  Door  ACC  gently     close  please 

  “Please close the door gently.” 

4 S8: 2. yasashiku doa  o    shimete  kudasai. 

    Gently  door  ACC  close    please 

  “2, Please close the door gently.” 

5 S8: onaji 

  same 

  “The same.” 

6 S7: hai  

  yes 

  “yes” 

   - 

7 S8: tsukatta   ato    ni    *dishes wo   aratte     daidokoro. 

  Use-PST  after  PTL          ACC  wash-and  kitchen 

wo   soujishite kudasai 

ACC  clean    please 

“After using, please wash the dishes and clean the kitchen.” 

8 S7: 4. daidokoro wo   tsukatta  ato,   maikai   osara   wo   

    kitchen   ACC  use-PST after  everytime  dishes  ACC  

aratte,   daidokoro  no   tokoro wo   soojishite kudasai. 

wash-and  Kitchen  PTL  area   ACC clean up  please 

“4.  After using the kitchen, please always wash the dishes and  

clean up there.” 

9 S8: 5. 15 *pun   ijyo     (de?) denwa    wo  *ukawanaide  

        Minute more than PTL telephone  ACC use-ENG   

kudasai. 

please 

   “5.  Please do not use the telephone for more than 15 minutes.” 

10 S8: 4 wa   ii       desu. 

    TOP  good    be-POL 
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  “No. 4 is good.” 

11 S7: denwa   wo  15 fun      ijou       tsukawanaide kudasai. 

  Telephone ACC  minute    more than  use-NEG    please 

  “Please do not use the phone for more than 15 minutes.” 

12 S8: hai 

  yes 

  “yes” 

 

In Excerpt 52, three sentences were collaboratively constructed and S8 was actively 

involved in sentence making on all these occasions.  Collaboration occurred for the 

first sentence described in lines 1 through 6.  In lines 1 and 2, S8 was eliciting the 

Japanese word for ‘gently’ from S7.  In line 3, S7 posted her sentence first and in the 

following line, S8 made her own incorporating the word ‘yasashiku (gently)’.  In lines 

5 and 6, both participants acknowledged the sentences that each other had made.  The 

second sentence was made in lines 7 and 8.  In line 7, S8 made a sentence first and it 

contained the English word ‘dishes’.  In line 8, S7 made her sentence that included the 

word ‘osara’ (dishes) and it was acknowledged by S8 in line 10.  The last sentence was 

described in lines 9, 11 and 12.  In line 9, S8 made a sentence that included two 

mistakes, the word ‘pun’ (minute) and ‘ukawanaide’ (do not use) that were supposed to 

be ‘fun’ and ‘tsukawanaide’ respectively.  These mistakes were corrected in a sentence 

that S7 made in line 11 and S8 acknowledged them in the last line.   

 

In this example, S8 was constantly playing an active role in sentence building as 

evidenced by the fact that she was always the one to compose the sentences first in the 

example and this kind of task involvement was never observed in her FTF interaction in 

this task.  The difference that was observed in CMC and FTF communication in this 

pair was not specific to this pair; it was observed in others too.  Overall, it was 

demonstrated that CMC facilitated more even participation from both parties and the 

learning experience of the novice was far enriched in comparison with when they were 

in the FTF environment. 

 

7.1.3 Task Organization Skills Developed  

 

The delayed nature of written communication represented a challenge to maintain 

successful communication in CMC.  To overcome this problem, some students 

developed different organizational skills to accomplish the tasks in CMC compared with 
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when they were in the FTF situation.  Excerpt 45 below highlights this aspect 

occurring in the ‘Spot the differences’ task in CMC.   
(45)   

[P-7/Spot/CMC] 

1 S13: ok, lets do ppl and cat first 

2 S13: neko wa  floor  ni   neteimasu 

  cat  TOP       on  sleep-AUX-POL 

  “The cat is sleeping on the floor.” 

3 S13: teeburu no   hidari  desu 

  table   PTL  left    be-POL 

  “On the left hand side of the table.” 

4 S14: iie pillow no   ue  des 

  no      PTL  top  be-POL 

  “No, it’s on top of the pillow.” 

5 S14: so teburu no    hidari  des 

     table  PTL  left    be-POL 

  “On the left side of the table.” 

6 S13: so the floor vs pillow is difference #1 

7 S14 hai 

  yes 

  “yes.” 

8 S14: neko no   iro    wa   shiroi   desu      ka 

  cat  PTL  color  TOP  whilte  be-POL   Q 

  “Is the cat white?” 

9 S13: hai  shiroi  desu 

  yes  white  be-POL 

  “Yes, it’s white.” 

10 S13: John no    neko   wa? 

       PTL   cat   TOP 

  “How about your cat?”  

11 S14: teburu  no   ue  de   hon  ga    aru 

  table   PTL  top  on  book  NOM  exist 

  “There is a book on the table.” 

12 S14: shiroi 

  white 

  “white.” 

13 S13: chotto matte! ppl to   neko  no   chigai  mitsu   aru… 

  little   wait    and  cat   PTL difference three   exist 

  “Wait! There are three differences with the people and cats.” 



 131 

14 S13: onna   no   shatsu  wa   shiroi? 

  Female PTL  shirt    TOP  white 

  “Is the woman’s shirt white?” 

 

In line 1, S13 declared that they would find the differences for people and cat first and 

then described the location of her cat in the following lines.  In response, S14 

described his cat’s location in lines 4 and 5.  Upon finding the difference in this 

respect, S13 clearly marked this as the first difference in line 6 using English 

accompanied by # and it was acknowledged by S14 in the following line.  From lines 8 

through 12, they were talking about the color of the cat except at line 11 where S14 

brought in a different topic about the book that was on the table.  In line 13, S13 

warned S14 that there were still more differences to be found about the cat and the 

people in their pictures before proceeding to a different topic and subsequently placed 

another question about the people in the last line.  As shown, in this pair, S13 guided 

S14 throughout the task: gave directions for what to discuss (line 1), marked the 

differences explicitly each time they were found (line 6) and brought the focus back 

when the discussion was digressing (line 13).  In this way, S14, the novice, was 

provided with a pathway to finish the task.  This kind of organization skill on the part 

of S13 was not evidenced in their FTF interaction: there was no discussion of where to 

start, rather a random discussion of different topics and even some confusion about what 

they had found as a difference; this is shown in Excerpt 46 below.  The type of shirt 

worn by the man in the picture was the topic of discussion here.  
(46) 

[P-7/Spot/FTF] 

1 S13: collar no  shatsu de  yon  botan  ga   arimasu   ka? 

       PTL shirt  and four  button  NOM exist-POL Q 

  “Does yours have a collar and four buttons?” 

2 S14: botan ga    nai.  Botan   ga    nai.   Demo watashi no  

button NOM none  button  NOM  none  but   my   one  

shatsu wa   nekutai  ga     arimasu. 

Shirt  TOP  necktie  NOM  exist-POL 

  “No buttons, no buttons.  But mine has a necktie.” 

3 S13: aa!   Watashi nekutai ga    arimasen. 

  Oh   I      necktie NOM  exist-POL-NEG 

  “Oh, I don’t have a necktie.” 

4 S14: n! 

  what 
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  “What!?” 

5 S13: nekutai  ga     nai 

  necktie  NOM  none 

  “No necktie.” 

6 S14: demo kaita      bakari (…) moo    sono  chigai  

  But  write-PST  just      already  that  difference  

kakimashita. 

write-POL-PAST  

“But, we’ve already written down that difference.” 

 

In line 1, S13 wrote that the man in her picture was wearing a shirt with a collar and 

four buttons.  In line 2, S14 enthusiastically told S13 that his man did not have buttons, 

but had a necktie.  In the following line, S14 told S13 that her man in the picture did 

not wear a necktie.  S14 sounded to be slightly confused in line 4, so S13 repeated the 

information again in line 5.  In the last line, S14 reminded S13 that the topic of the 

necktie had already been discussed before.  In the earlier discourse of this pair, the 

man’s shirt was already discussed from the viewpoint of whether it had a necktie or not, 

but S13 refocused the topic and discussed it again in relation to the topic of buttons.  

These two details about the shirt confused S14.   

 

This kind of confusion would have never occurred if S13 was as organised as he was in 

CMC where he highlighted differences each time they were found.   Excerpt 47 below 

presents the same kind of scenario that was found in the ‘Role play’ task.  This excerpt 

highlights the students’ systematic way of asking and answering questions in CMC.     
(47) 

[P-14/Role/CMC] 

1 S28: rugakusei       to  shite nihon ni  kitan          desu    ga  

  exchange student PTL as  Japan  to  come-PST-NLZ be-POL  PTL 

tomaru tokoro o     sagashiteimasu. 

Stay   place  ACC  look for-AUX-POL 

“I’ve come to Japan as an exchange student and am looking 

for accommodation.” 

2 S28: gakuseiryo        wa  donna        heya  desu     ka? 

  Student dormitory  TOP  what kind of  room  be-POL  Q 

  “What is the students’ dormitory like?” 

3 S28: ikura         shimasu    ka? 

  How much     cost-POL  Q 

  “How much does it cost?” 
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4 S28: daigaku   kara  chikai desu     ka? 

  University from  near  be-POL  Q 

  “Is that close to the University?” 

5 S27: gakuseiryo       wa 3,4  joo           ga    aru. 

  Student dormitory  TOP   tatami mat size  NOM exist 

  “The students’ dormitory rooms are the width of three or four tatami  

         mats.” 

6 S27: ikkagetsu   wa   gosen         yen  desu. 

  One month  TOP  five thousands      be-POL 

  “It costs five thousand yen per month.” 

7 S27: daigaku   no  kyanpasu  ni  aru   kara    daigaku  

  university  PTL campus   at  exist  because  university 

ni iku made 0   fun      kakarimasu. 

To go until     minutes  take-POL 

“It is located within the campus, so there won’t be any traveling time.” 

8 S28: denwa,    ofuro,  to  shokuji ga     arimasu         ka? 

  Telephone  bath  and  meals  NOM  be provided-POL  Q 

  “Do they have a telephone, bath and meals?”  

9 S27: ofuro  to  denwa    ga   aru  kedo shokuji wa  tsuiteimasen  

  bath  and  telephone NOM exist  but  meals TOP be included-POL-NEG 

  “They provide a telephone and a bath, but not meals.”  

10 S28: kisoku wa   dou  desu     ka?  Petto,  tabacco, tomodachi  

  rules  TOP  how  be-POL  Q   pets   tobacco  friends 

ga    tomaru, heater, osake   wa     ii  desu     ka? 

NOM  stay         alcohol  TOP   ok  be-POL  Q 

“How about the rules for such things as pets, smoking,  

inviting friends over, using a heater and drinking alcohol?” 

11 S27: petto, tabako,  tomodachi  osake    wa    zenbu  

  Pets  tobacco  friends    alcohol   TOP   all  

dame        desu. 

be prohibited  be-POL 

“They are all prohibited.” 

 

In line 1, S28, who played the role of an exchange student, introduced herself and 

indicated that she was in need of accommodation.  S28 consecutively placed the three 

different questions from lines 2 through 4 using one line for each question.  In 

response, S27 answered the questions accordingly using one line for each answer in 

lines 5 through 7 so as for each answer to correspond to the questions asked in order.  

After this lot of questions and answers were finished, S28 changed her approach to ask 
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the next questions: she asked multiple aspects on the same topic in a single turn.  For 

example, in line 8, S28 asked about the various aspects of the students’ dormitory all in 

one line and S27 responded accordingly, answering all of them in the following line.  

The same pattern was repeated in lines 11 and 12 for the next topic about the rules 

observed in the dormitory.   

 

As shown in this example, S28 initiated the task by providing the framework for how to 

exchange information and S27 responded accordingly.  In this way, the novice 

followed the expert’s guidance to proceed through the task and once the pattern was 

established, both of the students took control of the task.  While S27 seemed to be in 

control of doing the task in CMC with the assistance from S28, her confidence was not 

so apparent in the FTF situation.  In FTF, it was quite frequently clear that S27 needed 

to reconfirm the information given by S28.   S28 was so fluent in speaking that her 

speech became quite fast without any consideration for S27 who was less competent 

therefore needed to be spoken to more slowly.  Consequently it created a problem for 

S27 not to be able to understand S28.  This tendency was not found in their CMC 

discourse as shown in excerpt 47 above where information exchange between the 

students was orderly and clear without any confusion.  Overall, comparison of the 

examples examined here that occurred in CMC and the FTF communication reveal that 

CMC enabled organization skills to be developed among the participants where novices 

were shown a guided pathway to do the task from their more skilled peers and their 

learning experience was accordingly enriched.   

 

7.1.4 Reviewable Nature of Information  

 

In all of the tasks conducted in this study, negotiation occurred most frequently when 

new words were introduced and their meanings were sought.  What was most 

challenging on the part of a recipient was when they were asked to reproduce them.  

Such an occasion occurred in the ‘Constructing sentences’ task where students needed 

to build a sentence incorporating the words that were introduced by their interlocutor.  

This frequently caused problems in the FTF situation, but it did not in CMC as 

information was reviewable in this mode of communication.  Excerpts 48 and 49 

below highlight this aspect.  Firstly, excerpt 48 shows an example occurring in the FTF 

situation. 
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(48) 

[P-13/Const/FTF] 

1 S25: soshite (… ) tamago ( …) wo (…)  ka-kimazeru 

  then        egg       ACC    stir 

  “Then……stir….the…eggs.” 

2 S26: Kakimazeru? 

  Stir 

  “kakimazeru (stir)?” 

3 S25: un 

  yes 

  “Yes.” 

4 S26: ok (…) tamago(…) o (…)   tamago (..) o (…)   nani?  kaki.  nani? 

        egg       ACC    egg      ACC    what   stir  what 

  “OK, eggs….eggs….what ..kaki (stir) what?” 

5 S25: ka-ki-mazeru 

  Stir 

  “kakimazeru” 

6 S26: ka-ki-ma-ze-ru (………) ok (…) furaipan  wo (….) heat heat 

  Stir                       frying pan  ACC 

  “ka-ki-ma-ze-ru……ok…frying pan…heat heat?” 

7 S25: demo oshooyu  to  un (…)      satoo…sutokku  wa? 

  But  soy sauce and  hmm       sugar   stock  Q 

  “But, How about ‘soy sauce’ hum….….’sugar’…and ‘stock’?” 

8 S26: sutokku wa   arimasen.           Jyaa (…) tamago  to  

  stock   TOP available-POL-NEG   well    egg      and 

oshooyu    to   satoo  to  sutokku wo (…) stir nani? Kaki 

  soy sauce   and  sugar  and stock   ACC     what  stir 

“I do not have the word ‘stock’.  Ok, so…eggs and soy sauce and sugar 

…what is ‘stir’? Kaki..” 

9 S25: kakimazeru 

  Stir 

  “kakimazeru” 

10 S26: aa kakimazeru. 

  Oh stir 

  Oh, ‘kakimazeru’.” 

 

The key word in this exchange was ‘kakimazeru’ (stir).  In line 1, S25 made a sentence 

including the new word ‘kakimazeru’ (sitr).  S26 confirmed the word with S25 in lines 

2 and 3.  In line 4, S26 also tried to reproduce the whole sentence that S25 had made in 
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line 1, but needed to asked for the word ‘stir’ again as she did not remember it correctly.  

In reply, S25 repeated the word ‘kakimazeru’ in the following line.  In lines 6 and 7, 

both students continued to make the sentence.  In line 8, S26 tried to put all the 

information together to make the final form of the sentence, but she became stuck again 

for the word ‘stir’ and S25 once again repeated the word in line 9.  This example 

shows the extent of difficulty one might have to recall new words in the FTF situation.  

Excerpt 49 below shows an example from the same pair occurring in CMC where easy 

incorporation of new words is apparent. 
(49) 

[P-13/Const/CMC] 

1 S25: 6 ban… 

    No. 

  “No. 6” 

2 S25: *kokyouryoukin 

  bills 

  “kokyouryoukin” 

3 S25: koukyouryoukin 

  bills 

  “koukyouryoukin” 

4 S26: biru  o     haratte kudasai. 

  Bill  ACC  pay    please 

  “Please pay the bills.” 

5 S25: biru = koukyou…… 

6 S25: promptly wa  kichinto 

   TOP  promptly 

  “ ‘promptly’ is ‘kichinto’.” 

7 S25: kichinto  ni,  koukyouryoukin wo   haratte  kudasai. 

  Promptly PTL public-fee      ACC  pay    please 

  “Please pay the bills promptly.” 

8 S26: hai koukyouryoukin o    kichinto   haratte kudasai 

  yes bills          ACC promptly  pay   please 

  probably anata no rule wa   ii 

          you  PTL  TOP good 

  “Please pay the bills promptly.  Your sentence is probably better.” 

9 S25: anata no   nihongo        jyouzu desu      ne!  

you  PTL  Japan-language  good  be-POL   FPTL 

bunpou  dekimasu    yo    ne. 

  grammar  able-POL  FPTL  FPTL 

  “Your Japanese is good, too.  You are good at grammar.”  
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10 S26: anata mo  jyoozu  desu    yo. 

  You  also  good  be-POL  FPTL 

  “You are also good.” 

 

In this example, two words were introduced from S25, ‘koukyouryoukin’ (bills) and 

‘kichinto’ (promptly).  In lines 2 and 3, the word ‘bills’ was introduced twice, firstly 

with a misspelling and secondly, correctly, while the word ‘promptly’ was introduced in 

line 6.  In lines 7 and 8, both of the students constructed their sentences individually 

and S26 correctly included all the new words she received from S25.  In the last two 

lines, the students praised each other’s sentences.  As shown, transmission of new 

words was precise and easy in a text-based environment although occasional exchange 

of misspelled words was evident.  Overall, it can be said that students were better 

served by CMC for this task in terms of reproduction of new words. 
 

7.1.5 Benefits of Using Various Keyboard Facilities in CMC 

 

In CMC, students manipulated keyboard facilities to create a compatible or even 

advanced environment over the FTF situation.  Outcomes of using available keyboard 

facilities are classified into two types: 1) use of keyboard facilities that helped to 

increase clarity of information and 2) use of keyboard facilities that helped to create 

empathy between the students.  In this section, these two types of benefits of using 

keyboard facilities are discussed.     

 

7.1.5.1 Use of Keyboard Facilities that Helped to Increase Clarity of 

Information 

 

Use of keyboard facilities discussed in this section are Arabic numerals, brackets, 

capital letters and question marks.  All these features helped to increase clarity of the 

information exchanged and ensured the smooth progress of task development in CMC.  

It should be noted that while these features facilitated successful communication, they 

also contributed to decrease in negotiation opportunities as the information was made 

clear by using these facilities.  Discussion in this section addresses these points and 

explores ways to maximize the learning in CMC.  

 

It became evident that students faced difficulties in expressing numerical information 
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such as dates and prices in the FTF situation.  On the other hand, these occasions 

rarely occurred in CMC due to Arabic numerals being widely used by the students.  

Firstly, excerpt 50 below shows an example occurring in the FTF situation in the ‘Role 

play’ task where exchange of information about airfares and related dates is not 

progressing smoothly.   
(50) 

[P-15/Role/FTF] 

1 S29: ano (..)  nihon  e  ikitai   desu.     Hikookidai wa ( ..) 

  Hum.   Japan  to go-want  be-POL   airfare    TOP 

ikura       desu     ka? 

How much  be-POL  Q 

“Hmm…I would like to go to Japan, so please tell me airfares.” 

2 S30: etto (…..) singapoorukuukoo (….) a (…) ga (…) e (…) sen (..) ichi  

well    Singapore airline           NOM    thousand  one 

sen (…)    san byaku (…) roku..jyuu (..) dollar doru (…). Etoo (…) 

thousand   three hundred  sixty            dollar      well 

Qantas (…) ichi sen (…)  yon (…) hyaku (…). a (..) yon byaku (..)  

         One thousand  four    hundred       four hundred 

gojyuu doru (…) etto Malaysia ( ..) kuukoo (…) a ichisen  

fifty   dollar   well           airline      one thousand 

ni.hyaku     doru desu (…)  eto (…) demo (…) an (…) Singapooru  

two hundred  dollar be-POL  well   but             singapore 

  no   kuukoo (…) a (….….) hachi (..) gatsu (…) nijyuu (…) go  

  PTL  airline             Eight   month    twenty   five   

nichi (….) kara (…….) ku gatsu   ni jyuu  go  nichi  made(……) 

day      from      September  twenty  five day   until 

ryokooo (..) shi(…) tara ichi (…) ichisen (…..) I (..) ppyaku (…….) 

travel     do     if  one    one thousand     one hundred     

ku (..) jyuu  doru   desu. 

ninety     dollar  be-POL 

“Well, Singapore airlines…… costs…….thousand……one…. 

Thousand……three hundred….and six..ty..dollars.  Then….Qantas is…..one 

thousand….four….hundred……and forty….fifty dollars. Hmmm…Malaysian… 

airlines…is one thousand two..hundred dollars.  Hmm….but…….for Singpoare 

airlines,…..……from…..August…twenty..fifth….to…..September…… 

twenty-fifth,…..if you travel then ….it is….one thousand….one..hundred…..and 

nine..ty dollars.”   
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3 S29: ha!  Moo  ichido  onegaishimasu (..) Singapore airline wa (……) 

  What more  once   please-do-POL                 TOP                  

Hachigatsu (…) 

August 

“What!? Could you say that again please. Singapore airlines  

is from August…?” 

4 S30: etto (..) hachi gatsu (…) tsu..nijyuugo  (..) nichi kara (….)  

  hmm..  August          twenty-five  day  from    

kugatsu (…)  nijyuugo   nichi (…) made (….) etto  waribiki   desu.      

September   two-ten five day     until      hmm..discount  be-POL    

Etto (…) ichi sen   icchi hyaku   kuujuuu  doru  desu. 

Hmm…  thousand one hundred   nine-ten  dollar  be-POL 

“Hmmm..  From August …25th to…. September….. 25th, a discounted

 price is available.  The cost is….$1190”. 

5 S29: un (…) a (…) ichi(…) sen      san   byaku  roku jyuu  doru 

  hmm        one   thousand  three  hundred sixty     dollar    

(…) no (..) wa     nan…nani   hikooki desu    ka? 

   one   TOP    what  what  airline be-POL  Q 

“What …is the airline…that costs one thousand….three hundred and sixty 

dollars?” 

6 S30: aa singapooru 

  oh  Singapore 

  “Oh, Singapore.” 

7 S29: aa singapooru (…) ano (……) futatsu wa (…) ano (…) Qantas wa 

  oh  Singpapore  hmm….   two    TOP  hmm         TOP  

ichisen ( ..)     go hyaku     e (.. ) ichi sen     yon hyaku  

one thousand   five hundred      one thousand  four hundred 

go jyuu  doru  desu (…)   ne? 

fifty    dollar  be-POL    FPTL 

“Oh, Singapore……so….the second one is….Qantas costs one…thousand five 

hundred.. one thousand four hundred and fifty dollars…., doesn’t it? 

8 S30: un soo. 

                Yes so 

  “yes, that’s right.” 

 

In line 1, S29 asked S30 about the cost of an airfare to Japan.  In line 2, S29 gave 

extensive information about the airfares from three airline companies and the duration 

of a discount airfare available from one of these companies.  Since it included a lot of 

numbers in high denominations for airfares, as well as some dates, S29’s speech became 
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excessively slow.  This consequently made it difficult for S30 to comprehend the 

information.  Consequently S30 needed to reconfirm the information for the rest of the 

exchange on the following aspects: the duration of the discount available for Singapore 

Airlines in line 3, the airline fare that cost $1360 in line 5 and the price for Qantas 

Airlines in line 7.  S30 responded accordingly for each question in lines 4, 6 and 8.  

Excerpt 51 below shows the discourse occurring in CMC for the same pair in this task. 
(51) 

[P-15/Role/CMC] 

1 S30: donna heya desu    ka? 

  How  room be-POL Q 

  “What kind of accommodation is available?” 

2 S29: gakuseiryoo        to  geshuku  to   apaato     desu. 

  Students’ dormitory  and homestay and  apartment  be-POL 

  “A students’ dormitory, homestay and apartments.” 

3 S30: gakuseiryoo        wa   ikura      desu     ka? 

  Students’ dormitory  TOP  how much  be-POL  Q 

  “How much is the students’ dormitory?” 

4 S29: tsuki   wa 5000 en   desu. 

  Month  TOP    yen  be-POL 

  “It costs 5000 yen per month.” 

5 S29: hirosa wa 4,5 jou            desu. 

  Width TOP   tatami mat size  be-POL 

  “The rooms are the width of 4 or 5 tatami mats.” 

6 S30: geshuku  wa? 

  Homestay Q 

  “How about homestay?” 

7 S29: 40,000 en   desu. 

        Yen  be-POL 

  “It’s 40,000 yen.” 

8 S30: apaato     wa? 

  Apartment  Q 

  “How about an apartment?” 

9 S29: daigaku   made wa   aruite     wa   3 pun    desu. 

  University  to  TOP  walk-by   TOP   minute  be-POL 

  “It’s a three minutes walk to the Uni.” 

10 S29: apaato    wa 30,000 en   desu. 

  Apartment TOP      yen  be-POL 

  “An apartment costs 30, 000 yen.” 
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11 S30: daigaku    kara   chikai  desu     ka? 

  University  from   close  be-POL   Q 

  “Is it close to the Uni?” 

12 S29: aruite    wa   10 pun      desu. 

  Walk-by  TOP    minute   be-POL 

  “It’s a ten minute walk.” 

13 S29: gomen…. basu de 10 pun    desu. 

  Sorry    bus  by  minute  be-POL 

  “Sorry, it takes 10 minutes by bus.” 

14 S30: sorede hirosa wa   6 jou…          geshuku  

  Then  width TOP    tatami mat size  homestay 

mo 6 jou            desu. 

Also  tatami mat size  be-POL 

“Also, the width of an apartment is equal to 6 tatami mats and a homestay room 

is the same.” 

 

S29 was providing S30 information about the various aspects of the three types of 

accommodation and it included multiple instances of numerical information that was 

presented using Arabic numerals: accommodation fees (lines 4, 7, 10), size of the rooms 

(lines 5 and 14) and the distance from the campus (lines 9, 12 and 13).  All this 

information with Arabic numerals was exchanged without any difficulties and did not 

incur any situations where the information recipient needed to reconfirm the 

information as happened in the FTF situation.  As a result, it facilitated the smooth 

progress of the task in CMC.  By using Arabic numerals, students missed out on 

chances of practicing numbers in Japanese.  Practicing numbers in Japanese can be 

more natural in aural-oral communication rather than in a written mode of 

communication.  In the latter, use of Arabic numerals or Chinese characters is 

generally the norm when exchanging numbers, considering the proficiency level of the 

students who participated, but neither of the systems are phonetic-based, therefore they 

do not provide practice for actually saying things in Japanese.  In this respect, 

facilitating learning numbers in Japanese needs further consideration in CMC. 

 

The next keyboard facility that helped to increase clarity of information was the use of 

brackets.  Brackets were used to provide additional information to the message on the 

part of the sender so as to promote easier understanding of the message on the part of 

the recipient.  Excerpt 52 below highlights this aspect occurring in CMC in the ‘Role 

play’ task. 
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(52) 

[P-7/CMC/Role] 

1 S13: daigaku  ni ichiban chikai no  wa   gakuseiryo        

  University to most  close  one TOP  students’ dormitory  

  desu.  

be-POL 

  “The closest to the university is the students’ dormitory.” 

2 S13: ryoo           wa   kyanpasu nai     desu. 

  student dormitory TOP  campus  inside  be-POL 

  (campus  no   naka) 

          PTL  inside 

  “The students’ dormitory is within the campus.” 

3 S14: ryoo              wa    denwa  ga    arimasu     ka? 

  Students’ dormitory  TOP  telephone NOM available-POL Q 

  “Do they have a telephone at the students’ dormitory?” 

4 S13: kyoudou (issho   ni   tsukau=share) no  denwa   ga       

  Share   together with  use         PTL telephone NOM  

  Arimasu. 

  Available-POL 

  “They have a phone which is shared between everyone.” 

5 S14: shokuji   ga    arimasu       ka? 

  Meal    NOM  available-POL  Q 

  “Are there meals available?” 

6 S13: homestay dake  desu. 

          Only  be-POL 

  “Only in homestay.” 

7 S13: appato      wa    jibun    de   tsukuru 

  apartment   TOP  yourself   by   cook 

  “You need to do your own cooking at the apartment.” 

8 S13: ryoo     wa   gakushoku (cafeteria)  ga     aru. 

  Dormitory TOP  cafeteria            NOM  exist 

  “A cafeteria is available at the students’ dormitory.” 

 

S13 was constantly helping S14 with the new words she was introducing either in the 

form of paraphrasing (line 2), translation (line 8) or a combination of both (line 4) that 

were provided in brackets.  This practice was not found in the discourse of S13 in the 

FTF situation as shown in excerpt 53 below. 
(53) 

[P-8/Role/FTF] 
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1 S13: nihon ni iru  toki  ni .  .shokuhi      wa   ikura  

  Japan at stay when PTL  cost of meals  TOP  how much  

gurai  desu      ka? 

  About  be-POL  Q 

  “About how much would a meal cost in Japan?” 

2 S14: shokuji wa  

  meals  TOP 

  “Meals (shokuji) are..” 

3 S13: shokuHI 

  cost of meals 

  “shokuHI” 

4 S14: ‘shokuhi’     wa   nan  desu    ka? 

  cost of meals  TOP  what be-POL  Q 

  “what is ‘shokuhi’?”  

5 S13: shokuji  no  nedan  wa  ikura     desu     ka. 

  Meal    PTL cost   TOP how much  be-POL  Q 

  “How much is ‘ the cost of meals’?” 

 

In line 1, S13 asked S14 for the cost of meals (shokuhi) in Japan.  In response, S14 

started to say ‘shokuji’ (meals) in line 2 as she thought that was the word she heard from 

S13.  However, S13 reminded S14 that it was ‘shokuHI’(cost of meals) in line 3 

indicating that what she was asking about was cost of meals(shokuhi), but not the meal 

itself (shokuji).  Since S13 did not know the word ‘shokuhi’, she asked S14 for its 

meaning in line 4.  S13 responded and rephrased the word in the last line.  New 

words used by S13 were introduced in this manner throughout this task in the FTF 

situation.  As shown, S13 dealt with new words differently in the CMC and the FTF 

situations: she explained the words at the time she introduced them in the former mode 

and explained the words through negotiation in the latter.  It can be said that CMC 

allowed one to be more attentive to the clarity of information for the recipient as the text 

based environment allowed more time to respond, hence it enabled consideration for the 

recipient.  However the practise described above for CMC may reduce the chances of 

negotiation.  Students need to be presented with clear guidelines for the use of such 

brackets.  Firstly, students are encouraged to negotiate meaning and forms when 

difficulties arise in communication and by doing so, reduce the excessive use of aids for 

one’s interlocutor to enhance his/her learning.  Lee (2008), when examining corrective 

feedback, suggested a need of appropriate training when scaffolding to maximize its 

effect via CMC.     
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Excerpt 53 above also showed another useful keyboard characteristic, capital letters (c.f. 

‘shokuHI’) for marking emphasis in CMC.  It helped to make points visually 

outstanding and this technique was often used when making corrections as shown in 

excerpt 54 below.   
(54) 

[P-13/Cosnt/CMC] 

1 S25: toiretto no  *roll  ga     *owatte atode,  tsukete  kudasai. 

  Toilet  PTL      NOM   finish  after   replace  please 

  “Please replace the toilet roll after it’s finished.” 

2 S26: toiretto PEEPAA / owattA atode 

  toilet     paper  finish  after 

3 S25: hai 

  yes 

  “yes” 

4 S26: 8 ban 

    no 

  “No 8” 

5 S25: toiretto peepaa ga     owatta  atode  tsukete  kudasai. 

  Toilet  paper  NOM  finish   after  replace  please 

  “Please replace the toilet roll after it’s finished.” 

6 S26: hai yoku  dekimashita 

  yes well  be able to do-POL-PAST 

  “Yes, well done.” 

 

In line 1, S25 made a sentence, but it included the English word ‘roll’, and also the verb 

‘owatte’ (finish) that was incorrectly conjugated.  In line 2, S26 corrected them and 

capital letters were effectively used: PEEPAA for ‘roll’ and ‘owattA’ to replace ‘owatte’.  

In line 3, S25 acknowledged this and then wrote the whole sentence incorporating these 

corrections in line 5.   

 

Another keyboard facility that was useful when making corrections in CMC was the use 

of question marks.  Excerpt 55 below show the example occurring in the constructing 

sentences task. 
(55) 

[P-13/Const/CMC] 

1 S26: go ban 

  five no 
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  “Number 5” 

2 S26: denwa    o       *sukau 

  telephone  ACC     use 

  “Use(sukau) the telephone” 

3 S25: sukau?????? Tsukau? 

  Use         use 

  “ ‘sukau’?  Isn’t that ‘tsukau’?” 

4 S26: jikan wa    ju   go    pun 

  time  TOP  ten  five  minute 

  “..time is fifteen minutes.” 

5 S26: dake  desu 

  only   be-POL 

  “only” 

6 S25: denwa      wo    tsukau  jikan  wa  15 fun      

  Telephone   ACC  use     time  TOP   minute  

  dake  desu. 

only  be-POL 

“You can use the telephone for no more than15 minutes.”  

7 S26: motto  jikan wa    dame      desu 

  more  time  TOP  prohibited  be-POL 

  “You’re not permitted to use it any more than that.” 

8 S26: hai  jyoozu desu. 

  Yes  good  be-POL 

  “Yes, that’s good.” 

 

In line 1, S26 indicated the start of a new sentence, Number 5, and wrote a part of it in 

line 2.  Since the word ‘sukate’ used by S26 was incorrect, S25 corrected this in line 3 

as follows: she repeated the incorrect word with consecutive question marks followed 

by the correct one with a single question mark at the end.  In line 6, S25 presented the 

whole sentence including the correction and S26 acknowledged it in the last line.   

        

The use of capital letters and question marks observed here when making corrections in 

CMC usually signal emphasis and the equivalent of a rising intonation respectively in 

the FTF situation.  The above examples from CMC discourse demonstrate what can be 

achieved in CMC to convey some aspects of FTF communication in a different mode, 

and using facilities produced by the keyboard.   

 

Overall, the keyboard features discussed in this section helped facilitate clear 
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transmission of the information exchanged.  What is recommended here is that L2 

practitioners need to fully understand the implication of using these features.  In 

addition, some concerns such as challenges in practicing numbers on-line and the 

potential of decreasing negotiation opportunities also need to be taken into account.  

With these points in mind, L2 practitioners may introduce proper use of these features to 

maximize students’ learning in this environment. 

 

7.1.5.2 Keyboard Facilities Used to Increase Empathy between the Students 

 

Students used various keyboard facilities to express their emotions and this helped 

develop empathy between them.  Excerpt 56 below highlights this aspect occurring in 

CMC for the ‘Constructing sentences’ task. 
(56) 

[P-12/Cosnt/CMC] 

1 S23: doa  wo   ‘gently’ ni    aketekudasai?? 

  Door ACC         PTL  open-please 

  “please open the door gently?” 

2 S23: kotoba  kotoba   kotoba!!  Watashi no   atama  ga    warui! 

  Word   word    word       I     PTL  brain  NOM bad 

  “words, words, words!!  I am so stupid!” 

3 S24: Iyaiya, yasashikuni shimetekudasai  yo :) 

  no     gently    close-please    FPTL 

  “Not at all, please close the door gently.” 

4 S24: Dai – jou – bu :) 

  OK 

  “Do not worry.” 

5 S23: hai! :) 

  yes 

  “OK” 

   - 

   - 

6 S24: Tsugi wa  ne… Denwa     wo 15  fun      ijyou  tsukau  

  Next TOP PTL  telephone  ACC   minutes  more  use 

no   wa    DAME! 

PTL  TOP  prohibited 

“The next one is.. ‘Do not use the telephone for more than 15  

minutes’.”  
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7 S23: Anata wa    kibishii  ne!!   :P 

  you   TOP  strict   FPTL 

  “You are quite strict, aren’t you?” 

8 S24: sou ne.    demo mae   ni   warui keiken    ga    

  so  FPTL  but  before PTL  bad  experience NOM  

atta       yo :)  Shiito ni  notteta :) 

exist-PST  FPTL sheet  on  being written-CAS-PST 

“Yes, I am.  But before they had a bad experience.   

It’s on the sheet.” 

 

In line 1, S23 made a sentence, but included the word ‘gently’ in English.  In the 

following line, she expressed her frustration about not being able to recall the word by 

using exclamation marks.  In lines 3 and 4, S24 provided the information in his 

sentence and eased S23’s frustration by using smiley faces and also visually emphasized 

the word ‘daijyoubu’ (no problem) by splitting up the word with dashes.  S23 

positively responded to this encouragement with a smiley face together with the use of 

an exclamation mark in line 5.  In line 6, S24 made a sentence and included the word 

‘DAME’ (no) in capital letters to emphasise the nature of the sentence, ‘prohibition’.  

As a response, S23 used a surprised face and exclamation mark when commenting on 

the S24’s strictness in line 7.  In the last line, S24 explained the reason why he needed 

to be strict and used the smiley faces to express his emotion.  It seemed that the 

students in this pair exploited various keyboard facilities to make an interesting 

environment to work and hence stimulated their discussion.  On the other hand, in their 

FTF discourse, they concentrated on what they were supposed to do and there was not 

much play of this sort, which was indeed frequently observed in their CMC discourse.  

Based on the questionnaire conducted at the end of the tasks, both of the students were 

found to be regular users of chat programs, therefore they were quite familiar with using 

keyboard facilities.  This was especially the case for S24, who was not so fluent in his 

speech in the FTF situation, but became quite eloquent in this text-based environment 

supported by his regular exposure to the mode.   

 

7.2 Negative Aspects of Students’ Collaboration in CMC 

As shown so far, some collaborations found in CMC were quite effective for promoting 

the students’ learning experience.  On the other hand, there were others that were not 

as effective or that even negatively affected their learning of the language.  In this 

section, the following negative aspects of students’ collaboration that were found in 
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CMC are individually discussed: reduced amount of extended communication, 

exchange of lengthy messages, exchange of short sentences, lack of non-verbal cues, 

lack of private speech and problems caused by lack of chronological order.  This 

section is accordingly divided into five sections from 7.2.1 through 7.2.5 addressing 

each point in turn.   

 

7.2.1 Reduced Amount of Extended Communication  

 

Exchanging information in CMC took much longer than in the FTF situation because of 

the time required to type and read information as opposed to that required in oral/aural 

communication.  This aspect of CMC most affected the ‘Role play’ task where a 

substantial amount of information was supposed to be exchanged.  The disadvantage 

of CMC in this task in terms of time constraints was demonstrated by the fact that no 

single pair was able to complete the task in CMC while ten out of 14 pairs completed it 

in the FTF situation.  Consequently, the students focused on merely exchanging 

information that was available on the worksheet in CMC and did not engage in more 

extended talk.  Excerpt 57 below shows the extended speech occurring in the FTF 

situation where the students were discussing a tour available in Japan. 
(57)    

[P-7/Role/FTF] 

 

1 S8: kono tsuaa wa   doko  ni   itttemo (…) 

  this  tour  TOP where  to  go-even if 

  “In this tour, no matter where you go…” 

2 S7: nanajyuu doru? 

  Seventy  dollar 

  “seventy dollars?” 

3 S8: un nanayuu doru.  Demo..an…anata no  destination (…) an (…) 

  yes senvety dollar  but       you  PTL destination    hmm.. 

  “Yes, seventy dollars.  But …your destination……” 

4 S7: Eigo    de? 

  English  in 

  “In English?” 

5 S8: Eigo   de  when you depart, shupatsu (…) suru (…) 

  English in                 depart       do 

  “In English, ‘when you depart’, shupatsu ..suru..” 
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6 S7: shitai     toki 

  do-want   when  

  “shitai toki (when you want to).” 

7 S8: suru  mae (..) an untensha  ni  nedan  wo   haratte  kudasai. 

  Do   before    driver     to  cost   ACC  pay    please 

  “before departing, please pay the driver.” 

8 S7: aa hai 

  oh yes 

  “Yes, ok.” 

9 S8: daijyoobu? 

  Ok 

  “Did you understand?” 

10 S7: wakarimashita.  

  Understand-POL-PST 

  “Yes, I understood.” 

 

In lines 1 and 2, the students were talking about the cost of the tour.  In line 3, S8 was 

trying to compose the sentence explaining the payment method for the ticket, but he 

became stuck.  In line 4, S7 encouraged S8 to say it in English.  In line 5, S8 took this 

suggestion and translated the phrase that he wanted to express in English and then 

started to compose the sentence again.  S8 completed the sentence in line 7 for which 

S7 also provided help in line 6.  In line 9, S8 asked S7 whether S7 understood her 

sentence and S7 acknowledged it in the last line.  This part of the conversation on S8’s 

part was his improvisation and this extension of his speech provided him an opportunity 

to stretch his current language capacity.  Throughout their conversation, both of the 

students extended their conversation and especially S8, who was a novice, benefited 

from S7’s assistance on these occasions.  On the other hand, in CMC, they did not 

extend their conversation beyond what they were supposed to exchange and the contrast 

that appeared across the modes in this pair was quite apparent in this task.  Overall, the 

students were limited by time in this task in CMC.  Consequently, they compensated 

for this time loss by reducing the opportunities for extended talk where there might have 

been a potential learning experience.    

 

7.2.2 Exchange of Lengthy Messages  

 

Another negative aspect of students’ collaboration found in CMC was exchange of 

lengthy messages.  Excerpt 58 below highlights this point where the students are 
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involved in the ‘Spot the differences’ task.  
(58)      

[P-10/Spot/CMC] 

1 S19: teberu  no    ue wa    kudamono  ga     arimasu    ka? 

  Table   PTL  top TOP  fruit        NOM  exist-POL  Q 

  “Is there fruit on the table?” 

2 S20: hitori wa?   Megane  o     kaketeiru   otoko  no   hito    

  One  TOP  glasses  ACC  wear-AUX  man   PTL  person  

desu     ka.  Taberu  no   ue   ni  kudamono  ga 

be-POL  Q    table   PTL  top  on  fruit       NOM 

   mitsu  arimasu.    Booru  no   naka  ni  arimasu. 

  Three  exist-POL  bowl   PTL  inside  in  exist-POL 

  “Is there a man who is wearing glasses?  There are three fruits  

on the table.  They are in the bowl.” 

3 S20: hito    wa   coohi  cuppu  ga     arimasu   ka?  Otoko  

  person  TOP  coffee  cup   NOM  exist-POL  Q   man  

  wa   coppu ga     arun       desu     kedo, motteinai. 

  TOP  cup   NOM  exist-NLZ  be-POL  but  hold-AUX-NEG 

  Onna    wa  coppu  o     motteimasu. 

  Females  TOP cup    ACC  hold-AUX-POL 

  “Do they have cups?  My man has a cup, but he is not holding it. 

  The woman is holding it.” 

4  S19: chotto   matte  kudasai 

   little     wait   please 

  “Could you wait a moment, please?” 

5  S19: futari ga    imasu,     migi  no   hito    wa    onna   no 

   Two  NOM exist-POL  right  PTL  person  TOP  female  PTL  

   hito    desu.     Onna   no    hito   wa   cohi  no  cuppu 

  person  be-POL female  PTL  person TOP  coffee  PTL cup 

 o     motteimasu.    Hidari no  te     wo   tsukaimasu. 

 ACC  hold-AUX-POL left    PTL hand  ACC  use-POL 

 Taberu de  yotsu  no   kudamono ga      arimasu. 

   Table  on  four  PTL  fruit     NOM   exist-POL 

   “There are two people.  The person on the right is female.   

   She is holding a cup.  She is using her left hand.  There are four  

   pieces of fruit on the table.” 

6 S20: hai.  Jya – kudamono wa   chigaimasu.   Migi  gawa  no  

  yes  then  fruit     TOP  different-POL  right  side  PTL  

 doa wa     akemasu  ka?  Shimeteimasu     ka? 

 Door TOP   open-POL Q    close-AUX-POL  Q 
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 “Yes, then the fruit is different.  Is the right hand side door open  

 or closed?” 

 

In line 1, S19 asked S20 whether there were fruits on the table.  In lines 2 and 3, S20 

provided lengthy information.  In line 2, S20 asked S19 about the man in the picture 

and also answered the S19’s question about the fruits on the table.  S20 subsequently 

introduced a different topic about coffee cups in line 3, whether the people on the 

picture were holding a cup or not.  In line 5, S19 answered the question about the 

coffee cups and his people and also described his own fruit on the table saying there 

were four pieces.  In line 6, S20 summarised that their fruits were different and 

continued to introduce his next question about the door.  The negative aspect of this 

collaboration was that it was taking so long to obtain information.  What caused the 

problem here was that the students packed a lot of information within a turn.  As a 

result, this exchange took nearly half of their entire discourse, but resulted in only one 

difference being found.  In other words, this is a very uneconomical way of doing the 

task.   

 

It can be said that the degree of disadvantage experienced when exchanging long 

messages may depend on the task.  For example, in such a task where one student 

holds all the information and the other is extracting the information, lengthy messages 

can be tolerated, and may even be inevitable, if information exchange is to take place.  

This feature was previously seen in excerpt 47 where the students were involved in the 

‘Role play’ task.  In excerpt 47, some of the information exchange was done in bulk, 

but the students did so in a very organized way, therefore it was assessed positively.  

By contrast, the ‘Spot the difference’ task shown in excerpt 58 above needs a different 

approach as it was a two-way information exchange activity where both students have 

information to share in order to complete the task.  What is required in this task is 

good turn-taking with the use of shorter sentences so that a variety of aspects of the 

pictures could be discussed in a short period of time.   Excerpt 59 below shows an 

example of this approach, occurring in CMC. 
(59) 

[P-2/Spot/CMC] 

1 S3: neko wa   neteimasu     ka? 

  Cat  TOP sleep-AUX-POL Q 

  “Is the cat sleeping?” 
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2 S4: hai 

  yes 

  “yes” 

3 S3: shiroi neko desu    ka? 

  White cat  be-POL Q 

  “Is that cat white?” 

4 S4: hai 

  yes 

  “yes” 

5 S4: hidari no  kabe  ni karendar  ga     aru? 

  Left  PTL wall  on calendar  NOM  exist 

  “Is there a calendar on the left side of the wall?” 

6 S3: sono neko wa   zabuton ni  neteimasu       ka? 

  That cat  TOP  cusion  on  sleep-AUX-POL Q 

  “Is that cat sleeping on the cushion?” 

7 S4: 11  gatsu ? 

      month 

  “November?” 

8 S4: zabuton  ga    nai. 

  Cusion   NOM none 

  “There is no cushion.” 

 

In excerpt 59, S3 inquired about the different aspects of the cats over a couple of turns: 

whether they were lying down in line 1, whether they were white in line 3 and whether 

they were lying down on the cushion in line 6.  S4 acknowledged all the questions and 

finally gave the difference found in her picture, about the cushion, in line 8.   As 

shown, S3 asked about one aspect of the cat at a time and in this way, S3 was able to 

keep her sentences relatively short and stimulated good turn-taking with her partner.  

This example also demonstrated another technique that contributed to improve 

efficiency in doing the task, keeping sentences short.  S4 was constantly using plain 

forms in lines 5, 7 and 8 both when questioning and answering while S3 was constantly 

using polite forms that require ‘desu’ and ‘masu’ at the end of each verb.  In CMC, the 

use of plain forms may be worth encouraging for the following reasons: firstly, they are 

more economical in production therefore suited to CMC and secondly, it is important to 

learn this form as it is the form that is most commonly used between peers in the real 

world, but little emphasis is placed on using this form in an ordinary Japanese 

classroom situation where ‘desu’ ‘masu’ forms are predominantly used. 
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Overall, the exchange of shorter sentences was a much-needed approach to do this task 

efficiently and this naturally happened in the FTF situation.  However, in the electronic 

environment, some students approached the task in ways that were not quite suited for 

the purposes of such a task.  It was also explained that exchange of lengthy messages 

can be tolerated in some task types and not in others.  Discussion of the proper use of 

CMC in relation to different task types may help students learning in this environment.    

 

7.2.3 Exchange of Truncated Sentences  

 

As has been discussed, the use of shorter sentences is to be encouraged in CMC to 

achieve a good economy of communication.  However, in some other cases than the 

one discussed above, economy sometimes became excessive.  Excerpt 60 highlights 

this aspect occurring in CMC in the ‘Role play’ task. 
(60) 

[P-9/Role/CMC] 

1 S18: kisoku  ga   arimasu  ka? 

  Rule   NOM exist-POL Q 

  “Are there rules?” 

2 S18: kibishii desu     ka? 

  Strict  be-POL  Q 

  “Is it strict?” 

3 S18: ofuro sugoi. 

  Bath  excellent 

  “The bath is excellent.” 

4 S17: denwa     wo    tsuketemo   ii   desu. 

  Telephone  ACC  use- even if  ok  be-POL 

  “you can use the telephone.” 

5 S18: :))))))))) 

6 S17: kisoku  wa…? 

  Rule    Q 

  “What is ‘kisoku’?” 

7 S18: rules 

8 S18: petto?? 

  Pet 

  “How about pets?” 

9 S18: tabako 

  tobacco 

  ‘cigarettes?” 
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10 S17: petto  wa    dame       desu 

  pet    TOP  prohibited   be-POL 

  “You can’t keep pets.” 

11 S18: paatii 

  party 

  “Party?” 

12 S18: :( 

13 S17: demo tabako  wo    suttemo        ii  desu. 

  But  tabacco  ACC  smoke-even if  ok  be-POL 

  “But you can smoke.” 

14 S18: Osake 

  alchole 

  “Alchole?” 

15 S18: :))))) 

 

This exchange was characterized by S18’s truncated messages.  In lines 1 and 2, S18 

who played the role of a student asked S17 who played the role of an accommodation 

officer about the rules that needed to be observed in the students’ dormitory.  S18 

inquired following aspects of the rules: whether it is ok to keep pets (line 8), to smoke 

(line 9), to have a party (line 11) and to drink alcohol (line 14).  On all these occasions, 

only a single word was used to form questions.  S17 responded in properly formed 

sentences (lines 4, 10 and 13) while S18 showed her emotions using emoticons such as 

smiley and sad faces instead of using language.  As shown, S18’s speech became quite 

symbolic involving only words and emoticons in CMC.  In their FTF discourse, it was 

never observed that S18 truncated her sentences to this extent.   Overall, the truncated 

communication found in CMC may have learning implications for the development of 

the syntax in a L2.   

 

7.2.4 Lack of Extralinguistic Cues  

 

FTF communication does not only involve verbal information, but extralinguistic cues 

such as silence and puzzled expressions also play a vital role in communicating 

problems.  Lack of these extralinguistic cues in CMC was described in the previous 

chapter where ‘silence’ as an indicator for communication breakdowns failed to occur in 

CMC (Chapter 5, section 5.5).  There were also other types of extralinguistic cues 

available in the FTF situation that were used for the purpose of resolving 

communication breakdowns.  Excerpt 61 below shows an example occurring in the 



 155 

‘Role play’ task where ‘laugh’ was used to prompt negotiation. 
(61) 

[P-3/Role/FTF] 

1 S6: Tsuaa tsuaa-dai  wa  ikura       desu   ka? 

  tour  tour-cost  TOP  how much   is    Q 

  “How much does the tour cost?”   

2 S5: @@@@ tsuaa-dai!? 

   Tour-cost 

  ““tsuaa-dai”!?” 

3 S6: tsuaa dai (…..) tour dai. 

  Tour-cost     tour cost 

  “ ‘tsuaa-dai’, ‘tour-dai’.” 

4 S5: @@@@@@@@     

5 S6: TOUR @@@  

6 S5: Aa (... .) tour (…) @@@@@ wakarimashita. 

  oh     tour               understand-POL-PAST 

  “Oh, I get it.” 

 

In this example, negotiation occurred for the word ‘tsuaa-dai’ meaning ‘cost of tour’.  

S5 did not understand the word used by S6, so repeated the word in line 2.  S6 

modified the word by providing an English pronunciation for the first part of the word 

in the next line.  However, S5 still did not understand and laughed in line 4.  In line 5, 

S6 repeated the English part again with an emphasis and this time, S5 successfully 

understood it in the last line.  As shown, ‘laugh’ was effectively used to communicate 

the problem.  Excerpts 62 and 63 below represent other extralinguistic cues that were 

used in the FTF situation: pointing to objects and gesturing respectively.         
(62) 

[P-5/Spot/FTF] 

1 S9: hikidashi ni (…) nobu (………) marui  nobu   ga    arimasu? 

  Drawer  on    knob        round  knob  NOM  exist-POL 

  “On your drawer, a knob…is there a round knob?” 

2 S10: (…) shirimasen (………)  nobu ( ..) nobu   no   imi       wa? 

      Know-POL-NEG    knob     knob  PTL  meaning   Q 

  “..I do not know……knob..knob.  what is ‘knob’?” 

3 S9: ano (..) doa no  doa  no  tokoro (…) ano (…………) asoko     nobu  

  well  door PTL door PTL  place     hmm…       over there  knob 

  (pointing to the door knob) 

“Well..a door…a door…over there is a knob.” 
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4 S10: hai  hai  hai 

  yes  yes  yes 

  “Oh, yes.” 

 

In line 1, S9 asked S10 whether the drawers in her picture had round knobs.  In line 2, 

S10 responded that he did not know the word ‘nobu’ (knob) and asked S9 for the 

meaning.  In line 3, S9 was trying to explain the word in the context of a doorknob, but 

became stuck and so simply pointed to the doorknob in the room.  This was 

successfully understood by S10 in the last line.  Excerpt 63 below shows an example 

where a gesture helped to solve the problem in the ‘Spot the differences’ task.  The 

students were discussing the location of the radio. 
(63)   

[P-13/Spot/FTF] 

1 S26: sofa  no   ue   rajio  ga      arimasu   ka? 

  Sofa  PTL  top  radio  NOM   exist-POL  Q 

  “Is there a radio on the sofa?” 

2 S25: teeburu no   ue 

  table   PTL  top 

  “It’s on top of the table.” 

3 S26: oh  iie  iie 

      No  no 

  “Ah, mine is not.” 

4 S25: teeburu  no (…….) chotto  matte (……) ushiro (…) front  wa? 

  Table    PTL     little   wait       behind           Q 

  Teeburu wa   koko.  Sofaa  wa   koko.  Rajio  wa  koko (..)  

  Table   TOP  here  sofar   TOP  here  radio  TOP  here 

  (gesturing) 

   “On the table…oh, wait…..behind…what is ‘front’?  The table is  

  here, the sofa is here and the radio is here.” 

5 S26: oh mae? 

    Front 

  “mae (front)” 

6 S25: hai  mae.  Teeburu  no    mae. 

  Yes front   table     PTL  front 

  “Yes, ‘mae’.  Mine is in front (mae) of the table.” 

 

In line 1, S26 asked S25 whether there was a radio on the sofa.  In line 2, S25 

answered that her radio was on the table and then S26 responded that hers was not.  In 
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line 4, S25 realised that her description of the location of the radio was incorrect.  She 

then started to explain the location again, but could not recall the word for ‘front’ and so 

used a gesture to indicate the location of the objects.  It helped when S26 offered the 

word ‘mae’ (front) for S25 in line 5 so that in the last line, S25 acknowledged the word 

and successfully restated the location.  As shown, pointing to objects and performing a 

gesture were helpful solutions when one was having difficulties regarding what s/he 

wanted to say in the FTF situation, especially involving L1-L2 communication.  The 

use of these non-verbal cues was obviously not possible in text-based communication.  

Excerpt 64 below shows an example occurring in CMC for the same pair.  In this 

exchange, the students were involved in a similar context as in Excerpt 63 where they 

were explaining the location of objects.   
(64) 

[P-13/Spot/CMC] 

1 S25: hon   wo   shimete 

  book  ACC  close-and 

  “The book is closed.” 

2 S26: watashi  mo. 

  I        too 

  “Mine too.” 

3 S25: shinbun     wa   hon   wo   on top of  desu 

  Newspaper  TOP  book  ACC           be-POL 

  “The newspaper is on top of the book.” 

4 S25: hon on top of  shinbun    desu 

  book         newspaper  be-POL 

  “The book is on top of the newspaper.” 

5 S26: iie  shinbun     ga    arimasen. 

  No  newspaper  NOM  exist-POL-NEG 

  “No, there is no newspaper.” 

 

In lines 1 and 2, S25 and S26 agreed that their books in the pictures were closed.  Then 

in lines 3 and 4, S25 was explaining the locations of the book and the newspaper and 

used the English phrase ‘on top of’ in her sentences as she did not know the expression 

in Japanese.  As shown, S25 solved the problem by using a gesture in the FTF 

situation and by using an English translation in CMC.  S25 often code-switched to 

English within a sentence in CMC when she came across unknown words or phrases.  

English usage to this extent was not seen in the FTF discourse of S25.   
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Overall, the use of gestures and other extralinguistic cues available in the FTF mode 

promoted a learning environment where the students could keep using Japanese and 

solve the problem at the time of difficulty rather than merely relying on English.  The 

use of romanised Japanese instead of Japanese orthography in this study, may have also 

helped to create an English tolerant environment in CMC.  In this respect, CMC may 

have a disadvantage as extralinguistic cues cannot be used. 

 

7.2.5 Lack of Private Speech in CMC 

 

In FTF communication, it was occasionally observed that the students attended to 

private speech (self-directed talk) when they encountered problems and attempted to 

overcome them.  However, this practice was rarely observed in CMC.  Excerpts 65 

through 67 show examples of private speech that occurred in the FTF situation.  

Firstly, Excerpt 65 occurred in the ‘Constructing sentences’ task.   
(65) 

[P-7/Cosnt/FTF] 

1 S14: ok (…) *neno  wa    cloth 

                    cloth  TOP 

  “OK…..neno is cloth.” 

2 S13: nani  ga? 

  What  NOM 

  “What is it?” 

3 S14: *neno 

      cloth 

  “neno” 

4 S13: *neno? 

  Cloth 

  “neno?” 

5 S14: *ne-no 

  cloth 

  “ne-no” 

6 S13: soo 

  ok 

  “ok” 

7 S14: NO nu-no  inu  inu  inu   nu- no  nu- no  gomen  nuno 

      cloth  dog  dog  dog  cloth  cloth    sorry   cloth 

  “No, nu-no, inu inu inu nuno…nu no…sorry it’s ‘nuno’.” 
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In line 1, S14 was introducing S15 the new word ‘nuno’ (cloth) from his sheet but he 

read it incorrectly, ‘neno’ instead of ‘nuno’.  While exchanging the word from lines 2 

through 6, S14 came to realize the mistake and so corrected it in line 7.  S14 engaged 

in a private speech to solve this problem: firstly, he noticed that the first symbol used in 

the word ‘nu-no’, that he mistakenly read ‘ne-no’, was the same as the last hiragana 

used in ‘i-nu’ (dog).  So, he repeated the word ‘inu’ a few times and realized that it 

should be read ‘nu’ instead of ‘ne’.  This example represents a case where the problem 

was solved by the speaker alone.  Excerpt 66 below shows a case occurring in the 

‘Role play’ task where the speaker’s private speech triggered an assistance from his 

interlocutor. 
(66)     

[P-7/Role/FTF] 

1 S13: watashi  wa   tookyoo  ni  tomatteiru  toki   wa   ano (…) 

  I        TOP  Tokyo   at  stay-AUX  when  TOP hmm    

   Kootsuuhi        kootsuuhi         wa   ikura  

  Transportation fee  transportation fee  TOP  how much 

gurai  da  to    omoimasu? 

About  be  PTL  think-POL 

“When I stay in Tokyo…… how much do you think the cost of 

transportaion…..transporation would be?”  

2 S14: kootsuu  wa  traffic (… ) kootsuuHI       wa (…)  traffic day. 

  Traffic   TOP         transportation fee  TOP 

  “ ‘Kootsuu’ is ‘traffic’….’kootsuuhi’ is ‘traffic day’.” 

3 S13: chigaimasu @@@  ano,   sono  ‘hi’  wa  ‘price fee’ transportation  

  incorrect-POL      well   that   fee  TOP 

to    iu    no     desu. 

QT   say   one    be-POL  

  “That’s not correct.  Well, that ‘hi’ means price, so it means 

  ‘cost of transportation’.” 

  

In line 1, S13 asked S14 about the transportation fee in Tokyo.  S14 did not know the 

word ‘kootsuuhi’ (transportation fee) that was used by S13, therefore he endeavored to 

work it out by himself in line 2: he translated the first part ‘kootsuu’ into ‘traffic’ and the 

last part ‘hi’ into ‘day’ and figured it out as a ‘traffic day’.  However, S14’s translation 

of ‘hi’ as a ‘day’ was incorrect in this context.  In line 3, S13 pointed this out to S14 

and provided the correct translation of the word, ‘fee’.  This example shows a case 

where the speaker’s private talk triggered the listener to solve the problem.  Excerpt 67 
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below presents the last type of private speech occurring in the ‘Role play’ task where 

the students are working collaboratively to find out the word ‘the fifth day’ in Japanese.       
(67) 

[P-13/Role/FTF] 

1 S25: a hachigatsu (…) go (..) *go nichi?  No hung on (……) hachi gatsu  

    August       five   five day                   August 

  (……) tsuitachi (…) futsu (..) ka 

        the first    the second  

  “Five…fifth day (go nichi) of August!?  Hang on….August …. 

the first, …the second…” 

2 S26: itsutsu I think 

  five    

  “I think it’s ‘itsutsu’.” 

3 S25: itsutsu 

  five  

  “itsutsu” 

4 S26: itsu (.) ka(…..) itsuka? 

  the  fifth    the fifth 

  “itsu..ka… ‘itsuka’?” 

5 S25: ok it’s muika (…)  muika   is sixth..Itsuka    muika,  

       the sixth    the sixth        the fifth  the sixth 

  yeah that’s right. 

  “Ok, it’s muika.  ‘Muika’ is ‘sixth’ ..itsuka muika, yes, that’s right.” 

6 S26: itsuka 

  the fifth 

  “itsuka” 

7 S25: hai itsuka.    Itsuka    kara….nijyuugo        made. 

  Yes the fifth  the fifth   from  the twenty fifth   until 

  “Yes, ‘itsuka’.  From the fifth (itsuka) …to the twenty fifth.” 

 

In line 1, S25 was explaining to S26 the duration of her travel in Japan and she was 

having difficulty to say ‘the fifth day’, so started counting from ‘the first’.  In line 2, 

S26 interrupted S25 saying that it was ‘itsutsu’(five), but, in line 4, S26 restated that it 

maybe was ‘itsuka’(the fifth day).  In an attempt to confirm this, S25 started counting 

again including ‘itsuka’ and ‘muika’(the sixth day) and came to an agreement that it was 

correct.  In the last line, S25 successfully made the sentence incorporating the word.  

This shows an example of private speech that helped to solve the problem through 

collaboration with one’s interlocutor. 
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This private speech that was used for the purpose of problem solving was not found in 

CMC.  However, it was frequently found that the students became quite impatient 

while their interlocutors were going through this process.  Excerpts 68 and 69 below 

highlight this point from the same pairs as discussed in Excerpts 66 and 67 above.   
(68) 

[P-13/Cosnt/CMC] 

1 S26: nana ban 

  seven no 

  “No. 7” 

2 S25: hayaku 

  quickly 

  “Hurry up.” 

3 S25: zzzzzzzzzz 

4 S26: toire  no  roll  ga    owarimashita    atode,     tsukeru  o  

  toilet  PTL     NOM finish-POL-PAST  after-PTL  replace  ACC 

shite  kudasai. 

Do   please 

  “After the toilet roll has finished, please replace it with a new one.” 

 

The students were involved in the ‘Constructing sentences’ task.  In line 1, S26 

declared that they move on to the next sentence.  S25 urged S26 to send a message in 

the following two lines, firstly asking her to be quick and secondly, with a snoring 

sound.  In line 4, S26 finally completed the long sentence.  Excerpt 69 below shows a 

similar case occurring in the ‘Role play’ task. 
(69) 

[P-7/Role/CMC] 

1 S14: konnichiwa  watashi  wa    seito    desu. 

  Hello        I       TOP  student  be-POL 

  “Hello, I am a student.” 

2 S13: hai  konnichiwa 

  yes  hello 

  “Yes, hello.” 

3 S13: moshimoshi!! 

  hello 

  “hello!!” 

4 S14: donna           tomaru  tokoro  ga     arimasu    ka? 

  What kind of      stay     place   NOM  exist-POL  Q 

  “What kinds of accommodation are available?” 
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5 S13: nanka     shitsumon 

  something  question 

  “Any questions?” 

6 S13: gomen ima moratta! 

  Sorry now  receive-PAST 

  “Sorry, I’ve just got it.” 

 

In lines 1 and 2, the students greeted each other.  In line 3, S13 urged S14 to send a 

message by saying ‘moshimoshi’ (hallo).  In reply, S14 sent his question in line 4.  In 

line 5, S13 did not notice this question and prompted S14 again.  In the last line, S13 

apologised and acknowledged that she received the question. 

 

As shown, in CMC, the students became impatient if their partner paused.  This was 

thought to be a potential problem in CMC where thinking processes required time, 

hence created a pause in communication.  However the students were not so tolerant of 

silence in this mode of communication as there were no other extralinguistic signs to 

indicate what was causing the silence.  Overall no case of private speech was found in 

CMC in this study, hence the potential to involve peers to solve problems, as discussed 

above in the FTF situation, was not realized in this mode.   

 

7.2.6 Problems Caused by Lack of Chronological Order  

 

It is a challenge to trace the chronological development of a conversation in CMC due 

to the delay between sending and receiving messages.  This occasionally created a 

major problem in CMC.  Excerpt 70 below demonstrates this aspect occurring in the 

‘Constructing sentences’ task. 
(70) 

[P-9/Cosnt/CMC] 

1 S17: 4 ban. 10 ji       no    ato  de    *shikukana  kudasai. 

    No.     o’clock  PTL   after  PTL  quiet       please 

  “Number 4.  Please keep quiet (shikukana) after 10 o’clock.” 

2 S18: *shikukana? 

  quiet 

  “shikukana (quiet)!?” 

3 S17: shizukana 

  quiet 

  “shizukana(quiet)” 
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4 S18: chotto matte 

  little  wait 

  “Wait a moment!” 

5 S17: Sorry!? 

6 S18: 10 ji          no   ato     de…… chigau! 

     O’clock    PTL  after    PTL  incorrect 

  “ ‘after 10 o’clock’, is incorrect.” 

7 S17: nani 

  what 

  “what?” 

8 S18: 10 ji      no    ato     de    shizuka 

    o’clock  PTL  after     PTL  quiet 

  “After 10 o’clock, quiet” 

9 S17: hai  yokudeshimashita :) 

  yes  well-be able to-POL-PST 

  “Yes, well done.” 

10 S18: na   hito    ni  narimasu??:) 

  PTL  person  to  become-POL 

  “become a person” 

11 S18: 5 ban 

    No. 

  “Number 5” 

12 S17: ????? na  hito =   hoka  no    hito 

       PTL person  other   PTL  person 

  “Isn’t ‘na hito’ ‘hoka no hito’?” 

13 S17: 5 ban 

     No. 

  “Number 5”  

14 S18: shizukana hito    ni   narimasu… 

  quiet     person  to  become-POL 

  “become a quiet person” 

15 S18: mae     kara 

  before   from  

  “from before” 

 

This long discourse consisted of two parts.  The first part is from lines 1 through 7 

where S17 constructed the sentence and S18 became critical about the sentence.  The 

second part is from lines 8 through 15 where S18 revised the sentence, but it was 

misinterpreted by S17 because of the way the sentence was presented.  S18 
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constructed the sentence using the two lines, in lines 8 and 10.  S17 thought that the 

first part of the sentence that was presented in line 8 was a whole sentence, so she 

acknowledged this in line 9.  S17 then interpreted the second part of S18’s sentence (in 

line 10) as having to do with sentence No. 3 upon which they were working earlier.  

S17 thought of this as the beginning of the earlier sentence No. 3 (‘hoka no hito’) as it 

was similar to the beginning of the second part of No. 4 sentence ( ‘na hito’) in line 10.  

S18 tried to correct the mistake in the last two lines; firstly by connecting the two 

sentences together in line 14 and secondly by explaining that they were the same 

sentence in line 15.  The students needed to stop the task here and whether S17 was 

able to realize her misinterpretation was unknown.  This is an example of a segmented 

sentence causing a problem in CMC.  Excerpt 71 below shows a similar case found in 

the FTF situation for this pair.  This time, they were free from any confusion.   
(71) 

[P-9/Const/FTF] 

1 S17: ano (..)  sarada oiru (…) de 

  then    salad   oil    with 

  “Then…with…salad oil” 

2 S18: oh, uun uun  

     no  no 

  “Oh, no no.”  

3 S17: pan       wo 

  frying pan  ACC 

  “frying pan” 

4 S18: uun  

  no 

  “no” 

5 S17: sarada  oiru  no   cloth 

  salad   oil   PTL 

  “cloth with salad oil” 

6 S18: uun.  Nuno wa  cloth. A nuno (……) 

  no   cloth  TOP       cloth  

  sarada  oiru  wo (……) tsuketa    nuno   wo  

  salad    oil  ACC    soak-PAST  cloth  ACC 

  “No, cloth is ‘nuno’.  A cloth……a cloth that was soaked with… 

  salad oil” 

7 S17: fukimasu. 

  Wipe-POL 

  “wipe”  
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8 S18: uun pan (…)    wo   fukimasu.   Sarada oiru  wo (…) tsuketa 

  no  frying pan   PTL wipe-POL   salada  oil  PTL   soak-PAST 

  nuno (……) wo   fukimasu. 

  cloth     PTL  wipe-POL 

  “no, wipe… the frying pan.  Wipe…with (wo) the cloth that was  

soaked with …salad oil.” 

9 S17: De?  de ?  Nuno  DE    fukimasu? 

  With with  cloth  with    wipe-POL 

  “‘with’ (de)? with (de) ?  Wipe with (de) the cloth?” 

10 S18: aa  hai  hai   nuno  DE   fukimasu. 

  Oh yes  yes    cloth  with   wipe 

  “oh, yes, yes, wipe with (de) the cloth.” 

   

S17 started to construct the sentence, but S18 was continuously saying ‘uun’ (no) in 

reply.  In line 6, S18 started to build her version of the sentence and completed it in 

line 8.  In line 9, S17 inquired S18 whether the particle ‘de’ (with) should be used 

instead of ‘wo’ in the sentence and it was acknowledged by S18 in the last line.  As 

shown, in the FTF situation, S18 could take time to construct her sentence as described 

in lines 6 and 8 while in CMC she was urged to send the portion of the sentence first so 

as not to create a prolonged waiting time for S17, but ironically it created the problem.  

Overall, the delayed communication in CMC has a potential to hamper the successful 

transmission of the message.     
 

7.3  Concluding Remarks  

This chapter examined students’ collaboration found in CMC and FTF interaction and 

demonstrated how the characteristics of CMC shaped the students’ collaboration 

compared with that which occurred in the FTF situation.  The results showed a great 

potential for CMC in L2 learning and also highlighted some issues that exist in this 

learning environment.  Further discussion of the results is presented in chapter 9 

(Section 9.1.3) where all the results are summarized and their implication for L2 

learning in a CMC context is discussed. 
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CHAPTER 8 

STUDENTS’ PERCEPTION OF CMC AND FTF 

COMMUNICATION 
 

This chapter aims to answer research question 4: What are the students’ perceptions of 

conducting tasks in CMC and FTF communication?  To achieve this, the students’ 

questionnaire that was conducted at the completion of all the tasks was analysed.  The 

questionnaire sought responses to the following eight aspects: 

 

1) Students’ perception of reading and writing in CMC 

2) Students’ perception of the tasks performed  

3) Students’ perception of CMC in terms of learning 

4) Students’ perception of the three tasks conducted in CMC and FTF 

communication 

5) Students’ perception of various aspects of interaction in CMC and FTF 

communication   

6) Students’ perception of positive and negative aspects of CMC 

7) Students’ suggestions for improving CMC and 

8) Strategies used in CMC. 

 

The results of each aspect are presented respectively in section 8-1 to section 8-8.   

 

8.1 Students’ Perception of Reading and Writing in CMC  

In this section, results of the analyses of students’ responses to questions about reading 

and writing in CMC are presented and the following four aspects are discussed: 1) 

perception of their own and their partner’s typing skills, 2) perception of their partner’s 

typing mistakes and how it affected their communication, 3) perception of writing and 

reading Romanised Japanese and 4) perception of the delay in CMC and how it affected 

their communication.   

 

8.1.1 Students’ Perception of Their Own and Their Partner’s Typing Skills 

 

Table 8.1 below shows the results of the students’ evaluation of their own and their 

partner’s typing skills.  Four rankings were provided to answer the questions: Strongly 



disagree (SD), Disagree (D), Agree (A) and Strongly agree (SA).  The results are 

converted to percentages with the raw values shown in brackets. 

 
Table 8.1 Students’ evaluation of their own and their partner’s misspellings 

 SD D A SA 

My typing skills were good enough to conduct 

the tasks (N-32) 

- 9% 

(3) 

69% 

(22) 

22% 

(7) 

My partner’s typing skills were good enough to 

conduct the tasks (N-32) 

- 3% 

(1) 

69% 

(22) 

28% 

(9) 

 

In both questions, the majority of the students chose A or SA.  It means that most of the 

students were confident with both their own and their partner’s typing skills while 

conducting the tasks.   

 

8.1.2 Students’ Perception of their Partner’s Typing Mistakes and of Their Effect on 

Communication 
 

Tables 8.2 and 8.3 below show the results when the students were asked about the 

frequency of their partner’s misspellings and their reactions to them respectively.   
 

Table 8.2 Students’ perception of their partner’s typing mistakes 

 None A few A lot 

Rate your partner’s frequency of 

misspellings (N=32) 

12% (4) 76% (24) 12% (4) 

 
Table 8.3 Students’ reaction to their partner’s misspellings 

Reactions Percentages (N=32) 

I was annoyed - 

It was a big problem - 

It did not worry me 100% (32) 

It affected our task performance - 

 

These results indicate that the majority of the students considered their partner made a 

few typing mistakes, but no matter how often they thought their partner produced 

misspellings, it did not have any negative effects on their perceived task performance.   
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8.1.3 Students’ Perception of Writing and Reading Romanised Japanese 

 

There are two ways to type in Japanese when engaging in CMC; using romanised 

Japanese and using Japanese orthography.  In this study, it was decided to use 

romanised Japanese after considering the level of the students participating in this study 

as well as their keyboard skills and the availability of Japanese keyboards.  Table 8.4 

below presents results regarding students’ perception of reading and writing Romanised 

Japanese.   

 
Table 8.4 Students’ perception of reading and writing Romanised Japanese 

Questions SD D A SA 

Reading romanised Japanese was challenging 

(N=32) 

- 28% 

(9) 

41% 

(13) 

31% 

(10) 

Writing romanised Japanese was challenging 

(N=32) 

- 19% 

(6) 

44% 

(14) 

37% 

(12) 

   

The percentage of students who thought that communication using Romanised Japanese 

was challenging was quite high, 72% for reading and 81% for writing.  This result 

suggests an advantage of using Japanese orthography in CMC once students develop 

skills to manipulate this format and the availability of the technology.   

 

8.1.4 Students’ Perception of Delay in CMC  

 

CMC is significantly different from FTF communication because of the delay between 

sending and receiving messages.  Table 8.5 below shows how the students evaluated 

this aspect of CMC. 

 
Table 8.5 Students’ perception of delayed communication in CMC 

Question (N=32) SD D A SA 

The delay between sending and receiving a message in 

CMC affected our task performance 

6% 

(2) 

42% 

(13) 

37% 

(12) 

15% 

(5) 

 

The students’ perception of delay in communication was split into two opinions.  

Slightly more than half of the students thought that the delay affected their task 

performance while the rest of the students thought it did not.  Following are some 

comments made by those students who found it problematic.  
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 “Effective communication is harder to achieve because I had to wait for my partner’s response and 

at times I was hesitant in asking a new question because I did not know whether my partner has  

finished answering the previous question.” (S7)   

 

“We had to wait for written confirmation of what we had written/asked, as opposed to relying upon 

body language (especially nodding/shaking your head).” (S23) 

 

“CMC was harder because of the time lag.  You have to start on your next sentence before your 

partner has answered you because you don’t waste time.”  (S3) 

 

On the other hand, the students who did not find this aspect problematic appreciated the 

time available communicating in CMC. 
 

“CMC gave you more time to think about what was being said.” (S16)  

 

“I could more easily construct my sentences because I had time.”  (S26) 

 

The next opinion shows how a student dealt with communication delay in CMC. 

 
“I became much more structured in my answers to ask things logically so that it is easier for my 

partner to understand.”   (S7) 

 

8.2 Students’ Perception of the Tasks Conducted 

This section focuses on the students’ perception of the tasks conducted.  Table 8.6 

below presents the results of an analysis of answers to questions concerning both 

appropriateness and interest of tasks.   

 
Table 8.6 Students’ perception of appropriateness and interest value of the tasks conducted 

Questions SD D A SA 

The tasks provided were appropriate for my level of 

Japanese           (N=32) 

- 9% 

(3) 

72% 

(23) 

19% 

(6) 

The tasks provided were interesting  (N=32) 

 

- - 81% 

(26) 

19% 

(6) 

 

Answering the question about appropriateness of tasks, the majority of the students 

chose A or SA indicating that the tasks provided were perceived to be at the right level 

of difficulty.  When interest was considered, all of the students gave their approval.  
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Table 8.7 below shows the results of students’ assessment of the tasks in terms of 

enjoyment.   
 

Table 8.7 Students’ perception of CMC in terms of enjoyment 

Question SD D A SA 

I enjoy doing the tasks in CMC       

(N=32) 

3% 

(1) 

3% 

(1) 

69% 

(22) 

25% 

(8) 

 

All of the students except two claimed to enjoy their experience in CMC.  The results 

presented in tables 8.6 and 8.7 indicate that the students were, in general, satisfied with 

the tasks conducted and enjoyed doing them in a CMC environment.  Following are 

some comments made by the students who found CMC enjoyable.   

 
“It was more interesting because it was different and provided a change from the usual learning 

methods.”   (S29) 

“It was a fun way to conduct the tasks and also easier to communicate because it is a less  

     embarrassing for people who feel shy to speak Japanese.” 

“I liked using CMC more than FTF because I felt more confident.”     

 

Following are the comments made by the two students who voiced their dissatisfaction 

with CMC.  

 
“I felt that communication was made difficult due to the lapse in time from formulating a query, 

typing it and then receiving my partner’s response in CMC.” (S27) 

“Due to my poor typing skills, communication for me in CMC was a lot more difficult than in FTF.”

        (S14) 

 

8.3 Students’ Perception of CMC in Terms of Learning 

Table 8.8 below shows the students’ opinion about CMC with regards to how it affected 

their learning of Japanese. 

 
Table 8.8 Students’ perception of CMC in terms of learning 

Question SD D A SA 

CMC helped me learn Japanese      

(N=32) 

3% 

(1) 

19% 

(6) 

72% 

(23) 

6% 

(2) 
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Seventy-eight percent of the students found that CMC helped their learning of the 

language while 22% thought that it did not.  The students who chose A or SA were 

asked a further question to list the skills for which they thought CMC was helpful.  Four 

categories were provided to answer this question: vocabulary, grammar, writing skills 

and others.  For the item ‘others’, the students were asked to specify their answers.  

Also, they were allowed to choose as many items as they wished.  The results are shown 

below in table 8.9.   

 
Table 8.9 Students’ perception of the effect of CMC on the development of  

specific language skills 

 Vocabulary Grammar Writing skills Others 

Number of responses 12 9 12 9 

 

“Vocabulary’ and ‘Writing skills’ were the skills for which the students found that 

CMC was most helpful and they were followed by ‘Grammar’ and ‘Others’.  Details of 

‘Others’ are shown below in table 8.10. 
 

Table 8.10  Other skills promoted in CMC 

Other skills Number of responses 

Ability to think faster 5 

Romaji reading 3 

Ability to make improvisation  1 

Total 9 

 

More than half the students reported that their ability to think faster was enhanced. 

There were also students who found that CMC helped them to get used to reading 

Romanised Japanese, as opposed to Kana (Japanese orthography) that was used in their 

usual classrooms.  One student thought that it was helpful for improvisation.   

 

8.4 Students’ Perception of Three Tasks Conducted in CMC and FTF 

Communication 

This section discusses the students’ perception of the three tasks conducted in CMC and 

FTF communication.  Firstly, Table 8.11 below shows the students’ evaluation of their 

performance in CMC and FTF communication.   
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Table 8.11 Students’ perception of task performance in CMC and FTF situation 

Questions SD D A SA 

My performance in CMC was good 

(N=32) 

- 38% 

(12) 

59% 

(19) 

3% 

(1) 

My performance in FTF was good 

(N=30) 

- 23% 

(7) 

67% 

(20) 

10% 

(3) 

 

In CMC, the majority of the students were satisfied with their performance.  The ratio 

was even higher in the FTF situation.  This result can be justified by the fact that the 

majority of the students who participated in this study were not regularly exposed to 

CMC, especially in task-based situations.  On the other hand, they were used to doing 

tasks in an ordinary FTF environment in their regular classrooms.  Therefore, familiarity 

of the communication mode most likely accounted for this result.  Table 8.12 below 

shows the students’ opinion about whether they liked doing some tasks more than others 

in the two modes of communication. 
 

Table 8.12 Students’ preference of some tasks than other tasks 

Questions SD D A SA 

I liked doing some CMC tasks more than other CMC tasks  

(N=32) 

- 9% 

(3) 

75% 

(24) 

16% 

(5) 

I liked doing some FTF tasks more than other FTF tasks  

(N=32) 

- 15% 

(5) 

63% 

(20) 

22% 

(7) 

 

Not surprisingly most of the students expressed a preference for some of the tasks over 

others in each mode.  A slightly larger number of students selected ‘Agree’ and 

‘Strongly Agree’ in CMC.  

 

Table 8.13 below shows the results of an analysis of the question which inquired about 

students’ preference for the tasks conducted in both modes of communication.  Three 

ranks, ‘1, 2 and 3’, were provided to answer this question that referred to ‘most liked’ 

through ‘least liked’ respectively. 
 

Table 8.13  Students’ ranking of the three tasks conducted  

 Spot Role Const 

1 (most liked) 69% (44) 15% (10) 15% (10) 

2 23% (15) 37% (24) 41% (26) 

3 (least liked) 8% (5) 48% (30) 44% (28) 
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The results clearly show the students’ preference for the ‘Spot the differences’ task over 

the other two tasks.   

 

A ‘Spot the differences’ task is generally a less demanding task in terms of language 

skills required when compared with ‘Role play’ and ‘Constructing sentences’ tasks.  

Here, students state differences in their picture and this could be done without the use of 

long complex sentences.  By contrast, higher language skills were required for ‘Role 

play’ and ‘Constructing sentences’ tasks.  This is most likely the reason why the ‘Spot 

the differences’ task was predominantly favored over the other two tasks.  Table 8.14 

below shows the results that were obtained for each mode of communication.      

 
Table 8.14 Students’ ranking of the three tasks conducted in CMC and FTF communication 

  CMC   FTF  

 Spot Role Const Spot Role Const 

1 (most liked) 63% 

(20) 

16% 

(5) 

22% 

(7) 

75% (24) 16% 

(5) 

9% 

(3) 

2 28% 

(9) 

25% 

(8) 

47% 

(15) 

19% 

(6) 

50% 

(16) 

34% (11) 

3 (least liked) 9% 

(3) 

59% (19) 31% 

(10) 

6% 

(2) 

34% 

(11) 

57% (18) 

 

As discussed, the ‘Spot the differences’ task was clearly ‘the most liked’ task in both 

modes of communication.  The ‘least liked’ task differed between CMC and FTF 

communication in that in CMC, it was the ‘Role play’ task while it was the 

‘Constructing sentences’ task in FTF mode.  This result indicates that more students 

liked the ‘Constructing sentences’ task to be conducted in CMC while they preferred the 

‘Role play’ task in the FTF situation.  As shown, mode of interaction affected the 

students’ choice of preferred task.  Following are the students’ comments in regard to 

these results.  

 

Students’ Comments Favoring ‘Constructing Sentences’ in CMC 

More students liked the ‘Constructing sentences’ task to be conducted in CMC and their 

comments supporting this opinion were as follows: 
 

“Constructing sentences’ task was fun in CMC”   (S11) 

“Less pressure in constructing sentences than FTF.”   (S29) 
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Others provided more specific reasons why they preferred this task to be conducted in 

CMC.   

 
“It was better to do ‘Constructing sentences’ task on the computer because we needed to be precise.  

Therefore, it is easier to actually see the sentences written down.”   (S8) 

 

“Constructing sentences was easier with visual “evidence” of communication.  We were both seeing 

the same thing.”      (S27) 

 

“In ‘Constructing sentences’, it was easier to understand others’ new vocabulary in CMC than FTF 

as they were written down and so easy to see when I forgot them.  In FTF, you needed to remember 

the new vocabulary and it was sometimes challenging.”  (S29) 

 

As shown, the visual presentation in CMC seemed to make this task easier than in FTF 

communication as CMC makes it possible to trace all the information exchanged.  This 

point is further strengthened by comments relating to the difficulty in carrying out the 

same task in FTF: 

 
“Constructing sentences was hard in FTF because I kept forgetting what I said.” (S25) 

 

“In FTF situation, I needed to continually check the vocab from the partner if they were new and 

were forgotten and it is too frustrating at times.”  (S28) 

 

While some comments indicated preference for the ‘Constructing sentences’ task in 

CMC when compared to the FTF mode, other comments were directed to the task itself 

in comparison with other CMC tasks.   

 
“I found the constructing sentences not too difficult and as my partner and I took turns for each line 

hardly any clarification was necessary, so I liked it the most.  But in other tasks, taking turns was 

quite challenging and it made the tasks difficult.” (S28) 

 

In this case, the ‘Constructing sentences’ task allowed the taking of more regular turns 

than other tasks.  In another case, the length of the sentences used in ‘Constructing 

sentences’ task determined a student’s preference for this task in CMC in comparison 

with other tasks.  
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“Unlike role play task, with constructing sentences, the answers could be shorter thus easier to 

understand in CMC.”      (S31)  

 

Students’ Comments on the ‘Role Play’ Task in CMC 

While the ‘Constructing sentences’ task was preferred in CMC, the ‘Role play’ task was 

least liked in this mode of communication.  Some suggested that the amount of 

information that needed to be exchanged in this task was too large.   

 
“ The ‘Role play’ task was hardest in CMC because there were lots of things to say, but it took too 

long on a computer.”      (S12) 

 

“ ‘Role play’ involved too much information to write and comprehend all at the same time.” 

        (S21) 

 

“For ‘Role play’, there was a lot of writing, more complex sentences to write.” (S2) 

 

“With Role play, there was too much information to give at once causing delay, thus made 

communication difficult.”        (S31) 

 

As pointed out in the last comment by S31, some students thought that the delayed 

nature of CMC made this task even harder than other tasks as shown below. 

 
“In role play, I found it difficult to know what my partner knew, and often found that we would 

write something at the same time, making replies difficult.”  (S1) 

 

“I found ‘Role play’ was harder in CMC as you had to wait for your partner’s response and 

questions before you could find out what they wanted to say.”  (S10) 

 

Some students commented on the reason why the ‘Role play’ was preferred in FTF 

mode.  The comments below indicate that the FTF mode allows more flexibility when 

performing this task.   

   
“The Role play was better in person because you can play around a bit more.”   (S25) 
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8.5 Students’ Perception of CMC and FTF Communication in Various 

Aspects of Communication 

This section concerns students’ perception of CMC and FTF communication with 

regard to four aspects of interaction that are considered to be important for language 

learning: monitoring, clarifying meaning, correction and incorporation.  A three rank 

system was applied to answer the questions: ‘more in CMC’, ‘more in FTF’ and ‘same 

in CMC and FTF’.  

 

8.5.1 Monitoring 

 

Table 8.15 below shows the students’ perception of their monitoring of others’ 

messages. 
 

Table 8.15 Students’ perception of monitoring the other’s messages in CMC and FTF 

communication 

 More in 

CMC 

More in 

FTF 

Same in CMC and 

FTF 

I paid attention to what my partner said 

(N=32) 

34% 

(11) 

13% 

(4) 

53% 

(17) 

 

The majority of the students thought that they paid attention to what their partners’ said 

to the same extent in both CMC and FTF communication.  When comparing the CMC 

and FTF situations, more students felt that they paid more attention in CMC than in 

FTF.  In conjunction with this question, the next question asked about the time provided 

for understanding the other’s messages.  The results are shown in Table 8.16 below. 

 
Table 8.16 Students’ perception of the time provided for understanding the other’s  

 messages in CMC and FTF communication 

 More in 

CMC 

More in 

FTF 

Same in CMC and 

FTF 

I had enough time to understand what my 

partner said 

47% 

(15) 

19% 

(6) 

34% 

(11) 

 

Almost half of the students thought that they had more time to understand their partner’s 

message in CMC.  The results presented in tables 14 and 15 above indicate that CMC 

provided the best environment for monitoring the other’s message for more people and 
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it was supported by the fact that more people felt that they had more time available to 

understand their interlocutor’s message in this mode of communication.   

   

Table 8.17 below shows how students perceived of their monitoring of their own 

language.   
 

Table 8.17 Students’ perception of monitoring their own language in CMC and FTF 

communication 

 More in 

CMC 

More in 

FTF 

Same in CMC and 

FTF 

I monitored what I said for accuracy 

 

78% 

(25) 

- 22% 

(7) 

 

The figures in Table 8.17 show a clear advantage of CMC for monitoring one’s own 

language.  Table 8.18 below shows students’ opinion about the time available for 

constructing their own sentences. 
 

Table 8.18 Students’ perception of time available for constructing their own sentences in 

CMC and FTF communication 

 More in 

CMC 

More in 

FTF 

Same in CMC and 

FTF 

I had enough time to construct sentences 34% 

(11) 

50% 

(16) 

16% 

(5) 

 

More students found that more time was available in the FTF situation than in CMC. 

According to the results presented in tables 8.17 and 8.18 above, the majority of the 

students thought that CMC provided a better environment for monitoring their own 

language, but it does not necessarily mean that they felt that they were provided more 

time to construct their sentences.  In fact, they felt under time pressure in CMC.  This 

result may contradict those claims which emphasise greater time availability for 

processing information in CMC in comparison with the FTF situation.  It may be true 

that an individual’s perception of time available in CMC depends on the specific 

context in which they are involved.  For example, in a task such as ‘Role play’ where 

communication is co-dependent, one needs to wait for an answer from the other.  In this 

situation, one would most likely feel under time pressure for communication.  By 

contrast, in a task such as ‘Constructing sentences’ where there is no such co-

dependency in communication, one would feel less time pressure and allow themselves 
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to concentrate more on sentence building.  In this study, there was no scope to inquire 

whether task difference affected the outcome.  Further study would benefit by 

incorporating this aspect to examine the individual’s perception of time available for 

sentence building in CMC. 

 

Overall, the results presented in Tables 8.15 through 8.18 indicate that, firstly, CMC 

enhances students’ monitoring of language more than in the FTF situation and secondly, 

in CMC, the demands placed on writing texts are much greater than the ones placed on 

reading them.   
 

8.5.2 Clarifying Meaning 
 

Table 8.19 below shows students’ perceptions of the amount of clarification occurring 

in CMC and FTF communications.   
 

Table 8.19 Students’ perception of the amount of clarifications in CMC and FTF 

communication 

 More in 

CMC 

More in 

FTF 

Same in CMC and 

FTF 

I asked my partner for clarifications 

 

13% 

(4) 

59% 

(19) 

28% 

(9) 

I was asked for clarifications of what I said 

by my partner 

16% 

(5) 

53% 

(17) 

31% 

(10) 

 

The majority of the students thought that they asked and were being asked for more 

clarification in the FTF situation.  This supports the finding of this study that more 

negotiations occurred for meaning clarification in the FTF situation than in CMC 

(Chapter 5 Section 5.2.5).  The low score for CMC can be interpreted in two ways; 

firstly that preceding messages were available for viewing in this mode, therefore it 

reduced the necessity for meaning clarification.  Secondly, CMC is a written medium 

therefore it takes much longer to clarify meaning, hence meaning clarification was 

either avoided or was physically constrained to occur.  What is important here is that the 

low score for CMC does not necessarily need to be seen as a disadvantage.  
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8.5.3 Correction 

 

Table 8.20 below shows the students’ perception of the amount of corrections that 

occurred during the tasks.   
 

Table 8.20 Students’ perception of the amount of corrections that occurred in CMC and 

FTF communication 

 More in 

CMC 

More in 

FTF 

Same in CMC and 

FTF 

I corrected what my partner said 

(N=32) 

34%  

 (11)  

25% 

(8) 

41%  

 (13)  

I was corrected by my partner 

(N=32) 

28% 

(9) 

56% 

(18) 

16% 

(5) 

 

For ‘giving correction’, more students favored CMC than FTF overall.  By contrast, 

responses in favor of CMC were much fewer than those in favor of the FTF situation 

when ‘receiving correction’ is considered.  These results reflect the findings of this 

study; although more correction occurred in CMC than in the FTF situation, a lot of the 

corrections in CMC were not incorporated by the recipients, in other words, whether 

they were noticed or not was unclear (Refer Chapter 5, Section 5.2.8).  The results 

shown in Table 8.20 support this view and consequently it left the efficacy of corrective 

feedback occurring in CMC in question. 

 

8.5.4 Cooperation 
 

Table 8.21 below shows the students’ views on how much they cooperated with their 

partners in the two modes. 

 
Table 8.21 Students’ perception of cooperation made in CMC and FTF communication 

 More in 

CMC 

More in 

FTF 

Same in CMC and 

FTF 

I cooperated well with my partner 12% 

 (4) 

22%  

(7) 

66%  

(21) 

 

The majority of the students thought that they cooperated well with their partner equally 

in both modes of communication.  The remaining students felt that they cooperated 

more in the FTF situation.  This result is reasonable as CMC imposed a different 
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communication style from that used in the FTF situation, hence it may have hindered 

the natural flow of conversation.   
 

8.6 Students’ Perception of Positive and Negative Aspects of CMC 

This section, together with the following two sections (Sections 8.7 and 8.8), shows 

how students answered the open-ended question about their experience of CMC using a 

task-based approach.  Results were grouped into four categories: positive aspects of 

CMC, negative aspects of CMC, suggestions for improvement of CMC and strategies 

used in CMC.  The results of the first two categories are presented in 8.6.1 and 8.6.2 

below in this section while the third and fourth categories are described in the following 

sections, 8.7 and 8.8 respectively.   

 

8.6.1 Students’ Perception of Positive Aspects of CMC 

 

Table 8.22 below presents the students’ comments that positively evaluated CMC. 
 

Table 8.22 Students’ evaluation of positive aspects of CMC 

Category Number of responses 

Is fun/interesting/different 12 

Gives more time to think 5 

Is less embarrassing  3 

Develops grammar and sentence structure 2 

Makes me feel more confident 1 

Is more personal 1 

Enables me to be understood even when I’ve made mistakes 1 

Total 25 

 

The majority of the students commented that they enjoyed having a different experience 

from conventional FTF interaction and they used such comments as ‘fun’ and 

‘interesting’.   Some students found that increased thinking time available in CMC was 

an advantage of this type of communication.  Two students commented that CMC made 

them focus on grammar and sentence structure, as CMC is a written form. Other 

students reported affective aspects of CMC in that it made them feel less embarrassed, 

but rather it helped them to feel more confident and personal than when interacting in 

FTF mode.  
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8.6.2 Students’ Perception of Negative Aspects of CMC 

 

Table 8.23 below presents the students’ comments that negatively evaluated CMC. 
 

Table 8.23 Students’ evaluation of negative aspects of CMC 

Category Number of responses 

Is slow/does not flow well 13 

Does not enable emphasis on words/sentences 4 

Lacks facial expressions and gestures 4 

Is difficult due to my lack of experience 3 

Is difficult due to my poor typing skill 3 

Requires the use of romaji 3 

Is isolating 2 

Is disrupted if computer problems arise 1 

Total 33 

 

It is seen that the students were most frustrated by the slow nature of communication in 

CMC.  Other opinions relate to the features that occur in FTF communication, but not in 

CMC such as voice tone, facial expressions and gestures.  Some opinions derived from 

the students’ inexperience of this type of communication such as poor typing skills and 

the use of Romanised Japanese which was not used in their regular classrooms.  Two 

students found that CMC was isolating.  Also, a student who experienced a computer 

crash during the session pointed this problem out.       

 

8.7 Students’ Suggestions for Improving their Performance in CMC 

When the students were asked for their general opinions about doing tasks in CMC, 

some students included suggestions for improving their performance in CMC.  These 

suggestions are listed in Table 8.24 below.   
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Table 8.24 Students’ suggestions for improving their performance in CMC 

Category Number of responses 

Need more regular exposure 3 

Need to use short sentences and phrases 1 

Need to use plain form 1 

Need to use Japanese orthography 1 

Need to practice typing 1 

Total 7 

 

Some students thought that regular exposure would improve their performance in CMC.  

Other opinions were strategy-related and concerned the use of short sentences/phrases 

and plain forms to make messages shorter and hence increase the good flow of 

conversation.  There were also suggestions concerning technical issues such as using 

Japanese orthography instead of Romanised Japanese and also practicing typing. 

 

8.8 Strategies Used in CMC 

The last open question inquired about whether the students used any strategies to 

enhance their performance in CMC.  The opinions provided are shown in Table 8.25 

below.   
 

Table 8.25 Strategies used in CMC 

Strategies Number of responses 

Use of plain form 10 

Use of shorter sentences 9 

Avoiding saying anything which may not be straight to the point 5 

Use of shorter words 4 

Avoiding worrying about producing perfect sentences 3 

Use of sentences containing only one thought at a time 1 

Wait answer or response before going further 1 

Use of longer sentences 1 

Use of English 1 

Use of English spelling for Katakana words 1 

Avoiding complicated grammar 1 

Total 37 

 

It seems that the majority of the students tried to make their sentences shorter in CMC 

and also used ‘plain forms’ rather than ‘polite forms’ to make this happen.  Some 
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students tried to avoid saying anything that was not straight to the point to make CMC 

less confusing.  Others made words shorter by using such techniques as abbreviations, 

shortening of sounds and using Arabic numerals for numbers.  Some students 

commented that they tried not to make prefect sentences, but instead focused on the 

natural flow of communication.  Some strategies used were designed to reduce the 

possible complication caused by delay in CMC and involved presenting only one 

thought at a time and waiting for a response before going further.   There was also a 

student who used longer sentences to transmit the bulk of the information all at once 

and hence reduced the opportunities for being confused by delayed communication.  

Other opinions related to the use of English to overcome communication difficulties and 

the use of English for Japanese loan words to make messages easier to read.  Use of less 

complicated grammar is also a technique that was used in this mode of communication.   

 

8.9 Concluding Remarks  

This chapter examined the students’ perception of various aspects of CMC and FTF 

communication in task-based situations.  In general, students enjoyed their experience 

in CMC and learned from that environment.   It was also demonstrated that mode of 

communication affected the students’ choice of preferred task.  The results support the 

view that CMC enhances students’ L2 development, specifically through monitoring of 

the language.  The issue which exists in communicating corrective feedback in CMC, 

however, was also highlighted.  The students acknowledged both positive and negative 

aspects of CMC and made suggestions to improve learning in this environment.  They 

demonstrated an understanding of the skills to be incorporated in CMC.  A summary of 

the findings and their implication to L2 learning will be further discussed in Chapter 9 

(Section 9.1.4). 
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CHAPTER 9 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
 

This chapter firstly presents the findings of this study in order to answer the research 

questions and discusses the implications for task-based CMC for Japanese as L2 

context.  It is followed by concluding remarks where the limitations of the study and 

directions for future research are addressed. 

 

9.1 Answers to Research Questions 

This section presents answers to the research questions, and their implication for L2 

learning/teaching.   This section is divided into four sub-sections to discuss each of the 

four research questions individually in Sections 9.1.1 to 9.1.4. 

 

9.1.1 Answers to Research Question 1  

 

Research question 1:  Are there are any differences between CMC and FTF 

communication with respect to negotiation of meaning and corrective feedback 

including its uptake?   

 

The present research found differences between the two modes of communication for 

the aspects examined.  FTF communication had the following advantages over CMC: 

negotiation of meaning occurred more frequently; the negotiations that occurred were 

more evenly distributed over different negotiation types; the percentage of extended 

negotiations that occurred was higher; more successful repairs were achieved at the end 

of negotiations; and more corrective feedback was incorporated.  By contrast, CMC had 

two advantages over FTF communication: it promoted more corrective feedback and it 

reduced the number of different negotiation strategies used due to the reviewable nature 

of CMC.     

 

Overall, these findings imply that when negotiation of meaning in the two modes was 

quantitatively measured, the advantages of FTF mode outweigh those of CMC. Multiple 

reasons may explain this outcome, but what appears to be most crucial is the fact that 

there was a very large difference between the modes in the amount of language 

produced.  More than 2.5 times the amount of language was produced in FTF 
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communication compared with CMC.  This feature of CMC reduced the quantity of 

many of the elements examined.  The difference in time consumed between oral-aural 

and text-based communication was obviously in favour of the former, as also shown in 

other studies (Lai and Zhao, 2006; Roed, 2003; Wallace, 1999).  Students also 

commented that they were most frustrated by the slow and less flowing nature of CMC 

and claimed that this was its most negative aspect.  To improve this situation, 

productivity needs to be increased in CMC.  Students tried different strategies to make 

communication more economical in CMC.  According to the results obtained from the 

questionnaire, the following strategies were used by the students: 
     use of plain form,  

    use of shorter sentences,  

    going straight to the point,  

    use of shorter words,  

    avoiding producing grammatically perfect sentences,  

    mentioning one thought at a time and                                                                                                          

    waiting for an answer or response before going further 

What can be seen here is that students tried to make communication simpler and more 

orderly in CMC.  It is probable that these are the most important elements for CMC to 

be successful and therefore classroom instruction needs to be put in place to ensure that 

these conditions can be met.  Firstly, students need to be introduced to ways of 

simplifying their messages and allowed to practice these techniques.  In this study, only 

40% of the students who participated were regular users of CMC and among these only 

two had actually used this environment to communicate in Japanese.  Therefore 

practical advice for effective communication in CMC would help this group of students 

towards more language production.  Such advice can be general, such as using short and 

direct utterances, or it can be Japanese specific such as using plain forms rather than 

polite forms.  Although polite forms need to be acquired first of all, the use of plain 

forms could also be encouraged when interaction is held in a peer context, such as in 

this study, to resemble a real life context.   In support of this, Okuyama (2005) reported 

that students demonstrated more equal participation after being introduced to some 

basic skills for chat conversation such as using short, direct utterances adding emoticons 

and other signs, and scrolling up and down to locate the key word.  A caution to be 

observed here is that this simplification must be done properly and not in a way that 

hinders students’ language development.    It was seen in the data that some students 

used only words or emoticons in their communication which could deprive them of 

opportunities to develop their syntax. Secondly, off-line sessions could be organised 
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prior to CMC so as to prepare students with topic matter and related language which 

would be incorporated in on-line sessions.  In this way, work load would be reduced 

when coming to the CMC environment and discussion would be more stimulated and all 

these would help to increase productivity in CMC.  Kitade (2008) described how 

frequently learners incorporated the linguistic solution discussed in the offline 

interaction into their messages when on-line.  Lee (2008), likewise, suggested the 

significance of preparatory work for online interaction to maximise the learning 

opportunities through corrective feedback in CMC.   

 

It can be said that since CMC is a more time consuming medium, students need to be 

well prepared for this type of communication so as to ease the difficulty level of doing 

tasks in this mode, hence increase their productivity.   

 

9.1.2 Answers to Research Question 2 

  

Research question 2: Does the use of negotiation differ across different task types for 

the aspects examined?  

 

In this study, there were differences between the task types.  Overall results show that 

‘Constructing sentences’ produced the most promising results for L2 learning.  This task 

created the most opportunities for the occurrences of both negotiation of meaning and 

corrective feedback.  The difference between this task and the other tasks also appeared 

for the different negotiation strategies used: the ‘Constructing sentences’ task used 

‘Request for Help (RH)’ most predominantly at the time of negotiation while 

‘Clarification Request (CR)’ was most predominantly used in the other two tasks.  The 

advantage of this task in comparison with the other two tasks was especially 

pronounced in CMC; firstly, the three types of negotiation of meaning (lexical 

negotiation, morphosyntactic negotiation and negotiation of content of the whole 

message) that occurred were more balanced in this task while in the other two tasks, it 

became biased towards lexical items in CMC.   Secondly, negotiation was most 

successful in terms of indicating mutual understanding at the end of negotiation in this 

task in CMC.  Thirdly, both implicit and explicit corrective feedback was used in CMC 

in this task while in the other two tasks, only implicit feedback was used in this mode.  

Fourthly, more than fifty percent of corrective feedback was incorporated in CMC in 

this task while in the other two tasks, no feedback was incorporated.  This task 
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demonstrated an advantage for corrective feedback in CMC over the FTF mode as there 

were twice as many occurrences of corrective feedback in CMC as in FTF.   

 

By contrast, the ‘Role play’ task was found to be least effective for L2 learning when 

conducted in CMC.  Firstly, occurrence of extended negotiation was the lowest, while 

short negotiations increased in CMC in this task.  Secondly, negotiation was least 

successful in terms of indicating mutual understanding at the end of negotiation in this 

task in CMC.  Thirdly, the advantage that was seen in CMC, that far more corrective 

feedback occurred in this mode, was not observed in this task.   According to these 

results, the ‘Constructing sentences’ task seems to offer the most for the students’ 

language development while the ‘Role play’ task seems to be not as effective when 

conducted in CMC.  These outcomes were also consistent with the results obtained from 

the students’ questionnaire: more students liked the ‘Constructing sentences’ task to be 

conducted in CMC while they preferred the ‘Role play’ task in the FTF situation.    

 

These findings imply that task type has a great impact on the potential for negotiation of 

meaning and corrective feedback in CMC as has been claimed by many in the FTF 

situation (Long, 1981; Gass and Varonis, 1985; Doughty and Pica, 1986; Porter, 1986; 

Pica ea al., 1989).  In this respect, the advantage of the ‘Constructing sentences’ task 

performed in CMC was outstanding.   It seems that this task benefited from the 

characteristics of written communication rather than being disadvantaged by them.    

What made this task so optimal for CMC is the fact that the focus of this task was 

language accuracy rather than fluency.  CMC worked effectively in this type of task as 

visual evidence of information exchanged was available as a shared property where it 

could be easily traced and refined in a collaborative activity.  Visual presentation in 

CMC eased the difficulty level of this task which posed some problems in the FTF 

situation.  In the questionnaire, many students pointed out that transmission of new 

words was easily conducted with the help of visual evidence in CMC.  They suggested 

that this characteristic of CMC was crucial to the success of this task in this mode of 

communication.  This type of task, where students produce language and reflect 

together on forms, has been claimed to be highly beneficial in the context of SLA 

(Swain, 1996) and also in a CMC study (Pelletielli, 2000).  The current research results 

support these previous findings.  The original contribution in this study is that it 

indicated that there are some advantages for this type of task to be conducted in CMC 

rather than in FTF. 
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Another benefit of the ‘Constructing sentences’ task when conducted in CMC was 

shown in relation to corrective feedback: it stimulated frequent occurrence of corrective 

feedback that included both types of feedback and resulted in a good incorporation rate.  

Task type is claimed to be one of the determiners for the amount of corrective feedback 

that can be produced in CMC.  Okuyama (2005) reported some challenges her students 

faced in an effort to provide corrective feedback when they were engaged in open 

conversation tasks in CMC; “It was difficult for anyone to find a chance for attending to 

L2 form and providing corrective feedback in this meaning-based communication, 

especially when the conversation was flowing very smoothly”.   The ‘Role play’ task 

comes closest to the task used in Okuyama’s (2005)’s study and similarly corrective 

feedback occurred most infrequently in CMC for this task.  Lee (2008) likewise found 

that it was not easy to provide corrective feedback and to attend to those in a timely 

fashion during meaning-based interaction in CMC even with more structured tasks such 

as jigsaw and spot the differences tasks.  These studies suggest that challenges in 

communicating corrective feedback occur in a meaning-based task in CMC.  These 

findings show the importance of form-focused components in meaning-oriented 

interaction for the provision of corrective feedback in CMC as presented in the 

‘Constructing sentences’ task. 

 

As for the other two tasks, the ‘Role play’ task was found to be least effective in CMC.  

According to the students’ questionnaire, students were challenged with the amount of 

information that needed to be exchanged in this task and had difficulty to process it in 

CMC.  In this task, the roles of participants were clearly defined where one holds 

information and the other extracts the information.  Since there is a particular role of 

information sender and receiver, the one who had the role of information receiver 

needed to wait a long time while his/her interlocutor engaged in typing a long message.  

This time lag significantly reduced the good flow of conversation in this task in CMC.   

By contrast, there was an equal amount of information distributed between the students 

in the other two tasks.  It can be said that an equal amount of information provided 

between the interlocutors would be one of the most crucial elements of CMC tasks.  As 

some CMC researchers pointed out, shared responsibility of message writing and active 

participation in sharing, exchanging and debating information are key factors for 

success in communication in CMC (Lee, 2004; Kitade, 2008) 
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Overall, it is clear that task type has a great impact on language learning in CMC and 

the tasks with the following characteristics are recommended for a successful outcome: 

firstly tasks in which students produce the language and reflect on it collaboratively; 

secondly, tasks in which there is a balanced distribution of information between 

participants and no strict role of information sender and receiver. 

 

9.1.3 Answers to Research Question 3 

 

Research question 3:  What are the positive/negative aspects of students’ collaboration 

found in CMC in comparison with FTF communication? 

 

The findings of this study suggest the following as positive aspects of students’ 

collaboration found in CMC.  Firstly, in the ‘Constructing sentences’ task, CMC 

changed the way the students approached the task compared to the FTF environment 

such that the students developed increased autonomy in sentence building in this mode.  

Consequently, the students’ awareness of language features was more enhanced than 

when they were in the FTF mode.  Secondly, CMC helped balance the learning 

experience among the students, as participation of less skilled students increased, as did 

opportunities for their learning of the language.  Thirdly, CMC helped students become 

more organized in doing the task than they were while engaged in FTF communication.  

Especially, less skilled students were greatly assisted by their more capable peers who 

manipulated this skill.  Fourthly, the reviewable nature of CMC helped students to 

reproduce new words without any confusion and hence created a smooth development 

of the task.  Also, keyboard facilities available in CMC helped increase the clarity of 

information exchanged in a number of ways: firstly, transmission of numerical 

information was far less complicated using Roman numerals rather than orally 

exchanged.  Secondly, the use of brackets allowed more information to be provided 

when introducing new words in rephrasing, examples and translation.  Thirdly, visual 

images created by the use of capital letters and question marks in CMC helped to build 

an environment comparable to that of FTF communication.  Other than increasing the 

clarity of the message, the use of keyboard facilities, such as ‘emoticons’ also helped 

develop an empathy between the students, and hence it created an interesting learning 

environment in which they worked.  It was also suggested that careful consideration is 

needed when incorporating these features so as not to decrease the negotiation 

opportunities. 
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There were also students’ collaborations in CMC that were negatively assessed.  Firstly, 

students tended not to engage in extended negotiation due to the time constraints 

resulting from typing and reading messages in CMC.  Thus, they missed out on some 

opportunities to learn something new, while this was occasionally observed in the FTF 

situation.  Secondly, CMC did not work effectively when lengthy messages were 

exchanged.  Thirdly, in CMC some messages were truncated to being only isolated 

words or emoticons.  This may hinder the students’ syntactic development.  Fourthly, 

the lack of extralinguistic cues such as gesturing or pointing to objects in CMC reduced 

the opportunities for students to seek out the meaning of words through negotiation 

without switching to English.  Also, lack of private speech in CMC reduced the 

opportunities to solve problems both on their own and with their interlocutors.  Finally, 

lack of chronological order in CMC as a result of delayed communication created 

confusion among the students. 

 

These findings imply that the students collaborated with each other to manage and 

control the tasks in CMC and also highlighted some issues that exist in this learning 

environment.  The positive collaboration found in CMC benefited students in two ways: 

it helped students’ interlanguage development and also ensured successful task 

development.  During these collaborations, a form of apprenticeship was clearly 

observed where more skilled students assisted their less skilled peers towards the goal 

of the tasks.  Furthermore, the reviewable nature of CMC and use of keyboard facilities 

available positively assisted in CMC.  Examples of good collaboration need to be 

reviewed and shared among students, to be practiced in CMC.   

 

Negative collaborations found in this study were considered to be classified into three 

categories: firstly, the ones that can be improved with practice, secondly, the ones that 

can be improved by developing CMC specific strategies and thirdly the ones that were 

technically difficult to fix.  As for the first category, the ones that can be improved with 

practice, the majority of the students who participated in this study were novice learners 

of Japanese in a CMC context and especially the use of Romanised Japanese in this 

study created an unusual work environment for the students that differed from their 

ordinary classroom environment, using Japanese orthography.  Therefore, there is a 

great potential for their performance to improve if they are exposed to CMC on a more 

regular basis.  Lack of extended negotiation in CMC can be improved with more 

practice and students could have more in-depth discussions over time.    
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For the second category, negative aspects of CMC that can be improve by developing 

CMC specific strategies, the students’ computer logs offer a great deal to help out in this 

respect.   For example, in the ‘Spot the differences’ task, one pair used “#1, 2, 3…” each 

time when they found differences in their pictures (Chapter 7, Section 7.1.3).  This kind 

of confirmation technique can be quite useful in CMC as otherwise information could 

become quite disorganised as a result of lack of chronological order in this mode of 

communication.  Also students’ computer logs can be used to detect a problem for 

which an effective strategy is required.  For example, in the ‘Constructing sentences’ 

task, it was observed that a student was confused when a sentence was formed over a 

couple of turns (Chapter 7, Section 7.2.6).  This can be avoided by using such technique 

as ‘(continue)’ at the end of the fist part of information and ‘(continued)’ at the 

beginning of the next lot of information, or some codes can be invented to denote this 

function in a rather simple manner.  In addition, the use of software which displays line 

numbers could be quite useful in this situation to clearly indicate to what the new 

information relates. Considering the time consumed in CMC, it is quite reasonable that 

one would feel time pressure and resort to dividing a sentence and send parts over a 

couple of turns as a consequence.  Students need to be familiarised with some strategies 

such as the ones shown to make this exercise clear for their interlocutor.  As discussed 

above, students’ computer logs can be effectively used to enhance students’ learning in 

this environment and language instructors implementing CMC are advised to make 

good use of this resource as it has been demonstrated to be useful in some CMC studies 

(Toyoda & Harrison, 2002; Chantelle, N., 2004).   

 

As for the third category, negative aspects of CMC that are technically difficult to fix, 

extralinguistic cues that are available in FTF communication such as gesture and 

pointing to objects can not be realised in CMC.  However, the use of English due to a 

lack of such cues in CMC can be improved to some extent by simply limiting the use of 

English only to when it is strictly necessary.  Lee (2008) claimed that L1 can be used for 

cognitively demanding tasks to ensure successful progress of the tasks, therefore 

showing proper directions for L1 use in L2 on-line situations would help students to 

maximise their learning in this context.  Also, this study applied Romanised Japanese 

using English keyboards and this allowed students to switch to English very easily when 

problems arose.  Use of Japanese orthography in this sense would technically improve 

the situation once the students improved their skills to use this format.   Additionally 

instructions to familiarise students with useful expressions for asking clarification when 
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they face a problem would be important (Toyoda & Harison, 2002).  Another aspect 

which falls into this category is lack of ‘private speech’ in CMC.  Although no case of 

private speech was observed in CMC in the present study, the researcher feels that the 

possibilities of private speech in CMC should not be discounted until more empirical 

evidence is shown.  Lantolf (1997) talked about private speech in the concept of 

language play which he described as ‘language rehearsal’.  According to his research 

conducted on adult learners of Spanish, this ‘language rehearsal’ is illustrated in the 

following way: talking to yourself in Spanish; repeating phrases to yourself silently; 

making up sentences or words in Spanish; imitating to yourself sounds in Spanish; 

having random snatches of Spanish pop into your head.  This sort of language behaviour 

was captured in Peletielle’s study (2000) which investigated on-line Spanish as a FL 

classroom.  That study employed software which made it possible to more closely 

resemble oral conversation than other CMC software programs.  The software presents 

users with a split screen, where in the top half they view their own messages as they 

type them and in the bottom half they view the replies from their interlocutors, letter by 

letter, as they are typed.   This feature distinguished this program from other commonly 

used programmes which only display the final version of their partners’ composed 

messages.  It was found that the students often engaged in same turn self-repair where 

before giving up a conversational turn, they often backspaced to repair both 

typographical and spelling errors as well as make morphological and syntactic 

elaborations.  These language behaviours would be categorised as ‘language rehearsal’ 

in Lantolf’s term and this is a manifestation of private speech where learners’ cognitive 

process is working towards more successful TL production.  Although it is most likely 

that students monitor and manipulate their own production both in FTF and CMC, this 

mental process usually does not appear in CMC as, in general, only the final product 

appears on the screen in this mode.    Therefore it would be a great advantage to use this 

type of software to investigate issues such as monitoring and self-repair at the time of 

trouble shooting and hence the exploration of private speech in CMC.    

 

In addition, some kind of solution needs to be sought for when students became 

impatient while their interlocutor was in the middle of thinking.  Some kind of simple 

code such as “****” can be invented on the part of the information sender to let one’s 

interlocutor know that they are in a thinking mode.  This may trigger the interlocutor’s 

help and may solve the problem through collaboration.  It may be true to say that once a 

message is put on the screen, it will become more like shared information rather than 
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one’s own private speech, therefore what one usually solves by oneself in an FTF 

situation may possibly involve their interlocutors’ help in CMC.  This needs to be 

empirically tested in future studies.            

 

9.1.4 Answers to Research Question 4 

 

Research question 4:   What are the students’ perceptions of conducting tasks in CMC 

and FTF communication? 

 

Results will be presented under seven individual subheadings; students’ perception of 

reading and writing in CMC, students’ perception of the tasks conducted, students’ 

perception of CMC in terms of learning, students’ perception of the three tasks 

conducted in CMC and FTF communication, students’ perception of CMC and FTF 

communication in various aspects of communication, students’ perception of positive 

and negative aspects of CMC and students’ suggestions for improving their 

performance in CMC. 

  
Students’ Perception of Reading and Writing in CMC  

Firstly, most of the students were confident with both their own and their partner’s 

typing skills while conducting the tasks.  Secondly, misspellings did not have any 

negative effects on their perceived task performance.  However, a majority of the 

students thought that communication using Romanised Japanese was challenging, also 

the delayed communication in CMC negatively affected task performance for half of the 

students.   

 
Students’ Perception of the Tasks Conducted 

The tasks provided were perceived to be at the right level of difficulty and of great 

interest for the majority of the students.  The students in general enjoyed doing them in 

a CMC environment.   

 
Students’ Perception of CMC in Terms of Leaning 

A majority of the students felt that CMC helped their leaning of the language. 

‘Vocabulary’ and ‘writing skills’ were the skills for which the students found that CMC 

was most helpful and they were followed by ‘grammar’, ‘ability to communicate faster 

in thinking, constructing sentences and typing’ etc. 
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Students’ Perception of the Three Tasks Conducted in CMC and FTF Communication 

Firstly, more students were satisfied with their performance in FTF rather than that in 

CMC.   This is most probably due to the students’ greater familiarity with FTF 

communication than with CMC.  Secondly, slightly more students expressed a 

preference for some of the tasks over others in CMC.  More students liked the 

‘Constructing sentences’ task to be conducted in CMC while they preferred the ‘Role 

play’ task in the FTF situation.  The favourite task was ‘Spot the differences’ task in 

both modes of communication.  The ‘Spot the differences’ task is perceived to be the 

least demanding task and students’ preference for it is most likely attributed to this 

factor.  

 
Students’ Perception of CMC and FTF Communication in Various Aspects of 

Communication 

Firstly, more students felt that they had more time to understand their partners’ message 

in CMC.  Secondly, a majority of the students thought that CMC allowed them to 

monitor their own language better even though they still felt under time pressure.  

Thirdly, a majority of the students thought that they asked and were being asked for 

more clarification in the FTF situation.  It could be true to say that text-based 

communication created an extra burden when clarifying meaning in comparison with 

oral-aural communication.  The low score for CMC in this aspect, however, does not 

necessarily need to be seen as disadvantage as the reviewable nature of CMC helped to 

reduce the need for clarification.  Fourthly, more students felt that they corrected their 

partners more often in CMC.  However, far more students felt that they were corrected 

by their partners in FTF.  This may indicate that corrections made were not always 

noticed in CMC.  Finally, more students felt that they cooperated well with their 

partners in FTF.  

 
Students’ Perception of Positive and Negative Aspects of CMC 

Students claimed positive aspects of CMC as follows: it offered a different experience, 

it allowed more time to think than in FTF communication, it reduced stress in 

communication, it allowed more attention to be paid to grammar and sentence structure, 

it made students feel confident and more personal and finally, messages were still 

understandable in written form even when there were some mistakes.  

  

By contrast, students claimed the following as negative aspects of CMC: it is slow, 

communication is made difficult due to a lack of extralinguistic cues such as voice tone, 
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facial expressions and gestures, no previous experience, using Romanised Japanese 

made communication difficult, it is isolating and there are chances of computer crashes.    

 
Students’ Suggestions for Improving Their Performance in CMC 

Students considered the following as keys to improve their performance: regular 

exposure, use of short sentences/phrases and plain form, practice typing, using Japanese 

orthography. 

 

These findings imply that students enjoyed doing tasks in CMC and learned various 

skills from this experience.  Also the results obtained in this questionnaire are found to 

correlate with the results obtained in the previous chapters in terms of preferred tasks in 

each mode of communication, negative aspects of using Romanised Japanese, 

slow/delaying communication and lack of extra-linguistic cues in CMC, low occurrence 

of clarification in CMC and challenges experienced in communicating corrective 

feedback in CMC.  

 

As for the preferred tasks for each mode of communication, students’ opinions in the 

questionnaire clearly support the ‘Constructing sentences’ task to be conducted in CMC 

and the ‘Role play’ task to be conducted in the FTF mode.  This suggests not only that 

‘Constructing sentences’ task is most effective for L2 learning among the tasks 

conducted, but also that there are some advantages for this task type to be conducted in 

CMC rather than in FTF, as indicated earlier.     

 

From a SLA point of view, the students’ questionnaires support the view of CMC as a 

promising tool for language acquisition.  Students responded that CMC allowed them to 

focus on form more than traditional FTF communication both when reading and typing 

messages.  This was made possible with the time available in CMC and its visual 

presentation.  This increased attention to form resulting from these characteristics in 

CMC has been widely claimed in CMC studies (Negretti, 1999; Smith, 2003; Newlands 

et al., 2003; Gonzalez-Lloret, 2003; Peletielle, 2000) and this was also claimed to be a 

superior element of CMC compared with FTF communication (Warschauer and Kern, 

2000).  The results in this study support all these claims.   

 

Of interest here is the students’ answer for the corrective feedback that occurred: they 

felt that they were corrected much more frequently in the FTF situation than in CMC.  
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However, far more corrective feedback in fact occurred in CMC than in the FTF 

situation.  Furthermore, the ratio of explicit feedback that occurred was much higher in 

CMC than in the FTF situation.  This may indicate that corrections made were not 

always noticed in CMC.  There could be multiple reasons for this outcome, but it can be 

said that a lack of chronological order in CMC causes difficulty for students to notice 

the corrections in a timely manner.  Also, time pressure experienced in CMC for 

communication may have reduced the students’ attention to the feedback.  Several 

suggestions can be made to improve this situation in CMC.  Firstly, as explained before, 

form-focused tasks are recommended for the provision of corrective feedback in CMC 

as they bring one’s attention to form which otherwise could be challenging in an on-line 

situation.  Also, L2 instructors are encouraged to advise students to practice focusing on 

form during on-line activities when the opportunity arises.  Secondly, students can be 

encouraged to use keyboard facilities such as bold letters, underlines, brackets and so on, 

at the time of correction to attract focused attention from their interlocutor.   

 

Overall, students perceived their experience of CMC as a very positive one in terms of 

enjoyment as well as their learning of the language.  It was also demonstrated that mode 

of communication affected the students’ choice of preferred task.  They also reported 

some aspects of CMC that are open for improvement.  The findings of this study 

suggest that there is a need for developing techniques that would stimulate more 

successful transmission of corrective feedback, hence ensuring an L2 development in 

this learning environment.   

 

9.2 Limitations of This Study and Suggestions for Future Research 

In light of the research findings, it is important to recognise several limitations of this 

study and implications for future research.  These will be addressed under the following 

subheadings: timeframe, software, technology, sample, tasks and affective factor. 

 

Timeframe: The group of students who participated in this study were novice learners of 

Japanese in a CMC context, therefore the results obtained in this study would differ 

from those where the students were more regular users of this environment.  An 

enhanced research design might include a longtitudial study over the course of a 

semester, an academic school year, or a three-year language learning sequence.  This 

would enable the researcher to investigate the possibility of developmental differences 

due to the use of CMC in L2 learning context.  This sort of design can also capture the 
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difference, if any, between pre and post sessions in which students learned CMC 

specific strategies so as to enhance their communication.   

 
 Technology: The use of Romanised Japanese applied in this study may have slowed 

down the communication due to the time required especially for reading the format.  

Although the use of Romanised Japanese was a reasonable decision considering the skill 

level of the students for typing Japanese and the common availability of English-only 

keyboards, the results of this study demonstrated that the students experienced a great 

challenge in using this format.  Even though there are more skills and steps to go 

through, the use of Japanese orthography, instead of Romanised Japanese, would be a 

benefit for communication.  Therefore future research can explore these two output 

types to examine whether there is a difference in terms of efficiency of communication.  

Furthermore, tablet technology, instead of using English keyboards, has advantages for 

non-Romanised languages as the regular use of the keyboards which display these 

languages is rare in a FL learning context, such as this study.  A stylus is used much like 

a pen or a pencil to draw characters on a touch-sensitive screen and the resulting images 

can be transmitted to one or several recipients.  Also messages are displayed as they are 

being created just like an oral conversation.  This feature makes it easy to observe 

students’ cognitive processes while using the language.  In this respect, investigation of 

private speech in this context might be interesting.  Future research might explore the 

potential of this technology.  

 
Software: This study implies the benefit of using software which resembles oral 

communication in that messages are displayed word by word as they are being typed.  

Future research would benefit by comparing this type of software and the programmes 

which are widely used in CMC for L2 learning which only display the final message, 

for the aspect of negotiation of meaning and corrective feedback.   

 
Sample:  Firstly, the sample size employed in this study was small leading to non-

generalisable findings.  Future research would benefit by recruiting a larger sample 

group to validate and extend the findings of the present study.   Secondly, the quality of 

online discourse, as well as students’ motivation, are significantly affected by a range of 

factors including their language proficiency, institutional setting and keyboarding skills 

(Kinginger, Gourves-Hayward, & Simpson, 1999; Warschauer, 2000; Belz, 2001; Lee, 

2004).  Future research should include the investigation of various individual variables 

and their effect for the quality of communication in CMC.     
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Tasks:  This study suggested the benefit of using staged tasks in which students 

familarise themselves with the topic matter and related language in a pre-CMC session 

and also review their language behaviour in a post-CMC session.  Future research 

would benefit by comparing these staged tasks and CMC-only tasks to examine whether 

there is a difference in terms of students’ interlanguage development.   

   
Affective factor:  This study indicated that students’ perception for task-based CMC 

may vary depending on the context in which they are involved in this mode.  In this 

respect, future research would benefit by examining task differences and their effects on 

the students’ perception of various aspects of negotiation of meaning.  

 

9.3 Concluding Remarks 

In the light of comparing CMC and FTF communication, this research demonstrated the 

great potential of task-based CMC for L2 learning and also suggested some issues for 

improvement to maximise students’ learning in this environment.  The original 

contribution of this research relies on its ability to suggest the task type which has an 

advantage when conducted in CMC.  Tasks in which students construct sentences and 

reflect on them collaboratively were shown to have a great benefit for L2 learning in a 

CMC context.  Furthermore, it is indicated that there are some advantages for this type 

of task to be conducted in CMC rather than in the FTF situation.  This type of task 

makes good use of the features of text-based communication such as time available for 

processing information and visual presentation that helps to communicate information 

precisely and accurately.  As shown, the tasks which require accuracy on forms for their 

pedagogical purpose are recommended for L2 learning in CMC.  It is also suggested 

that an equal amount of information distributed between interlocutors was another 

factor when considering task-based CMC for L2 learning.  By contrast, the disadvantage 

of CMC in comparison with the FTF situation was largely due to the smaller amount of 

communication produced in this mode, therefore skills development to increase 

productivity in CMC is suggested.    Furthermore, challenges in communicating 

corrective feedback were also demonstrated in CMC.  To overcome this problem, form-

focused tasks are recommended to direct students’ attention to feedback.  The use of 

keyboard facilities such as bold letters and underlines was also suggested to emphasise 

the corrections for one’s interlocutor.   

 

 198



Qualitative analysis of students’ collaboration found in the two modes displayed that the 

students collaborated with each other to manage and control the tasks in CMC where 

their language development was enhanced and successful task development was 

assisted.  It was observed that less skilled students greatly benefited from the assistance 

provided by their more capable peers during such collaboration.  By contrast, there were 

no cases of private speech in the data, hence this study failed to address whether 

students controlled the task themselves without the help of their interlocutor at the time 

of problem solving in CMC.  Use of appropriate software, such as ones which display 

messages as they are being typed, is recommended for future studies to investigate 

issues such as monitoring and self-repair at the time of trouble shooting hence assisting 

the exploration of private speech in CMC.  In general, students’ collaboration in CMC is 

thought to improve as they become regularly exposed to this mode and develop CMC 

specific skills.  It should be noted that while there are some effective collaboration 

techniques, such as using extralinguistic cues, that are available in the FTF mode, they 

are technically difficult to realise in CMC.   

 

Based on the advantages and disadvantages of task-based CMC found in this study, the 

researcher came to develop a view that each mode of communication has something to 

offer for L2 learning rather than one mode being superior to the other.  For this claim to 

be true on the part of CMC, co-operative efforts are needed from both L2 learners and 

their instructors.  L2 learners are encouraged to continuously develop skills and 

strategies that are essential to CMC in their particular learning context while their 

instructors continuously inquire about effective use of CMC to achieve optimal results 

through this learning environment.  In this respect, pre and post CMC activities are 

suggested to enhance students’ learning in this environment as well as an application of 

appropriate technologies available to best meet their individual goals.   

 

Considering the amount of literature available for CMC in a L2 learning context as well 

as the increased application of the technology both in educational and private domains, 

it is expected that the trend of using this technology in L2 classrooms will continue.  

Technology available for on-line communication has significantly advanced since this 

data was collected, and also different contextual features affect outcomes.  More 

investigation will help to explore what CMC can best offer and the educational benefits 

that this medium of communication would bring to students. 
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APPENDIX 1 
 
 
 
 
 

Japanese 112/222 
Week 8           

 
 

Your chatting room is _____________ 
 
 

Your name:______________________ 
 
 
 

Task 1 General conversation  
 

Task 2 Job interview  
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Romanisation 
 
１、私は 大学へ 本を買いに行きました。 
  wa             e         wo 
 
２、がっこう  きっぷ  にっき 
        gakkou                      kippu                     nikki 
 
３、ほん  かんじ   みかん 
        hon                 kanji                                 mikan
 
４、オーストラリア   コーヒー     サッカー 
        oosutoraria                 koohii              sakkaa
 

おかあさん  おねえさん 
        okaasan  oneesan 
 
５、しゃしん  おきゃくさん 
         shashin  okyakusan 
 
  しゅうまつ  しゅじん 
         shuumatsu  shujin 
 
  きょう   びょうき 
      kyou             byouki 
 

General conversation   (10 minutes) 
 
 
Ask your partner the following questions and get to know each other.  You 
can extend your conversation. 
 

1. Greet each other. 
2. What time did you wake up this morning? 
3. What did you have for breakfast? 
4. What did you do over the weekend? 
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Job Interview 
(Role A) 

 
You are a 3rd year University student who is looking for a job for next year.  Today you are 
in a job interview at a Japanese import company you are interested in.  You have two tasks. 
 
Task 1.  (10 minutes)      

Answer the questions based on the resume (sheet 1) below.  
 
Please use Japanese and if you come up with any unknown words, try to explain in 
Japanese before using an English translation.   
 
Sheet 1 Resume 
 
Name of applicant ジョン スミス 
University        Name 西オーストラリア大学 
                Major *アジアけんきゅう 
Learning Japanese  How long ３年間 
                 Where 日本（１年） 

西オーストラリア大学（２年） 
Work experience    Where *パース の *本や 
                  How long ２年間 
                  What kind of job 本 の *ちゅうもん 
Reason you want to work for the company *しょうらい、日本で はたらきたい 
Kind of Job you want to do in the 
company 

日本 から *しょうひん を 買う 
仕事 

 
 
*[Vocabularies] 
 
アジアけんきゅう (Azia-kenkyuu) = Asian Studies 
 
パース  (Paasu)      = Perth 
 
本や   (Hon-ya)      = Book shop 
 
ちゅうもん  (Chuumon)    = Order 
 
しょうらい  (Shoorai)      = Future 
 
しょうひん  (Shoohin)      = Products  
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Task 2. (10 minutes) 
At the end of the interview, you also ask the list of questions about the job in the company 
which is shown below (sheet 2). Fill in the answers.  
 
List additional information, if it is given, which relates to your questions on the 
underlined part.  You can fill in this section either in Japanese or English.   
 
 
Sheet 2.  List of questions 
 
 
Are there any Japanese *staff?   Yes/No ___________________________________ 
 
                                                                 ___________________________________ 
 
What Japanese *skills are *necessary?     __________________________________ 
 
                                                                  _________________________________ 
 
Is *car parking available?       Yes/No    _________________________________ 
 
                                                                __________________________________ 
 
When is the *holiday?                             __________________________________ 
 
                                                                 __________________________________ 
 
Are there any *opportunities to   Yes/No ___________________________________ 
 
go to Japan?                                              ___________________________________ 
 
 
   
*[Vocabularies] 
 
Staff   しゃいん   (Shain)            社員  
Skills   スキル    (Sukiru) 
Necessarily  ひつよう   (Hitsuyou)             必要 
Car parking  ちゅうしゃじょう  (Chuusha-jyoo) 駐車場 
Holiday  きゅうじつ  (Kyuujitsu)              休日 
Opportunities  きかい  (Kikai)    
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Job Interview 
(Role B) 

 
You are the personnel manager at a Japanese import company in Australia.  Today, you are 
meeting a prospective current university student for a job interview.  You have two tasks. 
 

Task 1.   (10 minutes) 

Obtain information about the applicant for future consideration, and fill out the form (sheet 

1) below.  

 
Please use Japanese and if you come up with any unknown words, try to explain in 
Japanese before using an English translation.  You can fill in the form either in English 
or Japanese.   
 
Sheet 1  
Applicant name  

 
University        Name  

 
                        *Major  

 
Learning Japanese  *How long  

 
                                   Where  

 
Work experience    Where  

 
                              *How long  

 
                             *What kind of job  

 
*Why (s)he wants to work for the 
company 

 

*What kind of job (s)he wants to do in the 
company 

 

 
 
*[Vocabularies] 
Major   せんこう   (senkoo) 
How long  どのくらい   (donokurai) 
What kind of job どんなしごと  (donna shigoto) 
Why    なぜ    (naze) 
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Task 2  (10 minutes) 

Then, answer questions from the applicant based on the information about the job given 

below (Sheet 2).  

 
 
 
Give all the relevant information listed below for the applicant when (s)he asks questions. 
 
 
Sheet 2.  Information about the job 
 
Employees Japanese 10, Australian 15 

Holidays Saturdays and Sundays, *Public holiday

*Paid holiday 30 days in a year 

Facilities *Car parking available, but you must *pay $40 a year 

Japanese skills Talk with *customers in Japan on the phone 

Writing and Reading *documents

*Workshops in Japan Once a year during summer time, 10 days in Tokyo 

 
 
*[Vocabularies] 
 
Public holidays こくみんのきゅうじつ (kokumin no kyuujitsu) 国民の休日 
 
Paid holiday  ゆうきゅう きゅうか (yuukyuu kyuuka) 
 
Car parking  ちゅうしゃじょう       (chuusha jyoo)  駐車場 
 
To pay   はらう         (harau) 
 
Customer  おきゃくさん        (okyakusan)  お客さん 
 
Documents  しょるい          (shorui) 
 
Workshops  けんしゅう          (kenshuu) 
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APPENDIX 2 
 
 
 
 

Japanese 112/222 
Week 9 

 
 
 

Your chatting room is _______________ 
 

Your name: _______________________ 
 
 
 

Task 1  Puzzle 
 
Task 2  Making clues 
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Puzzle (Part A) 
 
You have two tasks in this puzzle. 
 

Task 1    (15 minutes) 
You have sets of words and their clues which occupy the horizontal lines and your 
partner has different sets of words and clues which are in vertical lines.  You exchange 
these clues and complete the crossword puzzle.  The words are all related to the “postal 
services”.  You must use ひらがなfor this puzzle.   
 
[Clue]  
 
Horizontal lines 
 
1. 手紙を書いたら、これに入れて送（おく）れば、いいですよ。（ふうとう） 
2. ここへ行けば、手紙が送れます。 （ゆうびんきょく） 
4. これで送れば、早くつきます。 （そくたつ） 
6. これをはれば、手紙が送れます。 （きって） 
 
 
[Find the following words] 
 
Vertical lines 
 
1. 
 
2. 
 
3. 
 
5. 
 
7. 
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  1. 
ふ 

 
う 

 
と 

 
う 

   

 
 

      
 
 

   

 
 

      
 
 

   

2. 
ゆ 

 
う 

 
び 

 
ん 

 
き 

 
ょ 

 
く 

   

 
 

      5.  
 
 

 

 
 

    3. 
 
 

    

 
 

     
 
 

    

 
 

      6. 
き 

 
っ 

7.  
て 

 
 

 4. 
そ 

 
く 

 
た 

 
つ 

    

 
 

         
 
 

 
 
[Model Conversation] 
 
A:  Ask clue 
    １は何ですか？ 
B:  Give clue 
  「これを飲めば、病気がよくなります。」です。 
A:  Guess answer 
  「くすり」ですか？ 
B:  Response to the guess 
  はい、そうです。(If it is correct) 
  いいえ、ちがいます。「かぜの時、飲むくすりです。」 
  (If it is wrong --- give another clue which you create yourself, if possible) 
A:  「かぜぐすり」ですか？ 
B:  はい、そうです。 
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Puzzle (Part B) 
 
You have two tasks in this puzzle. 
 

Task 1    (15 minutes) 
You have sets of words and their clues which occupy the vertical lines and your partner 
has different sets of words and clues which are in horizontal lines.  You exchange these 
clues and complete the crossword puzzle.  The words are all related to the “postal 
services”.  You must use ひらがなfor this puzzle.   
 
[Clue]  
 
Vertical lines 
 
1.  外国へ送る時は、これで送れば、一番安いですよ。（ふなびん） 
 
2. 手紙を書いたら、ここへ入れれば、いいですよ。（ゆうびんポスト） 
 
3. ゆうびんきょくの人は、*バイクや車や自転車にのって、これをします。 

（はいたつ） 
 

5. 旅行のとき、友達にこれを書いて送れば、どんな *景色かわかります。 
                                                         (えはがき) 
7. これをもらうと、うれしいです。（てがみ） 
 
* バイク＝motor bike   景色＝scenery 
 
 
[Find the following words] 
 
Horizontal lines 
 
1. 
 
2. 
 
4. 
 
6. 
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[Model Conversation] 
 
A:  Ask clue 
    １は何ですか？ 
B:  Give clue 
  「これを飲めば、病気がよくなります。」です。 
A:  Guess answer 
  「くすり」ですか？ 
B:  Response to the guess 
  はい、そうです。(If it is correct) 
  いいえ、ちがいます。「かぜの時、飲むくすりです。」 
  (If it is wrong --- give another clue which you create yourself, if possible) 
A:  「かぜぐすり」ですか？ 
B:  はい、そうです。 
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Making clues 
 

Task 2  (15 minutes) 
You and your partner mutually create clues for the following words.  Firstly, you 
collaboratively list a couple of clues that include at least one ～ばsentence for each 
word.  Secondly, you discuss with your partner and select the best clue for each word. 
 
[Example] 
 
Word  花 
Clues 

1. 春になれば、これが咲（さ）きます。 
2. パーティーの時、これを持って行けば、いいですよ。 
3. これは、庭にあります。 

 
[Words] 
 
1、電話帳（でんわちょう）=  Telephone book 
   ____________________________________________________________。 

  ____________________________________________________________。 

 

2、まちがい電話 = Wrong number 
   ____________________________________________________________。 

   ____________________________________________________________。 

 

3、伝言（でんごん）= Message 
   ____________________________________________________________。 

   ____________________________________________________________。 

 

4、電話ボックス = Telephone booth 
   ____________________________________________________________。 

  ____________________________________________________________。 
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APPENDIX 3 
 
 
 
 

Japanese 112/222 
Week 10 

 
 

Your chatting room is _________________ 
 

Your name: __________________________ 
 
 

  Task 1  Occupation 
 
  Task 2  Matching pictures 
 
  Task 3  Question and Answer  
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Occupation 
 
Target sentence: Causative passive (～せられる/～させられる) 
 
Everyone has some complains about his or her job.  What kinds of complaints do you think 
these people have?  Please share information with your partner and match the occupations 
and their complaints. 
 

Your task (10 minutes) 
 
1. You have three occupations and your partner has another three.  Please share 

information and obtain a total of six occupations.  (Sheet 1) 
 

You:               ～さんの職業(しょくぎょう) は何ですか？ 
Your partner: 私の職業は、～と～です。 
 
Translation   You:                What are your occupations? 
                    Your partner:  My occupations are ~,~ and ~. 

 
2. You have also six different complaints from A through E and your partner has 

another six different ones corresponding to each.  Please share information and find 
out which complaints are identical to the occupation obtained in 1.  (Sheet 2) 

 
   [Model conversation] 
   You:                私の[A]は「～」です。～さんの[A]は 何ですか？ 
   Your partner:  私の[A]は、「～」です。 
   You:               この職業（しょくぎょう）は何だと思いますか。 
   Your partner: 「～」だと思います。どうですか？ 
   You:                はい、私もそう思います。 
  Translation 
   You:                    My [A] is ~.  How about your [A]? 
   Your partner:     My [A] is ~. 
   You:                   What do you think this occupation? 
   Your partner:    I think that is ~. 
   You:                   I think so, too. 
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Occupation (Part A) 
 

Sheet 1: 職業 (occupation) 
1. 新聞記者（しんぶんきしゃ）= journalist 
2. 電話交換手（でんわこうかんしゅ）= telephone operator 
3. スチュワーデス (suchuwaadesu) = stewardess 
[Find out another three occupations] 
4. 

5. 

6. 

 
Sheet 2: 不満（ふまん）= Complaints 

My complaints Your partner’s complaints Occupation 
A. 長い時間、座（すわ）らせら

れる。 
I am made to sit down for a long 
time 

  

B. 雨の日も、外（そと）で、働

（はた）らかせられる。 
I am made to work outside on rainy 
days, too. 

  

C. テストを作（つく）らせられ

る。 
I am made to produce tests. 

  

D. 週末（しゅうまつ）も、仕事

をさせられる。 
I am forced to work weekends as 
well. 

  

E. 外国語（がいこくご）を勉強

させられることもある。 
Sometimes, I am forced to study a 
foreign language 

  

F. たくさんの事を、調（しら）

べさせられる。 
I am made to research many things. 
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Occupation (Part B) 
 

Sheet 1: 職業 (occupation) 
1. 弁護士（べんごし）= Lawyer 
2.  教師（きょうし）  = Teacher 
3. 大工 (だいく)      = Carpenter 
[Find out another three occupations] 
4. 

5. 

6. 

 
Sheet 2: 不満（ふまん）= Complaints 

My complaints Your partner’s complaints Occupation 
A. たくさんの人と、電話で話を

させられる。 
I am made to speak with a lot of 
people on the phone. 

  

B. 高い所（ところ）に、登（の

ぼ）らせられる。 
I am made to climb to high places. 

  

C. たくさんの質問（しつもん）

に答えさせられる。 
I am made to answer many 
questions. 

  

D. たくさん書かせられる。 
I am made to write a lot. 

  

E. 食事（しょくじ）、飲み物を

運（はこ）ばせられる。 
I am made to carry meals and 
drinks. 

  

F. たくさんの人の不満（ふま

ん）を聞かせられる。 
I am made to listen to many others’ 
complaints. 
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Matching pictures 
Target sentence:  causative-passive（～させられる・せられる） 

 
 

Your task   (15 minutes) 
You have 5 pictures and your partner has another 5 pictures.  These are 2 pictures which 
are identical between sets.  Please describe your pictures and also obtain information 
from your partner to find out these two pictures. 
 
[Model conversation] 
 

 
You:    私の[1]は、「かねこさんは、たなかさんに、手紙を出させられます。」 
     です。ありますか？ 
Your partner: はい、あります。Or  いいえ、ありません。 
 
Translation 
 
You:                My [1] is “Ms. Kaneko is made to send a letter by Mr. Tanaka”.  Do you 

have this one? 
Your partner:  Yes, I do. (or)  No, I don’t. 
 
Please take turns.  If you give information first, then let your partner to do so for the next 
picture. 

 
 

 226



Matching Pictures (Part A) 
 

 
 
 
Vocabularies 
 
会議室  （かいぎしつ）  Conference room 

残業  （ざんぎょう）   Overtime work 

お茶を入れる （おちゃをいれる） Serve tea 

郵便局 （ゆうびんきょく）  Post office 
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Matching pictures (Part B) 
 

 
 
 
Vocabularies 
 
残業 （ざんぎょう）   Overtime work 

休憩室 （きゅうけいしつ）   Rest room 

お茶を入れる （おちゃをいれる） Serve tea 
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Question and Answer (Part A) 
 

Grammar point: ～でも (even though~) / ～たら（if~） 
 
 
                         Task 1 (7 minutes) 
 
You are a learner of Japanese and today you have some questions which you would like 
to ask to your teacher.  Ask the questions 1~3 to your partner who plays the role of 
your teacher and find out his/her answers and fill out your sheet using either and X or 
O. 
 
 
[Example] 
 
 Questions Answer 
1.   明日は*大雨らしいですが、クラスはあり

ますか？ 
*大雨 （おおあめ）= storm 
 
[Model conversation] 
 
You: 明日は、大雨らしいですが、クラスはありますか？ 

(It seems that tomorrow is stormy, but will we have a class?) 
 
Your partner: はい、大雨でも、クラスはありますよ。 
     (Yes, even though it is stormy, we will have a class.) 
 
            いいえ、大雨だったら、クラスはありません。 
    (No, if it is a storm, there will be no class.) 
       
In the former case, you can tick [O] and if it is the latter, [X] in your sheet. 
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[Your sheet] 
 

 
Questions Your teacher’s 

answer  
 
1. 今度（こんど）の漢字のテストは難（むずか）しいで

すが、全部(ぜんぶ) おぼえなければいけまんせか？ 
The next Kenji-test seems to be very difficult.  Do we have 
to remember them all? 
 

 

 
2. すみません、遅（おく）れましたが、テストは受

（う）けられますか？ 
I am sorry to be late.  Can I take a test? 
 

 

 
3. 私は、日本語が下手（へた）ですが、日本語のクラブ

に入れますか？ 
My Japanese is not fluent at all, but can I join the Japanese 
club? 
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Task 2    (7 minutes) 
You are a Japanese teacher and today you have some questions from your student.  
Please answer those questions.  On your sheet, fill out the questions you have got from 
your student in English and give the answers which are already given in your work 
sheet. 
 
[Example] 
 

Questions Your answer 
1. X 
 
 
[Model conversation] 
 
You:「質問（しつもん）は 何ですか？」 
Your partner: 「明日は、大雨らしいですが、クラスはありますか？」 
You: 「いいえ、大雨だったら、クラスはありません。」 
 
 *If you have a [O] in your sheet, your answer is going to be 

 「はい、大雨でも、クラスはあります。」 
 
Translation 
You: What is your question? 
Your partner: “It seems that tomorrow is a stormy day, but will we have a class?” 
You:  “No, if it is a stormy day, we won’t have a class.” 
   or 
      “Yes, even though it is a stormy day, we will have a class.” 
 
[Your sheet] 

Questions Your answer 
1. X 
 
2. O 
 
3. 
 

O 
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Question and Answer (Part B) 
Grammar point: ～でも (even though~) / ～たら（if~） 

 
Task 1  (7 minutes) 

You are a Japanese teacher and today you have some questions from your student.  
Please answer those questions.  On your sheet, fill out the questions you have got from 
your student in English and give the answers which are already given in your work 
sheet. 
 
[Example] 
 

Questions Your answer 
1. X 
 
 
[Model conversation] 
 
You:「質問（しつもん）は 何ですか？」 
Your partner: 「明日は、大雨らしいですが、クラスはありますか？」 
You: 「いいえ、大雨だったら、クラスはありません。」 
 *If you have a [O] in your sheet, your answer is going to be 

 「はい、大雨でも、クラスはあります。」 
Translation 
You: What is your question? 
Your partner: “It seems that tomorrow is a stormy day, but will we have a class?” 
You:  “No, if it is a stormy day, we won’t have a class.” 
   or 
      “Yes, even though it is a stormy day, we will have a class.” 
 
 
[Your sheet] 

Questions Your answer 
1. O 
 
2. X 
 
3. O 
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Task 2     (7 minutes) 
 

You are a learner of Japanese and today you have some questions which you would like 
to ask to your teacher.  Ask the questions 1~3 to your partner who plays the role of 
your teacher and find out his/her answers and fill them out to your sheet using either an 
X or O. 
 
 
[Example] 
 
 Questions Answer 
1.   明日は*大雨らしいですが、クラスはあり

ますか？ 
*大雨 （おおあめ）= storm 
 
[Model conversation] 
 
You: 明日は、大雨らしいですが、クラスはありますか？ 

(It seems that tomorrow is stormy, but will we have a class?) 
 
Your partner: はい、大雨でも、クラスはありますよ。 
     (Yes, even though it is stormy, we will have a class.) 
 
            いいえ、大雨だったら、クラスはありません。 
    (No, if it is a storm, there will be no class.) 
       
In the former case, you can tick [O] and if it is the latter, [X] in your sheet. 
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[Your sheet] 
 

 
Questions Your teacher’s 

answer  
  

 1. 私は、日本語の成績(seiseki)がよくないですが、日本

へ留学(ryuugaku) できますか？ 
 My Japanese score is not good, but can I study in Japan? 
 

 
2. 明日は、休日(kyuujitsu)ですが、授業(jyugyou)があり

ますか？ 
Tomorrow is a public holiday, but will we have a lesson? 
 

 

 
3. 日本語の教科書(kyoukasho)は、高いですが、買わなけ 

ればいけませんか？ 
Japanese textbooks are quite expensive, but do we need to 
buy them? 
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APPENDIX    4 
 
Research for Computer Mediated Communication (CMC) in  
    learning Japanese 
 
 
The purpose of the research 
This research is investigating “CMC”, which means Computer Mediated 
Communication in contrast to “FTT” which refers to Face to Face 
Communication.  Your participation will help us to understand learning taking 
place in CMC in contrast with the conventional FTF environment and hence 
whether CMC helps for acquisition of the language. 
 
Procedure 
Today you will be asked to do tasks in both CMC and FTF and a following 
questionnaire which will ask you for feedback of the CMC and FTF sessions 
you have done today.  CMC will be conducted in the different room upstairs 
where computers are available.  Time estimated for the research is 
approximately one and a half hours; 
 1 hour for the tasks 
 10 minutes for the questionnaire 
 20 minutes for explanation and practicing of the CMC etc. 
 
Data  
For the purpose of analysis, CMC conversation will be automatically recorded 
in a hard disk and FTF conversation will be tape recorded, for which I would 
like to have your cooperation. 
 
Confidentiality 
The outcome of the research is entirely confidential and you will not be 
identified in the results as I am bound by a confidentiality and ethics 
agreement.  Furthermore your performance in the FTF and CMC tasks as well 
as your comments and answers in the questionnaire will have no influence in 
your Japanese course results. 
 

I sincerely appreciate your participation. 
Thank you very much. 
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Tasks 
 
You will be asked to do 3 different task types in each of CMC and FTF which 
make 6 tasks all together as listed the chart below.  You will receive 10 
minutes to do each task. 
 

 CMC FTF 
Spot the differences 1 1 

Role Play 1 1 
Constructing sentences 1 1 

 
No need to hurry to finish
 
The purpose of the research is not to examine whether or not you have 
completed the tasks, so please do the tasks at your own pace and do as much 
as you can without being hurried to finish. 
 
No need to write down answers 
 
You do not have to write down answers on your sheet.  The data in the 
research will be collected from CMC and FTF, which will be transcribed later, 
therefore your task sheet will not be examined.  Please use the space on the 
sheet for the purpose of sorting out information, or any other notes you wish 
to make. 
 
Vocabulary lists 
 
You are most likely to have unknown vocabulary items, more or less, in the 
tasks therefore “Vocabulary lists” are provided in some of the tasks.  
HOWEVER, your lists are not identical with your partner’s for the purpose 
of creating information gaps.  So, please ask the meaning of the words if you 
encounter any unknown words used by your partner which you think will be 
crucial for pursuing the tasks.  Active clarification of meaning for unknown 
words is highly recommended.   
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APPENDIX 5 

Constructing sentences (FTF) 
 
タスク  RULES  
You live in a big house which you are sharing with other students.  Two students have 
just moved out and you are expecting to have new tenants.  As you had a bad 
experience with the ones who just left, you made a sheet with the remaining resident 
which lists all the regulations in the house the newcomers will need to observe (next 
page).  Since one of the newcomers is a Japanese student, you decided to make a 
Japanese version of this.  Work with your partner and complete the sheet in Japanese 
below.  Regulation 1 is already complete.  Please refer to the “Vocabulary list” 
provided in the next page and also ask your partner unknown vocabulary items as 
she/he has provided the meaning of different set of vocabulary items.  Please be 
careful with your grammar; you do not have to produce an exact translation.  
 

規則 
次のルールを守ってください。 
 
1. 冷蔵庫（れいぞうこ）で、 ほかの人に、スペースを残（のこ）すために、

食べ物を 買いすぎないでください。 
 
2.  ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
3.  ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
4.  ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
5.  ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
6.  ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
7.  ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
8. ___________________________________________________________________ 
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Constructing sentences (FTF) 
(Part A) 

 
 
RULES: 
 
Please observe the regulations below. 
 
1. Please do not buy too much food so as to leave space for other in the fridge. 
 
2. Please do not use others’ food in the *fridge. 
 
3. Please shut the door gently. 
 
4. Please remain quiet after 10:00PM. 
 
5. Please wash the *dishes and clean the kitchen area each time you use it. 
 
6. Do not use the phone any longer than 15 minutes. 
 
7. Please pay the *bills *promptly at the end of each month. 
 
8. Please replace *toilet paper after finishing the roll. 
 
 
 
Vocabulary List 
 
Fridge  冷蔵庫（れいぞうこ） 
Dishes  お皿（さら） 
Bills  公共料金（こうきょうりょうきん） 
Promptly きちんと 
Toilet paper トイレットペーパー 
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Constructing sentences (FTF) 
(Part B) 

 
 
RULES: 
 
Please observe the regulations below. 
 
1. Please do not buy too much food so as to leave space for other in the fridge. 
 
2. Please do not use *others’ food in the fridge. 
 
3. Please shut the door gently. 
 
4. Please remain quiet after 10:00PM. 
 
5. Please wash the dishes and *clean the kitchen area each time you use it. 
 
6. Do not use the phone any longer than 15 minutes. 
 
7. Please *pay the bills promptly at the end of *each month. 
 
8. Please *replace toilet paper after finishing the roll. 
 
 
 
Vocabulary List 
 
Others  ほかの人 
Clean  きれいにする 
Pay  払（はら）う 
Each month 毎月（まいつき） 
Replace     つける 
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Constructing sentences (CMC) 
 
タスク  卵焼き（たまごやき） 
You are editing recipes for the Japanese cuisine section of a Japanese electronic 
newspaper in Australia.  Next week’s recipe is “卵焼き(fried egg roll)” and you are 
working with your partner on next week’s article.  These is a recipe for “卵焼き” in 
English on the next page.  Referring to this, complete the article below explaining each 
step for making “卵焼き”.  Step 1 is already completed.  Please refer to the 
“Vocabulary list” provided in the next page and also ask your partner unknown 
vocabulary items as she/he has provided the meaning of different set of vocabulary 
items.  Please be careful with your grammar; you do not have to produce a direct 
translation. 
 

卵焼きの作り方 
 
材料（ざいりょう）四人分 
 
卵  四個 
だし  大さじ四はい 
さとう  大さじ四はい 
しょうゆ 小さじ一はい 
サラダ油 
 
1. ボールに たまごを わって かきまぜる。だし、しょうゆ、さとうを 

くわえて 一緒に かきまぜる。 
2.  ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
3.  ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
4.  ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
5.  ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
6.  ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
7.  ___________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
 



Constructing sentences (CMC) 
(Part A) 

 

 

 
Heat   あたためる 
Put/Pour  入（い）れる 
1/4      四ぶんの一 
Edge      はし 
Cloth   ぬの 
Soaked   つけた 
Repeat   くり返（かえ）す 
Cut into slices  スライスする 
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Constructing sentences (CMC) 

(Part B) 

 

 
Pan   フライパン 
Salad Oil  サラダ油 
Roll   まく 
Gently   やさしく 
Wipe       ふく 
Remaining  残（のこ）り 
Serve   もりつける 
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APPENDIX 6 

Role play (FTF) 

(Role A) 
Your role: 
 
You are in Japan as an exchange student.  Today you are visiting the students’ 
accommodation office at the University to find out what sort of accommodation is 
available.  Advertisements for three rooms have been posted on the bulletin board.  
Please ask questions about each of those, which are listed in the メモ(note) on the next 
page, and decide which one you want to rent.  You may need to give the person in the 
office your preferences if being asked, which you can think of yourself.  Please use the 
メモ (note) to jot down the information.  The meaning of some vocabulary items 
preceded by “*” are listed at the bottom of this page. 
 
Sort of questions you might want to ask. 
 
どんな部屋ですか？ 
いくらですか？ 
大学から近いですか？ 
お風呂（ふろ）がありますか？ 
食事がありますか？ 
 
*規則（きそく）がありますか？ 
  *ペット 
  ともだちを*泊める 
  *ヒーター 
  お酒（さけ） 
 
規則   regulation 
ペット pets 
泊める let someone stay 
ヒーター heater 
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メモ 
 
 
学生寮（がくせいりょう） 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
下宿 （げしゅく） 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
アパート 
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Role play (FTF) 

(Part B) 
 
Your role: 
 
You are working at the student accommodation office at the University.  Today you 
have a student from Australia looking for accommodation.  Please give information 
about the three rooms listed below.  The meaning of some vocabulary items preceded 
by “*” are listed below the each chart. 
 
 月（つき） 広さ 大学までの 

*距離（きょり） 
学生寮 
（がくせいりょう） 
College 

５０００円 ４，５*畳（じょう） ０分 
*キャンパス内（な

い） 
下宿 
（げしゅく） 
Home-stay 

４０，０００円 ６畳 歩いて３分 

アパート 
Flat 

３０，０００円 ６畳 
１LDK 

バス１０分 

距離  distance   畳    counting of tatami mat 
キャンパス内 on campus 
 
 
ある（O）/ ない（X） 
 食事 電話 おふろ 
学生寮 
（がくせいりょう） 

X 
*学食で 

（*別料金） 

O 
午後九時まで*共
同（ぎょうどう） 

O 
午後十時まで共同 

下宿 
（げしゅく） 

O O 
午後十時まで 

O 

アパート X 
自分で作る 

X 
*つけてもいい 

O 

学食（がくしょく）Cafeteria 別料金（べつりょうきん）Separate cost 
共同 Share               つける have phone connected 
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してもいい（O）/ してはいけない （X） 
 
 学生寮 

（がくせいりょう） 
下宿 

（げしゅく） 
アパート 

*ペット X X X 
たばこ X X O 
ともだち X O O 
*石油（せきゆ）ストーブ X X X 
*電気ストーブ O O O 
お酒 X O O 
 
ペット  Pets 
石油ストーブ Kerosine heater  電気ストーブ Electric heater 
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Role play (CMC) 

(Role A) 
 
Your role: 
 
You are planning to travel to Japan during the next holiday for the duration listed below.  
You would like to work out roughly how much the trip will cost.  Call a travel agency 
and find out the cost of the following items on the メモ(note) on the next page.  You 
may need to give them your preferences if being asked, which you can think of yourself.  
The meaning of vocabulary items used here are listed on the right hand side. 
 
*日程（にってい） 
８月５日 ～ ８月２５日 （２０日間）    日程 (duration) 
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メモ 
 
*飛行機代（ひこうきだい） ドル 飛行機代（ひこうきだい) 
               (dollar) Airfare 
  
  
  
*宿泊費（しゅくはくひ） ドル 宿泊費（しゅくはくひ) 
 Accommodation fee 
  
  
  
*交通費（こうつうひ） ドル 交通費（こうつうひ) 
 Transportation fee 
  
  
  
*食費（しょくひ）  ドル 食費（しょくひ) 
 Cost of meals 
  
  
  
*ツアー代（だい）  ドル ツアー代（だい) 
 Cost of tours 
  
  
  

Sub total   ドル  
  
  
*おみやげ(your own estimation) ドル おみやげ 
 Souvenir 

Total    ドル  
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Role play (CMC) 

(Role B) 
Your role: 
You are working in a travel agency and today you have a customer who wants to know 
how much it will cost to travel to Japan.  Please answer the questions by referring to 
the pricing list below.  The meaning and reading of some vocabulary items preceded 
by “*” are listed below the each chart. 
 
飛行機（ひこうき） 
 *値段 

（ねだん） 
*割り引き 

（わりびき） 
*乗りかえ 

（のりかえ） 
*税金 

（ぜいきん） 
Singapore  
*航空 
(こうくう) 

1360 ドル 1190 ドル 
8 月 25 日~ 

9 月 25 日

Singapore 
2 時間 

 

Qantas 
航空 

1450 ドル 1250 ドル 
7 月 30 日~ 
9 月 30 日 

*直通 
(ちょくつう) 

50 ドル 

Malaysia 
航空 

1200 ドル  Kuala Lumpur 
6 時間 

 

値段（ねだん） Price   割り引き（わりびき） discount Price 
乗（の）りかえ  transit  税金（ぜいきん）      Departure tax 
航空（こうくう）Airline  直通（ちょくつう）  Direct flight 
 
 
ホテル 
 値段(ねだん) 食事(しょくじ) 部屋(へや) 
＊＊＊＊＊ホテル 350 ドル *朝・*夕食 *ツイン 
＊＊＊ホテル 200 ドル 朝・夕食 ツイン 
YMCA 75 ドル － *シングル 
*ユースホステル 35 ドル +10 ドル 

朝・夕食 
*ドミトリー 

ホテル        Hotel  ユースホステル    Youth Hostel 
朝食(ちょうしょく)   breakfast  夕食(ゆうしょく)  dinner 
ツイン        Twin  シングル   Single 
ドミトリー     Dormitory 
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*乗り物（のりもの） 
 一週間 170 ドル 
*JR pass 
(電車/バス/*フェリー) 

ニ週間 300 ドル 

 一か月 550 ドル 
乗り物（のりもの） means of transport 
JR Pass        Japan Railway Pass     フェリー  Ferry 
 
 
食事 
*マクドナルド 4 ドル 
*めん類（るい） 4 ドル 
*セットメニュー 
(main dish, rice, miso-soup + pickles) 

7 ドル 

*コースメニュー 
(for dinner) 

35 ドル 

マクドナルド     McDonalds   めん類（るい）   noodles 
セットメニュー   set menu   コーズメニュー   course menu 
 
 
*ツアー 
*半日（はんにち）ツアー 70 ドル 
一日ツアー 180 ドル~ （昼食*付き）  
ツアー  tour   半日（はんにち）    half day 
付き（つき）  included 
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Appendix 7 

Spot the differences (FTF) 
 
タスク 
You and your partner have a picture.  Your pictures are quite similar but there are 11 
small differences listed in the table below.  Please find those differences by describing 
your picture or asking questions about your partner’s as shown in the Examples below. 
 

Whereabouts of difference The number of differences 
People 3 
Appliances 3 
On the table 1 
Window 2 
Door 1 
Light 1 
Total 11 
 
Examples: 
 Description: ラジオがついています。 
      (The radio is on.) 
 Question:  ストーブの上に やかん が ありますか。 
      (Is there a kettle on the stove?) 
 
1.  ________________________________________________________________ 
2.  ________________________________________________________________ 
3.  ________________________________________________________________ 
4.  ________________________________________________________________ 
5.  ________________________________________________________________ 
6.  ________________________________________________________________ 
7.  ________________________________________________________________ 
8.  ________________________________________________________________ 
9.  ________________________________________________________________ 
10. _________________________________________________________________ 
11. ________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
 



Spot the differences (FTF) 
 

(Part A) 
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Spot the differences (FTF) 
 

(Part B) 
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Spot the differences (CMC) 
 
タスク 
You and your partner have a picture.  Your pictures are quite similar but there are 9 
small differences listed in the table below.  Please find those differences by describing 
your picture or asking questions about your partner’s as shown in the Examples below. 
 

Whereabouts of difference The number of differences 
People + Cat 3 
On the table 2 
Ornaments 4 
Total 9 
 
Examples: 
 Description: 女の人は ざぶとん に 座っています。 
      (A woman is sitting on the cushion.) 
 Question:  かけじく が ありますか。 
      (Is there a scroll?) 
 

1.  ________________________________________________________________ 

2.  ________________________________________________________________ 

3.  ________________________________________________________________ 

4.  ________________________________________________________________ 

5.  ________________________________________________________________ 

6.  ________________________________________________________________ 

7.  ________________________________________________________________ 

8.  ________________________________________________________________ 

9.  ________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Spot the differences (CMC) 
 

(Part A) 
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Spot the differences (CMC) 
 

(Part B) 
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APPENDIX  8 
 
 
 
 
 

Students’ questionnaire 
 
 
 

This questionnaire will take about 10 minutes to complete.  Please circle all answers unless 
otherwise described.  For descriptive type questions, if you need more space than provided, 
please use the blank paper attached at the end.  If you do so, please specify the number 
of the questions about which you are talking.  Please answer all questions as fully as you 
can. 
 
Thank you very much for your time. 
 
____________________________________________________________   
 
Abbreviations used for the questionnaire are as follows; 
 
“CMC” refers to Computer Mediated Communication  
“FTF” refers to Face To Face communication 
 
Major rating scale used 
 SD   Strongly Disagree 
 D   Disagree 
 A   Agree 
 SA   Strongly Agree 
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1) How long have you been learning Japanese? ____________________ years 
 
Technical Environment 
2) Were you familiar with computer chatting  YES  NO 
     before you attended these sessions? 
 
     If YES, how often do you generally use computer chatting?    _____________________ 
 
3)  Rate you partner’s frequency of misspellings. None   A few        A lot 
 
      If there were misspellings in your partner’s writing, what was your reaction? 
          (Please tick all that apply) 
    
   _______  It was annoyed 
   _______  It was abig problem 
   _______  It did not worry me 
   _______  It affected our task performance 
   _______  Other  _____________________ 
 

4) My typing skills were good enough to  
             conduct the tasks.  SD D A SA 
 
5) My partner’s typing skills were good 
  enough to conduct the tasks.   SD D A SA 
 
6) The delay between sending and receiving a  
      message in CMC affected our task performance. SD D A SA 
 
7)  Reading Romanised Japanese was challenging. SD D A SA 
 
8)  Writing Romanised Japanese was challenging. SD D A SA 
 
Tasks 
9) The tasks provided and the aids (vocab. Lists) 
      were appropriate for my level of Japanese.  SD D A SA 
 
10)  Tasks provided were interesting.   SD D A SA 
 
Doing Tasks in CMC 
 
11)  I enjoyed doing the tasks in CMC.   SD D A SA 
 
12) CMC helped me learn Japanese.   SD D A SA 
 
        If answer A or SA 
      CMC has helped me to develop my 
   (please tick all that apply) 
         ____ vocabulary ____  grammar ____ writing skill 
    ____  other _______________________________  
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Doing Tasks in CMC   
13) I liked doing some CMC tasks more than   
    other CMC tasks. SD D A SA 
 
14) Rate the CMC tasks you did today according to how much you enjoyed each task.     
       Rate them from 1 to 3 where 1 is least liked and 3 is most liked. 
 
   Spot the differences              _______ 
   Role Play               _______ 
   Constructing sentences (Recipe) _______ 
 
  Explain why you have rated the tasks this way.  (Please specify which task you  
  are talking about in your answer either “Spot the difference”, “Role play” or    
  “Constructing sentences”.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
15)  My performance in CMC today was good.  SD D A SA 
 
Doing Tasks in FTF 
16)  I liked doing some FTF tasks more than  
           other FTF tasks.  SD D A SA 
 
17)  Rate the FTF tasks you did today according to how much you enjoyed each task.     
       Rate them from 1 to 3 where 1 is least liked and 3 is most liked. 
 
   Spot the differences              _______ 
   Role Play               _______ 
   Constructing sentences (Rules) _______ 
 
  Explain why you have rated the tasks this way.  (Please specify which task you  
  are talking about in your answer either “Spot the difference”, “Role play” or    
  “Constructing sentences”.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
18)  My performance in FTF today was good.  SD D A SA 
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CMC vs FTF 
Please tick the appropriate response for each question.  Please tick only 1 box for each 
question. 
 

 More in CMC More in FTF Same in CMC 
and FTF 

19) I liked doing the ‘Spot the 
Differences’ task 

   

20) I liked doing the ‘Role play’ 
tsak 

   

21) I liked doing the 
‘Constructing sentences’ task 

   

22) I paid attention to what my 
partner said 

   

23) I had enough time to 
understand what my partner said 

   

24) I monitored what I said for 
accuracy 

   

25) I had enough time to construct 
sentences. 

   

26) I asked my partner for 
clarifications 

   

27) I was asked for clarifications 
of what I said by my partner 

   

28) I corrected what my partner 
said 

   

29) I was corrected by my partner 
 

   

30) I cooperated well with my 
partner 

   

 
 
Do you have any additional comments about conducting task in the CMC 
environment!? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   Thank you very much for your contribution. 
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