
 

34

 

 

CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

     This section contains quantitative results and qualitative results. Section 4.1 

provides the quantitative results. Under this domain, section 4.1.1 illustrates the 

negotiation for meaning. Section 4.1.1.1 describes the confirmation checks, section 

4.1.1.2, the clarification requests, and 4.1.1.3, the comprehension checks. Section 

4.1.2 reports the results of the language-related episodes and section 4.1.3 the recasts. 

The qualitative results are placed in section 4.2. All of the raw data about the three 

interactional features from the three tasks can be seen in Appendix B.  

 

4.1 Quantitative Results 

4.1.1 Negotiation for Meaning 

To answer research question 1, the researcher found that familiar pairs 

presented more negotiations than unfamiliar pairs in all of the three tasks (see Figure 

2), and Table 6 provided the descriptive statistics. In the picture differences task, each 

familiar pair averagely adopted 2.60 times of the negotiation for meaning. Similar to 

the familiar pairs, the unfamiliar pairs used about 2.11 times. In the describe-and-draw 

task, each familiar pair used a little more negotiation for meaning (M = 3.75) and so 

did each unfamiliar pair (M = 2.94). In the discussion task, they seemed to use this 

strategy least: the familiar pairs used only 1.27 times and the unfamiliar pairs 1.05, 

respectively. Although the total amount of negotiation for meaning in the familiar 

pairs was larger than that of the unfamiliar pairs, the differences were not statistically 
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significant, F(1, 92) = 2.09, p = .15, as seen in Table 7.  

As for the research question 2, Figure 2 obviously indicated that, among these 

three tasks, the describe-and-draw task elicited the most negotiation for meaning. 

Besides, in this task, the minimum of this strategy use for the familiar pairs was 1.33 

times and for the unfamiliar pairs .66 (see Table 6). That is, only this task could 

compel both the familiar and unfamiliar pairs to use the negotiation for meaning more 

than zero.   
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Figure 2. Mean amount of negotiation by task 

 
From Table 7, the researcher found that similar to the results of interlocutors’ 

familiarity, two-way ANOVA demonstrated that there were no significant interactions 

between tasks and familiarity, F (2, 92) = .24, p = .78. Only in tasks could significant 

differences be found, F (2, 92) = 13.08, p = .00. That is, familiarity is not the cause of 

the differences in the amount of negotiation for meaning. Rather, the differences could 

be attributed to the task types.   
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Table 6  
Descriptive statistics for negotiation for meaning by task 

   95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean   

Task    Familiarity Mean Std. 
Deviation

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Minimum Maximum

Picture 
differences task Familiar 2.6041 1.76894 1.6615 3.5467 .00 6.00

 Unfamiliar 2.1176 1.91101 1.1351 3.1002 .00 6.33
Describe-and- 

draw task 
Familiar 3.7555 1.96987 2.6646 4.8464 1.33 7.66

 Unfamiliar 2.9411 2.28896 1.7643 4.1180 .66 7.66
Discussion 

task 
Familiar 1.2708 .68007 .9084 1.6332 .00 2.33

 Unfamiliar 1.0588 1.17989 .4521 1.6654 .00 4.33
 

 
Table 7 
Results of two-way ANOVA for negotiation of meaning by task  

Source 
Type III Sum 

of Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Task 77.599 2 38.800 13.088 .000
Familiarity 6.217 1 6.217 2.097 .151
Task * Familiarity 1.473 2 .736 .248 .781
Error 272.737 92 2.965  
Total 861.000 98  
p < .05 

 
 

To find more subtle differences among each type of negotiation (confirmation 

checks, clarification requests, comprehension checks) in terms of familiarity on each 

task, each type of negotiation was analyzed again by two-way ANOVA. In Table 8, 

the results of each type of negotiation for meaning are summarized.  
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Table 8 
Results of two-way ANOVA for negotiation for meaning by type 

p < .05 
 

4.1.1.1 Confirmation Checks 

In terms of confirmation checks, familiar pairs, generally speaking, 

outnumbered unfamiliar pairs (see Figure 3); only in the picture differences task did 

the unfamiliar pairs (M = 3.05) slightly outnumber the familiar ones (M = 2.93). In 

Table 9, we can see that the familiar pairs used most confirmation checks (M = 5.66) 

in the picture differences task and so did the unfamiliar pairs (M = 4.32). However, 

the differences were great, for the familiar and the unfamiliar pairs attainted 4.27 and 

4.49 respectively in the standard deviation. In the discussion task, they seemed to use 

this strategy least: the familiar pairs used only 2.12 times and the unfamiliar pairs 

1.88.  

Based on one-way ANOVA (see Table 10), the subtle differences between 

familiar and unfamiliar pairs on each type of tasks were revealed. In the picture 

differences task, there were no significant differences between familiar and unfamiliar 

pairs, F (1, 31) = .01, p = .90. In the describe-and-draw task, there were no significant 

Two-way ANOVA 
Confirmation 
check 

Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Task 151.559 2 75.779 7.508 .001
Familiarity 5.594 1 5.594 .554 .458
Task * Familiarity 8.981 2 4.490 .445 .642
Clarification request 
Task 226.295 2 113.148 15.047 .000
Familiarity 18.228 1 18.228 2.424 .123
Task * Familiarity 11.014 2 5.507 .732 .484
Comprehension check 
Task .532 2 .266 .240 .787
Familiarity .716 1 .716 .647 .423
Task * Familiarity 1.346 2 .673 .608 .546
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differences between familiar and unfamiliar pairs, F (1, 30) = .71, p = .40. In the 

discussion task, there were no significant differences between them, either, F (1, 31) 

= .14, p = .71. 
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Figure 3. Mean amount of confirmation checks by task  

 
 
Table 9 
Descriptive statistics for confirmation checks by task 

   95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean   

 
Task     Familiarity  Mean Std. 

Deviation
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Minimum Maximum

Picture 
differences task Familiar 2.9375 2.67005 1.5147 4.3603 .00 9.00

 Unfamiliar 3.0588 .70435 1.5657 4.5520 .00 11.00
Describe-and- 

draw task 
Familiar 5.6667 4.27061 3.3017 8.0317 .00 15.00

 Unfamiliar 4.3529 4.49918 2.0397 6.6662 .00 14.00
Discussion 

task 
Familiar 2.1250 1.40831 1.3746 2.8754 .00 4.00

 Unfamiliar 1.8824 2.20461 .7488 3.0159 .00 8.00
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Table 10 
Results of one-way ANOVA for confirmation checks by type 
One-way ANOVA 
Picture 
differences task 

Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Between Groups .121 1 .121 .016 .902
Within Groups 241.879 31 7.803  
Total 242.000 32  
Describe-and-draw task 
Between Groups 13.753 1 13.753 .712 .405
Within Groups 579.216 30 19.307  
Total 592.969 31  
Discussion task 
Between Groups .485 1 .485 .140 .711
Within Groups 107.515 31 3.468  
Total 108.000 32  
p < .05 

 
Referring back to Table 8, the researcher found that for confirmation checks, 

there were no significant interactions between task and familiarity, F (2, 92) = .44, p 

= .64. Nor were significant differences between familiar and unfamiliar pairs, F (1, 92) 

= .55, p = .45. However, the effect of tasks was statistically significant, F (2, 92) = 

7.50, p = .00. In other words, it was not the familiarity issue but the task types that 

contributed to the differences of the number of confirmation checks. Thus, in 

whichever type of task, interlocutors’ familiarity had no impact on the use of 

confirmation checks.  

4.1.1.2 Clarification Requests 

For clarification requests, Figure 4 showed that familiar pairs exceeded 

unfamiliar pairs in each task. The means and the standard deviations were presented 

in Table 11. In the picture differences task, each familiar pair averagely adopted 4.50 

times of the clarification requests. The unfamiliar pairs used, however, about 2.76. 

This difference may indicate that the familiar pairs seemed to ask for clarification of 

meaning more often than the unfamiliar pairs. In the describe-and-draw task, each 
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familiar pair used a little more clarification requests (M = 4.80) and each unfamiliar 

pair also did (M = 4.05). In the discussion task, they seemed to use this strategy least: 

the familiar pairs used only .93 and the unfamiliar pairs .82.   

Through one-way ANOVA (see Table 12), we can see the subtle differences in 

each task. In the picture differences task, there were no significant differences 

between familiar and unfamiliar pairs, F (1, 31) = 1.99, p = .16. In the 

describe-and-draw task, there were no significant differences between familiar and 

unfamiliar pairs, F (1, 30) = .51, p = .47. In the discussion task, there were no 

significant differences between them, either, F (1, 31) = .06, p = .80. 
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Figure 4. Mean amount of clarification requests by task 
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Table 11 
Descriptive statistics for clarification requests by task 

   95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean   

 
Task     Familiarity  Mean Std. 

Deviation
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Minimum Maximum

Picture 
differences task Familiar 4.5000 3.63318 2.5640 6.4360 .00 12.00

 Unfamiliar 2.7647 3.41924 1.0067 4.5227 .00 11.00
Describe-and- 

draw task 
Familiar 4.8000 2.93258 3.1760 6.4240 1.00 10.00

 Unfamiliar 4.0588 2.90410 2.5657 5.5520 .00 11.00
Discussion 

task 
Familiar .9375 1.06262 .3713 1.5037 .00 3.00

 Unfamiliar .8235 1.46779 .0689 1.5782 .00 6.00
    

Table 12 
Results of one-way ANOVA for clarification requests by type 

p < .05 
 

Table 8 revealed that there were no significant interactions between task and 

familiarity, F (2, 92) = .73, p = .48. Nor were there significant differences in 

familiarity, F (1, 92) = 2.42, p = .12. Like confirmation checks, only in tasks were 

there significant differences, F (2, 92) = 15.04, p = .00, which indicates the familiarity 

issue had no influence on the quantity of clarification requests.   

4.1.1.3 Comprehension Checks 

As for comprehension checks, Figure 5 and Table 13 showed that only in the 

One-way ANOVA 
Picture 
differences task 

Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 24.820 1 24.820 1.998 .167
Within Groups 385.059 31 12.421  
Total 409.879 32  
Describe-and-draw task 
Between Groups 4.378 1 4.378 .514 .479
Within Groups 255.341 30 8.511  
Total 259.719 31  
Discussion task 
Between Groups .107 1 .107 .065 .801
Within Groups 51.408 31 1.658  
Total 51.515 32  
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picture differences task did the unfamiliar pairs (M = .52) outnumber familiar pairs (M 

= .37). But averagely speaking, the number of comprehension checks was small. In 

the describe-and-draw task, each familiar pair used a little more comprehension 

checks (M = .80), but the unfamiliar pairs did not show this tendency (M = .41). That 

means the familiar pairs tended to care more about whether the partner followed up or 

not in describing and drawing than the unfamiliar pairs. In the discussion task, unlike 

the previous strategies, the use of comprehension checks was not the least among the 

three tasks. The familiar pairs used .75 times and the unfamiliar pairs .47.  

Through one-way ANOVA (see Table 14), we can find that in the picture 

differences task, there were no significant differences between familiar and unfamiliar 

pairs, F (1, 31) = .12, p = .72. In the describe-and-draw task, there were no significant 

differences between familiar and unfamiliar pairs, F (1, 30) = 1.94, p = .17. In the 

discussion task, there were no significant differences between them, either, F (1, 31) 

= .56, p = .45. 
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Figure 5. Mean amount of comprehension checks by task  
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Table 13 
Descriptive statistics for comprehension checks by task 

   95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean   

      
   Task      Familiarity  Mean Std. 

Deviation
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Minimum Maximum

Picture 
differences task Familiar .3750 1.08781 -.2047 .9547 .00 4.00

 Unfamiliar .5294 1.37467 -.1774 1.2362 .00 5.00
Describe-and- 

draw task 
Familiar .8000 .86189 .3227 1.2773 .00 2.00

 Unfamiliar .4118 .71229 .0455 .7780 .00 2.00
Discussion 

task 
Familiar .7500 1.23828 .0902 1.4098 .00 4.00

 Unfamiliar .4706 .87447 .0210 .9202 .00 3.00
 

 
Table 14 
Results of one-way ANOVA for clarification requests by type 

p < .05 
 

As Table 8 showed, there were no significant interactions between task and 

familiarity, F (2, 92)= .60, p = .54. Nor were there significant differences in 

familiarity, F (2, 92) = .64, p = .42. Besides, there were no significant differences 

among tasks, F (2, 92) = .24, p = .78, either. Unlike the other features, surprisingly, 

task types had no influence on the quantity of comprehension checks as interlocutors’ 

familiarity did. 

One-way ANOVA 
Picture 
differences task 

Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Between Groups .197 1 .197 .127 .724
Within Groups 47.985 31 1.548  
Total 48.182 32  
Describe-and-draw task 
Between Groups 1.201 1 1.201 1.946 .173
Within Groups 18.518 30 .617  
Total 19.719 31  
Discussion task 
Between Groups .643 1 .643 .566 .457
Within Groups 35.235 31 1.137  
Total 35.879 32  
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4.1.2 Language-Related Episodes   

To answer research question 1, we can see from Figure 6 that familiar pairs 

used more language-related episodes (LREs) than unfamiliar pairs in all of the three 

tasks. Table 15 provided the means and standard deviations for LREs use in the 

familiar and unfamiliar pairs on the three tasks. But obviously, learners used fewer 

LREs than negotiation for meaning, which might imply the learners were more used 

to negotiating for understanding meaning rather than for the linguistic usage. Each 

familiar pair used LREs most (M = 2.53) in the describe-and-draw task, and so did the 

unfamiliar pairs (M = 1.76). In the picture differences task, the familiar (M = .93) and 

unfamiliar (M = .52) pairs used the least of LREs. In the discussion task, unlike 

negotiation for meaning, the use of LREs was not the least among the three tasks. The 

familiar pairs used 1.00 time of LREs and the unfamiliar pairs .64. Although familiar 

pairs outnumbered unfamiliar pairs in all of the three tasks, there were no significant 

differences achieved, F (1, 92) = 2.58, p = .11, which can be seen in Table 16. 
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Figure 6. Mean amount of language-related episodes by task  
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Table 15 
Descriptive statistics for language-related episodes by task 

   95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean   

Task     Familiarity  Mean Std. 
Deviation

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Minimum Maximum

Picture 
differences task Familiar .9375 1.48183 .1478 1.7271 .00 5.00

 Unfamiliar .5294 .71743 .1605 .8982 .00 2.00
Describe-and- 

draw task 
Familiar 2.5333 2.66904 1.0552 4.0114 .00 7.00

 Unfamiliar 1.7647 1.71498 .8829 2.6464 .00 5.00
Discussion 

task 
Familiar 1.0000 1.21106 .3546 1.6453 .00 4.00

 Unfamiliar .6470 .99631 .1348 1.1593 .00 3.00
 

Through one-way ANOVA, Table 17 showed that in the picture differences task, 

there were no significant differences between familiar and unfamiliar pairs, F (1, 31) 

= 1.03, p = .31. In the describe-and-draw task, there were no significant differences 

between them, F (1, 30) = .96, p = .33. In the discussion task, there were no 

significant differences between them, either, F (1, 31) = .84, p = .36.  

Compared with negotiation for meaning, LREs were used much less in 

negotiations. However, if focusing on research question 2, we can still observe that 

like the negotiation for meaning, the describe-and-draw task elicited the most LREs. 

Although two-way ANOVA in Table 16 showed that there were no significant 

interactions between task and familiarity, F (2, 92) = .16, p = .84, there were 

significant differences in task types, F (2, 92) = 8.24, p = .00. Again, it was the task 

types, instead of familiarity, that determined the quantity of LREs. It means that in 

whichever task, the familiarity issue was not the main cause of the quantity of LREs. 
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Table 16 
Results of two-way ANOVA for language-related episodes by task  

Source 
Type III Sum 

of Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Task 40.495 2 20.248 8.248 .001
Familiarity 6.356 1 6.356 2.589 .111
Task * Familiarity .822 2 .411 .167 .846
Error 225.847 92 2.455  
Total 417.000 98  
p < .05 
 
 

Table 17 
Results of one-way ANOVA for language-related episodes by type 
One-way ANOVA 
Picture 
differences task 

Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 1.373 1 1.373 1.034 .317
Within Groups 41.173 31 1.328  
Total 42.545 32  
Describe-and-draw task 
Between Groups 4.708 1 4.708 .962 .334
Within Groups 146.792 30 4.893  
Total 151.500 31  
Discussion task 
Between Groups 1.027 1 1.027 .840 .366
Within Groups 37.882 31 1.222  
Total 38.909 32  

    p < .05 
 

However, if examining carefully the transcripts, the researcher was surprised to 

find that nearly all of the LREs were associated with the speakers’ self-correction only. 

In other words, all of the quantitative results here could only explain the quantity of 

self-corrections. The results here thus showed that whether with a familiar or 

unfamiliar partner and in whichever kind of task, the speaker would not attempt to 

identify the partners’ linguistic problems explicitly. According to Shehadeh (2001), “if 

production of MO [modified output] is integral to successful L2 learning, both 

self-initiations and other-initiations matter for L2 learning” (p. 451). That is, although 
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the participants only provided self-initiated corrections in LREs, from which they 

could still get benefits for SLA. As for the causes of such tendency, they will be 

discussed in the following chapter.   

4.1.3 Recasts   

Again, concerning research question 1, Figure 7 and Table 18 showed that 

familiar pairs outnumbered unfamiliar pairs, except in the discussion task. Compared 

with the above two interactional features, recasts were fewer in either familiar or 

unfamiliar pairs, as can be seen in Table 18. In the picture differences task, averagely, 

each familiar pair adopted .06 times of recasts, but the unfamiliar pairs never used this 

strategy at all. Each familiar pair used recasts in the describe-and-draw task most (M 

= .80), and so did the unfamiliar pairs (M = .70). That means like the above two types 

of interactional features, the describe-and-draw task elicited the most recasts. In the 

discussion task, unlike the above two features, the use of recasts was more in 

unfamiliar pairs (M = .35) than in the familiar pairs (M = .31). However, there were 

no significant differences in familiarity, F (1, 92) = .04, p = .84, which is shown in 

Table 19.  
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Figure 7. Mean amount of recasts by task  
 
 

Table 18 
Descriptive statistics for recasts by task 

   95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean   

      
Task      Familiarity  Mean Std. 

Deviation
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Minimum Maximum

Picture 
differences task Familiar .0625 .25000 -.0707 .1957 .00 1.00

 Unfamiliar .0000 .00000 .0000 .0000 .00 .000
Describe-and- 

draw task 
Familiar .8000 1.56752 -.0680 1.6680 .00 6.00

 Unfamiliar .7058 1.04670 .1677 1.2440 .00 4.00
Discussion 

task 
Familiar .3125 .60208 -.0083 .6333 .00 2.00

 Unfamiliar .3529 1.22173 -.2752 .9811 .00 5.00
p < .05 
 

Table 19 
Results of two-way ANOVA for recasts by task  

Source 
Type III Sum 

of Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Task 8.503 2 4.252 4.759 .011
Familiarity .037 1 .037 .041 .840
Task * Familiarity .081 2 .040 .045 .956
Error 82.187 92 .893  
Total 104.000 98  

     p < .05 
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Table 20 showed that in the picture differences task, there were no significant 

differences between familiar and unfamiliar pairs, F (1, 31) = 1.06, p = .31. In the 

describe-and-draw task, there were no significant differences between them, F (1, 30) 

= .04, p = .84. In the discussion task, there were no significant differences between 

them, either, F (1, 31) = .01, p = .90.  

As for research question 2, two-way ANOVA revealed that there were no 

significant interactions between task and familiarity, F (2, 92) = .04, p = .95 (see 

Table 19). Consistent with the other interactional features, task types alone caused 

significant differences, F (2, 92) = 4.75, p = .01. Thus, like the above two features, the 

influence of familiarity on interactions was not as great as it was hypothesized. 

Instead, the results confirmed the hypothesis 2 that it was the task type that decisively 

influenced the quantity of recasts. 

 
 

Table 20 
Results of one-way ANOVA for recasts by type 
One-way ANOVA 
Picture 
differences task 

Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Between Groups .032 1 .032 1.065 .310
Within Groups .938 31 .030  
Total .970 32  
Describe-and-draw task 
Between Groups .071 1 .071 .041 .841
Within Groups 51.929 30 1.731  
Total 52.000 31  
Discussion task 
Between Groups .013 1 .013 .014 .906
Within Groups 29.320 31 .946  
Total 29.333 32  
p < .05 
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4.2 Qualitative Analysis 

Although there are no significant differences between familiar and unfamiliar 

pairs based on the quantitative analysis, if observing closely the transcripts, we can 

still discover patters in the differences between familiar and unfamiliar pairs based on 

qualitative analysis.   

4.2.1 Power Relationships 

By a closer look at the modified transcripts, it is not hard to find power 

dynamics in pairs, with one dominating the negotiation and the other passively 

responding. This phenomenon was quite often seen especially in unfamiliar pairs. The 

dominant/passive power relationship occurred; for example, in Class A20, there were 

few negotiations even in the describe-and-draw task:  

A: There is a girl and boy in front of a big tree. Very big tree behind them.  

B: In the middle of the picture? 

A: Yes. And there is a dog on the left of the boy. 

B: Girl is …  

 A: The girl is with long hair. And the boy is short hair. The girl is wearing a 

dress and wear shoes. And the boy wear is wearing a T-shirt and shorts. The 

dog is with some spots on it, and there is bell on its neck. And the tree is 

pretty big. And there is only few leaves on the top of it. The two children are 

laughing. And their eyes and nose are very small. Their mouths are very big. 

Well, they are kneeling on the grass. Kneeling, kneeling, kneeling. Or just sit 

on the grass. Sit. Sit on the grass. And there is some xxx. And they are 

wearing shoes. Well, it’s almost finished, almost finished.   

The student A tended to describe the picture, and unlike the familiar pairs, the student 
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B did not attempt to ask for more details. Another example is in Class C21. Based on 

the tone and intonation, the student A appeared not interested in conversation with the 

student B; thus, the student B had self-monologue most of the time: 

B: James is the best, the second one is Helen, the third one is Judy. Because 

she’s experience is too much than Mary.  

A: The fourth? 

B: I think Mary. 

A: Fourth … 

B: And the last is John. I think John is the worst because his statement is not 

good for math. It’s just for scientist. But I think he is a good scientist teacher. 

And maybe his teaching experience is not so long. Helen … Although she 

only teaches college students, but I think her statement … is good from 

Judy … Her statement compared with Judy’s and Mary’s has more xxx, 

because Mary and Judy’s statement. I am afraid their students just study for 

math and for test, not to study for another subject. And then the student just 

study for xxx of the test, not to study to know what is the math. And don’t 

have the fun on the math. I think it’s not so good. So I think Helen is better 

than Mary, and is also better than Judy. But Helen’s teaching experience is 

shorter than James’s teaching experience. So I think James is good than 

Helen. And Helen is better than Judy. 

4.2.2 Repair Strategies 

The differences of interactive communication between familiar and unfamiliar 

pairs could also be reflected in the use of repair strategies. In the picture differences 

task, the student B in Class B2 (familiar pairs) pointed out ‘horizontal bar,’ which did 
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not appear in student A’s worksheet. The following is their episodes of the 

negotiation: 

A: There is a horizontal bar on the ground, and you? 

B: What is horizontal …? 

B: It is the … It is something that you can hang it. 

A: Hang it? 

B: Hang your body. 

A: I don’t have any. 

Some familiar pairs tried to use circumlocution to convey the meaning. Other 

familiar pairs even used actions or mimes to solve such a communication breakdown. 

However, for unfamiliar pairs, perhaps because some of them were more likely to 

show politeness (Plough and Gass, 1993) or because some of them were less willing 

to show their inferiority (Wood, 1993), many did not attempt to get involved in 

negotiation as much as the familiar pairs did. For example, in Class A16, the student A 

wanted to change the subject when coming across difficulties:  

A: Three leaves on the water? 

B: What is three leaves? 

A: Uh … three leaves. 

B: Leaves? 

A: Yes … 

B: I can’t understand what…. 

A: We can change the (subject). 

In Class A17, the student B even skipped the student A’s question and jumped to the 

other subject: 
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B: Horizontal bar. H-O-R-I-Z-O-N-T-A-L B-A-R. 

A: Oh … what’s that? 

 B: And three trees.  

A: Uh? 

B: Trees. Trees behind the house. 

A: I have two trees. 

When there was a need for negotiation, the unfamiliar pairs were more likely to 

let it go; even if they tried to solve the communication problems, some of the pairs 

tended to switch to their native language, Mandarin, more often than to run the risk of 

negotiating in English. The following is an example from Class B13:  

B: There is a man and woman. The woman is handing a baby. And the woman 

is wear … 

A: Wait.怎麼畫？ 

B: Is wear … 高跟鞋怎麼講？... is wear a dress and a … 項鍊怎麼講？And    

  a … 

A: 講的太快了! 

Another example is in Class C16: 

B: I have a frog.  

A: Frog? 什麼東西？ 

B: Is there a horizontal bar in your picture? 

A: 什麼東西啊？ 

Class C19 is also an example: 

A: 現在幾個啦？ 
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B: In pond, in your picture, in front of the house, there are some… 

A: Uh? Some?  

B: What do your two house have in front of your two house? 

A: In front of the two house … 我不會講 … 

The unfamiliar pairs were less confident in asking and answering the 

non-understanding and in taking the challenge of negotiating in English or actions. 

4.2.3 Agreement versus Disagreement  

     Besides, the way familiar and unfamiliar pairs trying to reach a consensus was 

also divergent. In the discussion task, it is obvious that the unfamiliar pairs tended to 

show agreement more frequently than the familiar pairs. In Class A17, for example, 

the student B showed a lot of agreement with the student A during the discussion: 

B: You think so? Ok, I think so too.  

A: Our teacher … he is about 40 years old.  

B: You are right. He is old too. And he is so strange. Then how about you? 

…. 

A: The college students is more … more smart. 

B: Ok, I agree with you. So … number one person is Helen.  

     Another example is in Class A18; the students also showed congruity without 

much negotiation: 

A: I think the Judy is the best, because he has taught experience in a senior high 

school. 

B: That’s a good …Wait … I think you are right. So, he is the first one, Judy. 

…. 

A: I think it’s John because he has senior high school experience. John just a 
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junior high school teacher.  

B: Ok … So, John is the second … And who will be the third? I know Mary is 

the last, Mary is the last, because he is very young.  

…. 

A: Because he … 

B: Right, he didn’t have experience to teach senior high. 

A: Yes. 

B: Oh, ok, we are ready.   

     In Class C16, the student B preferred to ask his partner’s opinions, and what the 

student A said was generously accepted by the student B: 

B: You think it’s Judy. Why?  

A: Because he has a senior high school 18 years. But John… 

B: He also has teaching experience at senior high school. 5 years is also long.  

A: Ok. I agree. 

B: Mm … the second. Who do you think is the second? 

A: I think … Judy. 

B: I think Judy is the second also. And who do you think is the third?  

A: Mary. 

B: Mary … Why? 

A: Because he has teached at a senior high school. 

B: Ok. Mary is three. I agree. How about fourth? 

A: James. 

B: Oh, James? Why?  

A: I think James is better than Helen.  
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B: So … James is fourth. So next is Helen, right? 

A: Um. 

     Unlike the unfamiliar pairs, the familiar ones seemed more comfortable to show 

their opinions, even opposing their partner’s. The following example is extracted from 

Class B1:    

B: That’s okay. Why do you think is James? 

A: Because he has many teaching experience too. And he is graduated from 

Standford.  

B: But his teaching experience is in junior.  

A: 14. But it’s long too. And he graduated from Standford University. So, 

maybe he has the way to teach the way … the way in the USA.  

… 

 B: Who do you think is the last? 

A: The last ... I think Mary. 

B: Mary? Why? 

A: She is very young. She is not married.  

B: I think it’s Helen. 

A: Helen. 

B: Because he has … she has really short teaching experience, like Mary, yeah? 

But she has married. So I think she will pay many time with … to take care 

of the children. Also she graduated from Harvard University in the USA. 

A: Um, yes.  

B: Why do you think it’s Mary? Why? 

A: Young. 
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B: Young? And? 

A: She says she loves teenagers. Maybe she can… 

B: But we are choosing the last.  

A: Yeah.  

B: Why … How about John? 

A: John? First, I think he is good. Then the Oxford University is the famous 

college too. And his teaching experience is not too short. 

The participants in familiar pairs showed more ‘but’ in their explanations during 

negotiations. Owing to such give-and-take in negotiation between partners, the 

communication appeared longer than that in the unfamiliar pairs. The findings provide 

evidence that familiar pairs appeared to get more actively involved in the tasks than 

the unfamiliar pairs, which seems inconsistent with Plough and Gass’ (1993) 

observation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


