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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

It has long been a myth in language teaching that reciting the language elements 

and rules may enable learners to use the language outside the classroom successfully.  

Nonetheless, knowing the language usage differs from knowing how to use the 

language. What should be put into focus in language teaching has been under great 

disputes. The development of foreign language students’ communicative competence 

has become the goal of foreign language instruction in Taiwan’s education these 

decades. Many experts and learning materials promote the design of activities which 

allow students to converse with each other in meaningful ways. The use of tasks is 

expected to enhance students’ conversational negotiations and numerous tasks for 

pedagogical choices are accordingly developed.   

In this chapter, theories about language acquisition and related experiments are 

covered. These researches are believed to promote students’ communicative 

competence. In section 2.1, some prominent theories about language acquisition are 

reviewed—including Input Hypothesis, Output Hypothesis, and Interaction 

Hypothesis. Section 2.2 mentions the influence of research contexts on interactions. 

Then section 2.3 is concerned with specific issues in interactions, in which the task 

and interlocutor factors are the foci. Section 2.4 and 2.5 are the research questions and 

hypotheses for this study.  
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2.1 Review of Language Acquisition Theories 

     In terms of language acquisition, some propose that input is more important 

than anything else, which viewpoint such as Krashen’s Input Hypothesis will be 

reviewed in section 2.1.1. On the other hand, some claim that it is not the input per se 

but the input from negotiations that contributes to language acquisition, for instance, 

Swain’s Output Hypothesis, which will be referred to in section 2.1.2. Section 2.1.3 

mentions the other famous theory, the Interaction Hypothesis, and some interactional 

features will be introduced as well.  

2.1.1 Input Hypothesis   

In the early eighties, the SLA research focused on the input the learners were 

exposed to. Krashen has then brought forth the Input Hypothesis, which claims that 

language acquisition is mediated by acquiring comprehensible input incidentally and 

subconsciously (Ellis, 2003). For Krashen, once the learners understand target 

language input (i), some forms containing just a little beyond the present form (i+1) 

will be acquired next according to the natural order of SLA. Various kinds of input 

can be tuned to be comprehensible by means of contextual clues as well as simpler 

language which is equivalent to learners’ proficiency. This comprehension hypothesis 

proclaims that input has to be comprehensible to assist learners’ language acquisition 

(see, e.g., Krashen, 1980) and that “we acquire language by input, not by output” 

(Krashen, 2004, p. 54).   

2.1.2 Output Hypothesis 

While Krashen argued that output is not necessary to make any important 

impact on language development, Swain and Lapkin (1995) provided convincing 

evidence that output is at least as significant as input, if not more, in successful 
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second language acquisition. Likewise, de Bot (1996) also highlighted the important 

role of output “because it generates highly specific input the cognitive system needs 

to build up a coherent set of knowledge” (as cited in Brown, 2000, p. 281).   

In Swain’s (1985) empirical study, she found that immersion students 

performed similarly to native speakers (NSs) on tests of reading and listening whereas 

poorer than NSs on production tests, especially the ones pertaining grammatical 

ability, such as cloze tests. She thus argued that comprehensible input alone is not 

enough for SLA and that comprehensible output is no less important than 

comprehensible input.   

The idea that output is necessary in language acquisition has been proposed at 

least from several directions (Swain, 1995): first, output can promote noticing, which 

is essential for second language acquisition (Schmidt, 1990). That is, by trying to 

produce L2, spoken or written, learners may identify what they lack in grammatical 

knowledge for successful expressing. Through producing, learners may notice a gap 

between what they want to say and what they can say, and this can serve as a 

consciousness-raising function. Second, output helps learners to test hypotheses.  

Learners may learn the language through hypothesis testing to see whether their 

comprehensibility or linguistic knowledge is well-formed or not. Third, through 

negotiation about form, learners may use the target language to reflect on their target 

language use, which represents its metalinguistic function. Fourth, output helps to 

develop fluency and automaticity of processing. 

2.1.3 Interaction Hypothesis 

Not output alone but pushed output is claimed to benefit language acquisition.  

It is suggested that problems arising from negotiations may trigger speakers’ cognitive 
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processes involved in SLA (Swain and Lapkin, 1995). The researchers proclaimed 

that while producing the L2, a learner is likely to notice a linguistic problem whether 

from external or internal feedback, and such noticing process may propel the learner 

to modify his/her output.  

Vygotsky also proposed that interaction serves as the essential quality in 

acquisition, claiming there is no “solo performance” in cognitive approaches in 

interaction (McNamara, 1997, p. 454). Vygotskyan theory emphasizes the differences 

between the potential of individuals who are superficially of the same point of 

development. This is what is termed as zone of proximal development or ZPD, and it 

reveals that individuals can acquire the target language in interaction with more 

knowledgeable others or what he termed as experts. The incorrect hypotheses and 

inappropriate generalizations can be accordingly adjusted through the interlocutor’s 

feedback. Vygotsky argued that children learn through interaction activities, such as 

playing with adults, which interaction may result in better internalization of the target 

language than if they act alone (Ellis,1997, p. 49). In other words, interlanguage 

development usually constructs on social interaction first, and then is internalized 

inside the learner. Where there is a communicative breakdown, the learners may 

receive negative feedback, indicating their output is unsuccessful, which may push the 

learners to make some alternations about their messages:   

Negotiating meaning needs to incorporate 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, 2005, pp. 

472-473).   

In other words, the theoretical rationale behind the pushed output is that pushing 
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learners to go beyond their current proficiency level can lead to a step toward 

“internalization of new linguistic knowledge” or “consolidation of the existing 

knowledge” (Swain and Lapkin, 1995, p. 374). Figure 1 below demonstrates how  

second language learning occurs from negotiated interaction. 

 

                                                                                             
                                                  Analyze 
                                                 input 

 
 

 
 “noticing”                no  solution 

Figure 1. Output and second language learning (cited from Swain and Lapkin, 
1995, p.388) 
 

Since negotiations may provide learners with pushed output opportunities, 

studies have adopted several coding procedures to analyze interactions. As early as 

1980, Long investigated interactional modification and negotiation between nonnative 

speakers and their native interlocutors by counting interactional features, such as 

clarification requests, confirmation checks, and comprehension checks. On the other 

hand, Varonis and Gass (1985) treated clarification requests and confirmation checks 

as indicators. Although the above two studies adopt different terms to illustrate 

features of negotiation for meaning, the process is similar, in which a listener requests 

message clarification and confirmation when coming into a communication 

breakdown and the speaker employs repeating, elaborating, and simplifying the 

previously uttered message to follow up the requests.   
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2.2 Contexts and Interaction  

Quite a few factors may influence the learners’ interactions, among which the 

impact of different research contexts cannot be neglected. It is worth noting that 

differences between laboratory and classroom settings, between classroom types, and 

between observational and experimental studies may cause different linguistic 

features and feedback types (Nicholas et al., 2001). To understand L2 learning and 

development more thoroughly, natural classroom-based study should be called into 

practice (see Morris and Tarone, 2003). Section 2.2.1 relate to two classroom-based 

studies done by Foster (1998) and Gass et al. (2005). The observed differences of 

conversation structure between natural L2 classrooms and laboratory contexts will 

then be reviewed.   

2.2.1 Conversation Structure in Natural L2 Classes 

To cater for developing teaching methodology and understanding language 

acquisition processing, the language acquisition research should change the context 

from laboratory to L2 classrooms:  

It is clear that SLA research has to be willing to move into the 

environment of an undisturbed, intact classroom, and not confine 

itself exclusively to places organized for or disrupted by a research 

experiment (Foster, 1998, p. 4).     

Based on the previous studies, little research on the negotiations has been done 

outside the laboratory and in natural classrooms. Foster (1998) is one of the few 

researchers examining such negotiations, but she particularly focused on how the task 

types (i.e. optional or required information exchange) and the participant structure (i.e. 

dyad or small group) could affect the amount of language and modified interaction.  
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She claimed that very few students in either group or dyad produced modified 

utterances. She noted that even if such negotiation occurred, it was “confined to a few 

individuals and was invariably short, with checks and requests being answered briefly 

(if al all) before the interaction moved on” (p. 18). Her findings have suggested that 

differences between laboratory and classroom settings regarding the amount of 

negotiation may make it questionable to apply experimental implications to classroom 

teaching.    

Gass et al. (2005) then carried on exploring whether there is difference between 

laboratory and natural classroom settings. The tasks were all conducted in dyads, and 

the data showed that there were few differences in total amount of negotiation 

between these two settings. Although the significant differences lay in task types, 

which is similar to Foster’s (1998) findings, Gass et al. asserted that the learners’ 

negotiations were not few and uncommon as evidenced by Foster (1998). Instead, 

they declared that negotiation can be rich in the L2 classroom.  

The discrepancy between Foster (1998) and Gass et al.’s (2005) results appear 

contradictory and thus intriguing. As Long (1983) asserted, many researchers do not 

control most of the variables recognized as sociolinguistic dimension, in which the 

speech may vary and may cause differences between two corpora. To compare the 

findings of interactional studies and to apply the research results to real L2 classrooms, 

the social relationship between participants is worth further investigating   

 

2.3 Other Related Issues of Interaction 

     Besides research contexts, according to McNamara (1996), there are other 

factors which may affect task performance, especially the speaker, the interlocutor, 
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and the task. Although what he pointed out is specifically in test condition, the model 

can still be referenced for studying interactions. In this section, the focus is on the 

factors of tasks and of interlocutors.   

     Section 2.2.1 reports the definition of tasks and the role of tasks in 

conversational negotiations. Section 2.2.1.1 further reviews the task features and Pica 

et al.’s (1993) framework of task classification. Section 2.2.1.2 reviews the related 

studies on task implementation or the way a task is performed. In section 2.2.2, the 

role of interlocutors will be reviewed. Section 2.2.2.1 discusses the interactional 

differences between native and nonnative speakers as interlocutors. Section 2.2.2.2 

lists related studies of interlocutors’ familiarity, such as Plough and Gass (1993), 

Tarone and Liu (1995), and O’Sullivan (2002).   

2.3.1 The Role of Tasks  

     According to Ellis (2003), unlike an activity or an exercise, a task is defined as 

a meaning-focused rather than form-focused language use activity. A task requires the 

participants to act in a way that they must employ in the real-world situations, i.e. it’s 

the pragmatic use of language in context. Thus, tasks should be both situationally 

and/or interactioanlly authentic. Lastly, a task must have a clear defined 

communicative outcome when the learners have completed the task. 

The features of task environment may greatly influence the learners’ 

conversational negotiations. Thus, relevant issues related with task structure itself and 

the task content are scopes supposed to be conducive to learners’ co-construction of 

meaning (Hardy and Moore, 2004), for instance, the familiarity with the task material, 

task type, discourse genre, and even the sequencing of tasks (e.g., Hardy and Moore, 

2004; Plough and Gass, 1993). Among various task variables found to influence the 
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amount of negotiations and communicative efficacy, “task feature” (e.g., conditions of 

a task) and “task implementation” (e.g., task procedures) are the two main categories 

(Ellis, 2003, p. 85).   

2.3.1.1 Task Features  

Some studies especially investigate the efficacy of task types, such as Pica and 

Doughty (1985b). Nonetheless, just as Pica et al. (1989) pointed out, different 

terminology used in labeling makes it difficult to compare the tasks and their related 

research findings. Consequently, tasks should be differentiated from each other by a 

given criterion. According to Pica et al. (1993), tasks can be classified by 

interactional activity and communicative goal (as cited in Skehan, 1998). Under 

interactional activity, two categories are further distinguished: interactional 

relationship and interactional requirements. Communicative goal can be sub-divided 

into goal orientation and outcome options. Interactional relationship refers to the 

information which different participants hold. Possibilities are that, for example, one 

participant holds all the information, all participants hold all information, or different 

participants hold different information. Interactional requirements concern to what 

degree the learners will request the information and/or supply the required 

information. Under communicative goal, goal orientation involves whether the 

participants reach a convergent or divergent goal, regarding the outcome. Outcome 

option is related to the number of possible means to meet the goal. All of these 

features categorize task types, which is summarized in Table 1.   
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Table 1 
An Analysis of Tasks 

          Tasks 
Features  Jigsaw Information gap Discussion 

Interactional activity 
- interactional 

relationship 

 
 
 

two-way 

 
 

one-way or 
two-way 

 
 

two-way or 
one-way 

- interactional 
requirements 

 
Required 

 
required 

 
not required 

Communicative goal 
- goal orientation 

 
 

convergent 

 
 

convergent 

 
 

divergent 

- outcome options one-only, 
i.e. agreement 

one-only, 
i.e. agreement 

arbitrary, 
but probably more 

than one 
Pica et al.’s (1993) framework (cited in Skehan, 1998, p. 105) 

 

2.3.1.2 Task Implementation  

Besides task features, participatory pattern (i.e. teacher-fronted, group, or dyad) 

is also considered a variable determining to what extent the learners participate in the 

interaction. Pica and Doughty (1985a) as well as Doughty and Pica (1986) found that 

modification of interaction was higher in the group than in the teacher-fronted 

situation, and there were no differences between the group and dyad interaction 

patterns regarding the amount of modification. However, most studies still confirm 

the hypothesis that individuals have more opportunities to use the target language in 

group than in teacher-fronted activities (Pica and Doughty, 1985a, 1985b), and dyad is 

even more effective than the teacher-fronted context (Mackey et al., 2003; Oliver, 

2000) and than the group context (Foster, 1998).    

2.3.2 The Role of Interlocutors 

Since “output is a socially constructed cognitive tool” (Nunan, 2005, p. 235), it 
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is imperative to take the role of interlocutors into consideration. Interindividual 

perspective highlights that every individual is diverse, dynamic, multiple, and 

decentered, seeing the organization of language as a shared knowledge for meaning.  

Based on this point of view, Jacoby and Ochs (1995) specify the idea of 

co-construction: 

One of the important implications for taking the position that everything is 

co-constructed through interaction is that it follows that there is a distributed 

responsibility among interlocutors for the creation of sequential coherence, 

identities, meaning, and events. This means that language, discourse and their 

effects cannot be considered deterministically preordained…by assumed 

constructs of individual competence … (as cited in McNamara, 1997, p. 456) 

McNamara suggests that “[A] weakness of current models [of communicative 

competence] is that they focus too much on the individual candidate rather than the 

candidate in interaction” (McNamara, 1996, p. 86, as cited in O’Sullivan, 2002, p 

278). The criticism shows that there is little research on the relationship between the 

participants. Since the role of interlocutor may positively or negatively affect 

interaction, which is influential for second language acquisition, there are a number of 

interlocutor-related variables needing to be looked into. For instance, the gender of 

the interlocutor may impact the negotiation pattern (Gass and Varonis, 1985, 1986; 

Pica et al., 1989, 1991). Gass and Varonis’ (1985) study shows that it seems a 

tendency that women are less confident in indicating a lack of understanding because 

the females usually make efforts to carry on the conversation; thus, they tend to 

provide more support and accommodate more frequently toward their interlocutors. In 

addition, age (Iwashita, 2003; Mackey et al., 2003), ethnicity (Iwashita, 2003; Pica et 
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al., 1989, 1991), and proficiency level (Iwashita, 2001; Swain and Lapkin, 1995) may 

also play a part in negotiation for meaning.   

2.3.2.1 The Nativeness of Interlocutors 

The pioneer of investigating conversation in the development of second 

language was Long (1980), showing the differences between NS/NNS (native 

speakers/nonnative speakers) and NS/NS (native speakers/native speakers) 

conversations. In terms of the interactional structure, NS/NNS produce more 

interactional modifications than NS/NS, especially in light of the pragmatic intentions 

in modified interaction (Long, 1983). Other NS/NNS interactional studies are on the 

relationship between interactional moves and grammatical learning (e.g., Iwashita, 

2003) and on the role of gender (e.g., Pica et al., 1991).   

Varonis and Gass (1985) argued that for successful communication to take 

place, there must be participants’ involvement and attentiveness in the discourse. The 

researchers suggested that NNS/NNS negotiations would engage participants in 

greater involvement, which in turn would be more beneficial for SLA. The study 

results confirmed their suggestion was true in that NNS/NNS pairs showed greater 

incidence of non-understanding routines than the other two kinds of dyads (i.e. NS/NS 

and NS/NNS). The researchers pointed out that due to NNSs’ self-recognition of their 

“shared incompetence” (ibid. p. 84), they were not greatly face-threatened by 

indicating non-understanding.   

To date, more and more studies have focused on the NNS/NNS interactions.  

Varonis and Gass (1985) suggest that NNS/NNS interactional discourse may serve as 

an important function for non-native speakers. The reasons are, first, it generates a 

non-threatening environment for practicing. Second, it renders comprehensible input 
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through negotiation.   

2.3.2.2 The Familiarity of Interlocutors 

     Among the various interactional factors, the social relationship between 

interlocutors (e.g., solidarity, power, and network, see Preston, 1989) has relatively 

received little attention. Morris and Tarone (2003) observed the dynamics of the 

communicative language classrooms in depth. The researchers underlined the social 

relationship between participants in the dyads to see if social context would influence 

L2 learners’ perspective of corrective feedback. The findings following Bell’s (1984) 

showed that the attention learners pay to speech form is very likely to be influenced 

by their social relationship with their interlocutors. The researchers found that while 

working with someone the learner does not like, he/she may meet interactional 

conflicts easily, often caused by misunderstanding of implicit negative feedback. 

Especially the learners with lower levels of L2 proficiency and motivations are more 

apt to be affected. Thus the researchers make a caution:  

SLA researchers and teachers should be careful not to make generalizations 

about the impact of pair work on L2 development without taking into account 

the social dynamic in the classroom and the resulting stances of the particular 

learners taking part in the interaction (Morris and Tarone, 2003, p. 362).    

One of the major findings from studies about social relations showed that 

degrees of social distance and power relationships between interlocutors are among 

the most important factors. However, these factors may interact with other situational 

factors and are subject to cultural variation (Blum-Kulka, House, and Kasper, p. 1989). 

The use of directness and indirectness, which is related to speech styles, is often 

determined by different cultural ways of speaking. Frequently, what the Chinese call 
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‘losing face’ and ‘saving face’ determines speakers’ linguistic behaviors.  

Brown and Levinson (1987), based on Goffman’s (1967) “face” concept, 

proposed a theory of politeness strategies, including negative and positive face. The 

positive face is to preserve a person’s public face in order “to be thought of as a 

normal, contributing member of his social world” (Scollon and Scollon, 1983, p.166). 

In the mean time, a person may want to preserve his individuality, “his own territory 

within which he has the right of independence of movement and decision” (Scollon 

and Scollon, 1983, p. 166), which is negative face. Any act operating differentially 

from the cultural norms may risk carrying out misunderstanding or embarrassment.  

Since the social power and distance between interlocutors may determine the 

perception of face-threatening acts, in order to reduce the possible damage caused by 

face problems, one needs to adopt some politeness strategies by considering the social 

relationship with the interlocutors. However, within the social parameters, as the 

researcher knows, the studies on interlocutors’ familiarity are not plentiful. In light of 

supporting the idea that interlocutors’ familiarity has a positive impact on learners’ 

interactions and task performance, three studies have confirmed the assumption, but 

based on different research designs (Plough and Gass, 1993; Tarone and Liu, 1995; 

O’Sullivan, 2002). The classification can be referenced below in Table 2. 
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Table 2 
Studies on Interlocutor Familiarity  

Studies Contexts Subjects Tasks Familiarity 
Impact 

1 
 

Plough and 
Gass  

(1993) 

Experimental 
study 

10 dyads with 
different native 

languages 

2 tasks: a 
two-way task and a 

discussion task 
 

2 
 

Tarone and 
Liu  

(1995) 

Longitudinal 
study 1 Chinese boy 

3 types of 
interlocutors: 

classroom teachers, 
peers, and the 

researcher 

 

3 
 

O’Sullivan 
(2002) Test condition 32 Japanese 

3 tasks: the personal 
information 

exchange, the 
narrative, and a 

decision-making task 

 

 

In Plough and Gass (1993), to compare the familiar and unfamiliar pairs, half of 

the dyads knew each other for months and half of them had never met before. Nearly 

both of the participants in the dyads spoke different native languages, and to control 

the effect of gender, all participants were male. The results showed that the less 

familiar interlocutors were with each other, the more actively involved they would be, 

but they were less likely to express non-understanding. Contrastively, the number of 

confirmation checks and clarification requests (i.e. the negotiation for meaning 

indices) was greater in the familiar dyads than in the unfamiliar dyads. In other words, 

the familiar pairs were more willing to signal non-understanding during the 

interaction whereas the unfamiliar pairs tended to show features of politeness and 

support more. 

     Another study is done by Tarone and Liu (1995), which is a 26-month 

longitudinal study of a Chinese boy, Bob. When the study was practiced, Bob was 

only five years old, and when the study ended, he was seven. The researchers were 

interested in how the role of relationships might influence Bob’s production of 
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interlanguage. Three types of interlocutors were investigated: classroom teachers (a 

child-student to adult-teacher role relationship), peers in the classroom (a child to 

child-friend role relationship), and the researcher (a child to adult-friend role 

relationship). The SLA researchers found that there was relationship between the 

learner’s external social context and his internal cognitive processes. Bob’s 

interlanguage knowledge was affected by the different interactional contexts, in which 

the familiarity with the interlocutor was acknowledged as a very possible factor of 

acquisition.        

The other study from O’Sullivan (2002) indicates that participants working with 

familiar partners would positively affect the task performance in tests. In his study, 

thirty-two Japanese were employed to perform a series of three tasks. The results 

supported that there was an acquaintanceship effect, where the ones working with 

friends achieving higher scores than working with strangers. However, there was no 

effect on language complexity. The effect involved with the language accuracy was 

the gender of the interlocutor. When female students worked with female strangers, 

the accuracy was higher than working with male strangers. The possible reason might 

be related to sociocultural power/dominance relationships in Japanese society.   

Evidence from the previous literature suggests that familiarity with one’s 

partner in an interactive task may facilitate the task performance. Anecdotal evidence 

in the area of psychology, gathered from language teachers/ testers and students/ 

test-takers, also reflects that the spontaneous support offered by a friend may 

positively decrease anxiety and promote task performance under experimental 

conditions (e.g., Sarason and Sarason, 1986, as cited in O’Sullivan, 2002, p. 288).   

However, nearly all of the studies concerning familiarity have been 
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experiment-driven and the participants are usually divided into known and unknown 

pairs. So far, only Long (1996) and Porter (1991) did not support such familiarity 

hypothesis. Long (1996) made a brief conclusion from the relative studies that 

negotiation devices occur more frequently “on unfamiliar tasks or with unfamiliar 

interlocutors” (p. 418). In Porter’s study (cited from O’Sullivan, 2002), thirteen Arab 

learners were examined by known and unknown interviewers, in which we have to 

note that there existed inherently unequal relationship as an interview. Apparently, 

both of the above conclusions need more experimental examination under scrutiny, 

especially practiced in real L2 classrooms so that the results can be appropriately 

applied to L2 teaching situations. 

 

2.4 Research Questions 

Although research has shown that social and power relations between 

participants could interfere with the negotiations and language acquisition (e.g., 

Morris and Tarone, 2003), apparently little research has taken such factor into account. 

It may be considered complex to explore participants and their social relationships 

(Gass et al., 2005). While it is hard to control all the variables in a natural setting, the 

investigator suggests that considering the interlocutor variable should yield different 

results. How the interlocutor familiarity impacts the patterns and amount of 

negotiations in a natural EFL class is thus a focus in this study.   

In addition, the interrelation between task types and interlocutors’ familiarity 

has also received little attention. In this study, the investigator abides by the criterion 

devised by Pica et al. (1993) to classify tasks into one-way required information task, 

two-way required information task, and two-way optional information task. How the 
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tasks may interact with the interlocutor variables is the second question in focus.   

Consequently, this study addresses two research questions: 

1. In a natural L2 classroom, what are the differences of negotiating features 

between the interactions with familiar and unfamiliar interlocutors? 

2. How do different tasks influence interactions with familiar and unfamiliar 

interlocutors? 

 

2.5 Hypotheses 

In light of limited empirical work on the relationship between interlocutor 

familiarity and task performance, the present study seeks to find the influence of 

interlocutors’ familiarity on interactions in a real L2 setting as well as aims to test the 

efficacy of task types. About research question one, the following hypothesis is made: 

Hypothesis 1: Greater amount of negotiated interaction will occur in familiar  

interlocutor pairs because they are less likely to be threatened by indicating 

non-understanding. This is supported by O’Sullivan’s (2002) as well as Plough 

and Gass’ (1993) empirical studies. 

As for research question two, an additional hypothesis is made in terms of the 

interactions between task types and interlocutor familiarity: 

     Hypothesis 2: According to Plough and Gass (1993), task issue is independent 

of the people involved. It is estimated that the task types will outweigh the 

familiarity of interlocutors. That is, it is the task type, not the interlocutor 

familiarity, that determines the amount of negotiations.     

 

 


