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And indeed there will be time

To wonder, “Do I dare?” and, “Do I dare?”

Time to turn back and descend the stair,

…

Do I dare

Disturb the universe?

In a minute there is time

For decisions and revisions which a minute will reverse.

From T. S. Eliot - The Love Song of J. Alfred Prufrock
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Chapter 1 

General introduction
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This thesis explores ways to develop pre-vocational learners’ ability and affect (will-

ingness to communicate, self-confidence and enjoyment) in English as a Foreign 

Language (EFL oral interaction through instruction, as well as ways in which indi-

vidual speakers’ interactional ability can be assessed reliably. In this chapter, we 

discuss the background, aims and scope of the research project, followed by an 

outline of the thesis.

Background to the study

In today’s globalized society, English is used as the language for wider commu-

nication situated in various contexts, i.e., in personal, public, occupational and 

educational contexts (Council of Europe, 2001). Over the years, consensus has 

grown that the primary goal of foreign language education is to enable language 

learners to become competent language users. With regard to oral interaction, 

this implies that foreign language curricula should develop learners’ interactional 

ability, i.e., their ability to achieve communicative goals in interaction, and to 

convey and understand communicative intent in interaction with others in real 

time (cf. Celce-Murcia, 2007). 

Real-time interaction is cognitively taxing. First, it is mediated by time 

constraints, and is therefore mostly unplanned. This requires speakers to concep-

tualise, formulate and articulate messages more or less in parallel (Levelt, 1999). 

Secondly, it is reciprocal. This requires speakers to both produce and understand 

messages in real time, to adjust messages to their speech partner’s understanding, 

and to monitor and manage the interactional encounter itself (Bygate, 1987). 

Meeting these demands hinges on four conditions: 1) linguistic knowledge, 2) the 

ability to use this knowledge in real time, 3) the ability to do so appropriately in 

specific contexts and 4) the ability to use self-supporting and other-supporting 

strategies, such as compensation- and meaning negotiation strategies, that help 

speakers address potential communicative problems (cf. Canale, 1983a; 1983b; 

Celce-Murcia, 2007). 

Engagement in oral interaction is not only dependent on speakers’ interactional 

ability, but also on their affective states. Affective variables related to communi-

cation include speakers’ willingness to communicate (WTC), which is defined as 

the readiness to engage in discourse with specific people in specific situations 

(MacIntyre et al., 1998). It also includes speakers’ self-confidence that they will be 

successful in a specific situation (MacIntyre et al., 1998). Self-confidence is defined 

as a combination of speakers’ perceived competence and low levels of anxiety 

(Clément et al., 1977). Enjoyment is seen as a positive emotion that runs parallel 

to the negative emotion of anxiety (Dewaele & MacIntyre, 2014). Enjoyment is 



13

1
defined as the feeling of elation or pleasure speakers gain from interacting with 

people in specific situations (Kang, 2005).

EFL oral interaction in the pre-vocational track

EFL teachers in the Netherlands underwrite the importance of developing oral 

interaction skills that enable learners to achieve real-life goals both in informal, 

personal settings, and in more formal educational and occupational settings 

(Fasoglio, 2017). Oral interaction has been an official goal for EFL teaching since 

1986 (Kwakernaak, 2016). Exam programmes for all educational tracks list attain-

ment targets for performing a range of communicative language functions (e.g. 

giving and receiving information), and for learning strategies to help achieve 

interactional goals and to compensate for deficiencies in linguistic- or communi-

cative knowledge (College voor Toetsing en Examens, 2017). 

For pre-vocational learners, developing strong EFL oral interaction skills is 

indispensable. These learners are headed for further vocational education and 

employment at middle-management levels (cf. Liemberg & Van Kleunen, 1998), 

where they will need to interact in English for occupational purposes, i.e., in 

service encounters with non-Dutch customers as part of their job. EFL teachers in 

the vocational programmes, however, report that pre-vocational learners are too 

hesitant to engage in EFL oral interaction, and at times fail to meet the required 

level of accuracy and fluency upon entering vocational programmes (Jansma & 

Pennewaard, 2014). 

Meanwhile, EFL teachers indicate that they lack the methodological tools for 

assessing and developing their learners’ oral interaction skills when faced with 

large classes and limited contact- and preparation time (Fasoglio, 2015; Jansma & 

Pennewaard, 2014). Teachers tend to make limited use of the target language as 

the language for instruction (Bonnet, 2002; Kordes & Gille, 2012) and make little 

use of opportunities for oral interaction, particularly for practising meaning nego-

tiation and other functional communication strategies (Educational Inspectorate, 

2004). The methods of assessment of oral interaction skills are determined by 

language departments at individual schools. This results in large diversity amongst 

schools in terms of test format, test content and weighting of oral interaction 

skills in the final grade (Fasoglio, 2015) as well as the degree and frequency of oral 

interaction practice offered to learners (Fasoglio, 2017). Additionally, not all test 

formats that Fasoglio (2017) reports are frequently used by teachers in the pre-

vocational tracks establish valid measures of oral interactional ability (e.g. reading 

a text out loud) or reliable assessments of learners’ individual ability during inter-

actional encounters (e.g. a conversation with a peer).
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Aim and scope of the thesis

The above discussion shows the importance of developing strong EFL oral interac-

tion skills for pre-vocational learners on the one hand, and the lack of knowledge 

into ways to effectively develop and assess these skills on the other. Therefore, 

this thesis sets out to evaluate the opportunities for developing pre-vocational 

learners’ oral interactional ability in Dutch EFL coursebooks, to explore ways to 

assess oral interactional ability and to establish what instructional approaches 

best foster both the development of pre-vocational learners’ oral interactional 

ability and positive affect (WTC, self-confidence and enjoyment).

Previous research

To date, little classroom-based research has focused specifically on Dutch pre-

vocational learners’ development in foreign language classrooms, and investi-

gations of oral skills development for such learners are lacking altogether. The 

SALSA project (Study into Adolescent Literacy of Students At-Risk) investigated 

pre-vocational learners’ development in reading and writing in the L1 (see e.g. 

De Milliano, 2013; Trapman, 2015; Van Kruistum, 2013; Van Steensel et al., 2014). 

However, no research has been conducted that provides insight into the effects 

of specific instructional programmes on improving pre-vocational learners’ oral 

interaction skills in the FL classroom. 

Outside of the Netherlands, education directed at EFL oral interaction has also 

received limited attention in research. Research that analyzes educational activi-

ties that foster oral interaction development in course materials is scarce. Some 

analyses directed at EFL education in general (e.g. Burns & Hill, 2013; Tomlinson, 

2012; 2013) demonstrated that course materials tend to focus mainly on devel-

oping language knowledge, and favour the use of form-focused tasks (e.g. pre-

scripted dialogues, in which speech is prepared beforehand and speakers’ roles 

are prescribed and known to the learners). The use of language knowledge in 

meaning-focused tasks (e.g. information gap tasks that engage learners in interac-

tion in order to exchange the information required for successful task completion) 

is seldom practiced, as is the instruction and practice of interactional strategies 

(Bueno-Alastuey and Luque Agulló, 2015a; Dörnyei and Thurrell,1994; Faucette, 

2001). In addition, no research is available that sheds light on the contexts of use 

in which EFL oral interaction practice is situated in course materials, i.e., in the 

personal, public, occupational and educational contexts identified by the Council 

of Europe (2001).

With regards to assessment, the literature has mainly focused on the obsta-

cles in testing individual ability in oral interaction. Because much of discourse 



15

1
is co-constructed (Kramsch, 1986), individual performance becomes vulnerable 

to interlocutor effects, which poses challenges to standardization in testing 

and complicates the assessment of individual interactional ability (Weir, 2005). 

Previous studies have not yet proposed an assessment format that can reliably 

disentangle individual contributions from a paired exchange for the assessment 

of individual ability, nor one that focuses on assessing both speakers’ linguistic 

and strategic abilities.

With regards to instruction, prior research has shown that form-focused 

teaching positively affects the acquisition of linguistic forms. However, the effects 

of form-focused instruction on interactional ability (i.e., on learners’ ability to 

achieve communicative goals in interaction) are largely unknown (Ellis, 2006; 

Lightbown, 2000; Norris & Ortega, 2000). There is some indication that strategy-

focused instruction positively affects both interactional ability (Lam, 2006) and 

self-confidence (Cohen, Weaver & Li, 1996; Forbes & Fisher, 2015; Lam, 2006), but 

no studies are available that investigate how form-focused instruction impacts on 

learners’ interactional ability, nor how either form- or strategies-focused instruc-

tion affects learners’ WTC and enjoyment of EFL oral interaction. Furthermore, 

despite indications that oral performance is context-bound (e.g. Bygate, 1987; 

MacIntyre et al., 1998), no research is available that investigates the degree to 

which the effects of interaction instruction are dependent on the context of use 

in which this instruction is situated.  

With respect to task type, form-focused pre-scripted tasks are known to play an 

important role in learners’ automatization of knowledge of language forms when 

moving from declarative to procedural knowledge through repeated practice 

(Anderson, 1982), but studies into the effect of this task type on the development 

of oral interactional ability are not available. The effects of meaning-focused 

information gap tasks on interactional ability have also not been investigated, 

although the negotiated interaction that results from information gap activities 

has been found to affect language acquisition positively (e.g. Doughty & Pica, 

1986; Gass et al., 1998; Long, 2015). No studies are available that research the 

effect of task type on learners’ enjoyment, willingness to communicate and self-

confidence, but there are some indications that favour the use of information gap 

tasks for this purpose, e.g. for boosting learner enjoyment (Dewaele & MacIntyre, 

2014), risk-taking (Leaver & Kaplan, 2004), dealing with the unpredictability of 

real-world interaction (Willis, 1996) and practising solutions for interactional 

problems during interaction (Pica, Kanagy & Falodun, 2009). 

Finally, MacIntyre et al. (2001) argues that higher levels of WTC increase oppor-

tunities for language practice and usage and as such facilitates the learning 

process, but the relation between increased WTC and achieving communicative 
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goals in EFL oral interaction has not been empirically tested, nor have studies 

investigated the relation between increased levels of self-confidence or enjoy-

ment and goal achievement in oral interaction. 

In short, oral interaction instruction has remained largely under-researched 

in the FL literature. As a result, both language teachers and language teacher 

educators have little access to knowledge about ways to develop pre-vocational 

learners’ oral interaction skills through instruction in the (foreign) language class-

room, nor about how such individual development can be assessed. In light of this 

situation, we sought to answer the following research questions:

1. To what extent do commonly used EFL course materials commercially 

produced in The Netherlands provide pre-vocational learners with opportuni-

ties to develop their oral interactional abilities?

2. Can EFL learners’ individual interactional ability be assessed in a valid and 

reliable manner using interactive speech tasks? 

3. What are the effects of instructional focus and task type on pre-vocational 

learners’ EFL oral interactional ability?

4. What are the effects of instructional focus and task type on the develop-

ment of pre-vocational learners’ WTC, self-confidence and enjoyment, and 

how does this relate to task achievement in EFL oral interaction?

Outline of the thesis

This thesis consists of six chapters. Following this introduction, chapters 2, 3, 4 and 

5 present four studies, and chapter 6 is reserved for a general discussion of our 

findings. 

Chapter 2 presents an evaluation study focused on the evaluation of current 

pedagogical EFL practices for improving oral interactional ability in course 

material. A coding scheme that operationalises the conditions for interactional 

ability (cf. Celce-Murcia, 2007) was developed and used to analyse coursebooks 

from Dutch publishing houses that are most commonly used with third-year pre-

vocational learners, namely Stepping Stones, New Interface and All Right!. 

Chapter 3 discusses a validation study of a new test format specifically geared 

towards measuring EFL speakers’ individual interactional ability: scripted speech 

tasks. In this format, one candidate’s interactional performance is tested in inter-

action with an interlocutor and the interlocutor’s contributions are controlled 

through the use of scripts. The validity and reliability of six tasks, situated in two 

interactional contexts (professional and personal) are analyzed, reported and 

discussed. 
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Chapter 4 reports on an experimental study that evaluates the effects of 

newly developed instructional programmes directed at pre-vocational learners’ 

ability in EFL oral interaction. These programmes are situated in the Business & 

Administration context, but differ in instructional focus (form-focused vs strategy-

focused) and type of task (pre-scripted tasks vs information gap tasks). The effects 

of these programmes on EFL oral interaction skills are compared to the effects of 

business-as-usual EFL instruction. 

In chapter 5, we evaluate the effects of the aforementioned instructional 

programmes on the short-term development of learner affect, i.e., on learners’ 

willingness to communicate, self-confidence and enjoyment of EFL oral interac-

tion. This study furthermore explores the relationship between development on 

these measures and learners’ achievement in EFL oral interaction. 

Finally, chapter 6 briefly recapitulates the background of the research project, 

after which the results of each study are summarized. This is followed by a discus-

sion of the results, suggestions for future research and implications for educa-

tional practice. 

Chapters 2, 3, 4, and 5 were written as independent journal articles and have 

all been submitted to international journals. The advantage of this is that each 

chapter can be read separately. A disadvantage is that a certain amount of overlap 

between chapters is unavoidable. 
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2

Chapter 2

Evaluating opportunities in Dutch EFL 

coursebooks for developing pre-vocational 

learners’ oral interactional ability1

1 Based on: Van Batenburg, E. S. L., Oostdam, R. J., Van Gelderen, A. J. S., Fukkink, R. G. & De 

Jong, N. H. (accepted). Evaluating opportunities in Dutch EFL coursebooks for developing 

pre-vocational learners’ oral interactional ability. Language Teaching Research.
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Abstract

Course materials play a vital role in the foreign language classroom. Little atten-

tion has been paid, however, to analyzing the activities that foster oral inter-

actional ability in EFL course materials. For the purpose of this study, a coding 

scheme was designed that focuses specifically on the development of interactional 

ability. This was used to analyse the three most commonly used EFL coursebooks 

for pre-vocational learners in The Netherlands. The analysis revealed that course-

books focus more on developing language knowledge than on developing the 

ability to use this knowledge in interaction, that interactional strategies practice 

is missing, and that interactional practice is limited to the personal and public 

context. We conclude that EFL coursebooks lag behind current SLA theories in 

the practical application of activities focused on developing interactional ability. 

Recommendations to strengthen the link between theory and practice are made. 
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Introduction

Since the introduction of Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) in the 1970s, 

consensus amongst practitioners has grown that the primary goal of language 

teaching is to enable learners to engage both in written and spoken communica-

tion in order to achieve real-life goals. Mastering the grammatical and structural 

features of a language is no longer goal in itself, but is considered necessary to 

interact and communicate in the foreign language (Richards & Rodgers, 2001). 

Despite this consensus, implementing CLT curricula in the EFL context has not 

been without problems (e.g. Ahmad & Rao, 2012; G. Ellis, 1996), in particular with 

reference to teaching oral communication (e.g. Chen & Goh, 2011). 

In the Netherlands, oral interaction was introduced as an official goal for EFL 

teaching in 1986 (Kwakernaak, 2016). Exam programmes list attainment targets 

for performing a range of communicative language functions, and for learning 

strategies to help achieve interactional goals and to compensate for deficiencies 

in language- or communicative knowledge (College voor Toetsing en Examens, 

2017). However, EFL teachers indicate that they lack the methodological tools for 

developing their learners’ oral skills when faced with large classes and limited 

contact time (Fasoglio, 2015; Jansma & Pennewaard, 2014). Teachers make limited 

use of the target language as the language of instruction, and make little use of 

opportunities for life-like interaction, particularly for practising meaning negotia-

tion and other functional communication strategies (Bonnet, 2002; Educational 

Inspectorate, 2004). 

Meanwhile, becoming competent in interaction is important to learners in the 

lower pre-vocational tracks. These learners are headed for further vocational 

education and employment at middle-management levels, where they will use 

English for occupational purposes, i.e., in service encounters with non-Dutch 

customers as part of their job (cf. Liemberg & Van Kleunen, 1998). At present, 

learners are reportedly too hesitant to engage in EFL oral interaction, and at times 

fail to meet the required level of accuracy and fluency upon entering vocational 

programmes (Jansma & Pennewaard, 2014). 

Language education in The Netherlands is predominantly coursebook-led 

(Educational Inspectorate, 2004; Kwakernaak, 2008). This means that the course-

books largely determine the pedagogies available to teachers and practice oppor-

tunities available to learners. The main aim of this study, therefore, is to analyse 

to what extent widely-used, commercially produced EFL teaching materials in The 

Netherlands help prepare pre-vocational learners for oral interaction in real-life 

situations. 
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Interactional ability refers to the ability to achieve communicative goals, and 

convey and understand communicative intent in interaction with others in real 

time (cf. Celce-Murcia, 2007). Developing this ability in a foreign language is 

not easy. First, oral interaction is mediated by time constraints, and is therefore 

mostly unplanned. This requires speakers to conceptualise, formulate and articu-

late messages more or less in parallel (Levelt, 1999), which makes oral interaction 

cognitively taxing (Bygate, 1987). Secondly, interaction is reciprocal. This requires 

speakers to both produce and understand messages in real time, to adjust these 

messages to their speech partner’s understanding, and to manage the interac-

tional encounter itself. While interactional encounters are largely steered by 

employing informational and interactional routines, Bygate argues that impro-

visational skills are needed when such routines falter. Oral interaction thus not 

only requires linguistic knowledge and the ability to use this knowledge appro-

priately in real time and in specific contexts, but also a set of self-supporting and 

other-supporting strategies that help speakers address communicative problems 

(cf. Canale, 1983a; 1983b; Celce-Murcia, 2007). Although such strategies are also 

employed in L1 interaction, effective use of these does not automatically transfer 

to L2 interaction (e.g. De Bot, 1992; Kormos, 2006). 

Developing language knowledge

Interactional ability first and foremost requires learners to have grammatical and 

lexical knowledge (e.g. Celce-Murcia, 2007) aimed specifically at fulfilling an array 

of communicative functions (Criado & Sánchez, ; Richards & Rodgers, 2001). This 

requires noticing how certain language features function in interaction (Schmidt, 

1990), e.g. by first drawing learners’ attention to language features in modelled 

interaction, or by first noticing the need for specific language forms during actual 

interaction (Long, 1996) or task performance (Swain, 1985). Integrating language 

knowledge into the learners’ knowledge base furthermore requires repeated 

practice. Since the language knowledge serves as a means to communicate, this 

practice should be interactive, meaningful and focused on task-essential forms 

(Ortega, 2007). The development of language knowledge is further enhanced 

by obtaining corrective feedback on language use (e.g. Lyster & Saito, 2010). To 

develop learners’ language knowledge for interactional purposes, reflection and 

feedback should not only focus on learners’ correct use of language forms, but 

also on the extent to which learners are able to achieve the communicative goal 

using specific language forms (Ellis, 2009). 
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Developing the ability to use language knowledge

In addition to language knowledge, learners must develop the ability to use 

that knowledge while meeting natural processing demands, i.e., taking account 

of time constraints and reciprocity in interaction (e.g. Segalowitz & Lightbown, 

1999). Thornbury (2005) posits that the problem for speakers is not so much a lack 

of knowledge, but the unavailability of that knowledge during real-time, inter-

active talk. Learners thus need frequent opportunity to practice retrieving their 

language knowledge under real-life processing conditions. This requires engaging 

in extended and challenging discourse that focuses primarily on meaning-making, 

i.e., discourse that is both linguistically and cognitively demanding (Lightbown, 

2008; Segalowitz & Lightbown, 1999), that serves a clear communicative purpose 

beyond interacting alone and is concerned with a genuine exchange of meaning 

between speech partners (Gatbonton & Segalowitz, 2005).

Because real-life interaction is mediated by time-constraints, speakers may 

have some time to plan what they want to say, but not necessarily how they 

will say it. Having to attend to conceptualization, formulation and articulation of 

the message in parallel means that learners’ attentional resources will be thinly 

stretched. Lightbown & Spada (1990) and Skehan (1998) demonstrate than an 

explicit focus on developing accurate language use tends to be at the expense of 

developing fluency in interaction. Furthermore, focusing on form while learners’ 

cognitive resources are occupied with a focus on meaning has adverse effects 

on accurate language use (Lightbown & Spada, 2013). Giving learners time to 

plan the formulation of their messages prior to speaking frees up attentional 

resources, which has beneficial effects on both accuracy and fluency (Foster & 

Skehan, 1996). Repeating the same or a similar task after having reflected on 

task performance and having received additional input and practice (i.e., delayed 

task repetition) also benefits fluency and accuracy. Such delayed task repetition 

counters the transitory ‘one-off’ nature of speech, which helps learners progress 

after their initial attempt (Bygate, 2001; Skehan, 1996). 

Developing interactional strategies

Competent speakers possess an array of interactional strategies that help them 

safeguard mutual understanding and address interactional problems when 

needed (e.g. Dörnyei & Kormos, 1998). Self-supporting strategies are used to 

overcome problems in speech production and reception, and include both 

compensation strategies such as message reduction, -substitution and  -recon-

ceptualization as well as meaning negotiation strategies, such as checking 

and indicating understanding, uncertainty and incomprehension and asking 
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for elaboration, clarification and repetition of the message (e.g. Bygate, 1987; 

Dörnyei & Scott, 1995). To ensure mutual understanding, successful interac-

tion also requires speakers to possess other-supporting strategies, i.e., attentive 

listening, aligning messages to the speech partner’s need for information, topic 

knowledge and understanding, and responding to clarification requests, indi-

cations of incomprehension and erroneous interpretations of the message (cf. 

Bygate, 1987). Beneficial effects of interactional strategy instruction have been 

confirmed in several studies, e.g. on general proficiency (Lam, 2006), the degree 

of participation in interactional encounters (e.g. Bejarano et al., 1997), the quality 

of the interaction (e.g. Nakatani, 2005) and self-confidence (e.g. Forbes & Fisher, 

2015; Lam, 2006). 

Developing the ability to interact in specific contexts

Oral performance is context-bound. Language knowledge (Long, 2015), speech act 

knowledge (Thornbury, 2005) and knowledge of interactional routines (Bygate, 

1987) are context-specific. Aligning the contexts in which learners practice with 

the contexts in which they are likely to engage in (future) interactional encoun-

ters is likely to optimize the effects of interactional instruction and practice 

(cf. Lightbown, 2008). The CEFR distinguishes four contexts in which language 

learners should be able to interact in the foreign language: the personal, public, 

occupational and educational context (Council of Europe, 2001). Since pre-voca-

tional education prepares learners for occupation-specific EFL interaction in their 

future careers, interactional practice should include the opportunity to develop 

their interactional ability in occupational contexts.

Previous research on EFL coursebooks

To date, little explicit attention has been devoted to analyzing activities that 

foster oral competence development in course materials. Analyses tend to take 

a broader perspective, either by focusing on general suitability of the material 

within a specific educational context, e.g. regarding issues like lay-out, accessi-

bility and appropriacy (e.g. Sheldon, 1988) or by including a surface evaluation of 

all language skills and systems (e.g. Mukundan et al., 2012).  Recently, a number of 

studies have focused on the extent to which insights from SLA theory are applied 

to the design of EFL materials. With the exception of Burns and Hill (2013), 

however, these have not focused specifically on oral competence. The overall 

picture that emerges from these studies is that links between theory and practice 

are quite weak (Masuhara et al., 2008; Sheldon, 1988; Tomlinson, 2012; 2013). For 

instance, while the benefits of free language use in purposeful communication 
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and interaction is widely recognized (e.g. Ellis, 2009; Long & Crookes, 2009,), EFL 

materials seem to adopt a largely controlled, form-focused approach character-

ized by practice activities such as dialogue repetition and filling in blanks (e.g. 

Burns & Hill, 2013; Gómez–Rodriquez, 2010; Tomlinson, 2012). Criado & Sánchez 

(2009) report a 50-50% divide between communicative activities and activi-

ties aimed at form control in EFL coursebooks targeting different educational 

levels (compulsory secondary and upper-secondary) and age groups (teenagers 

and adults) used in Spain. An evaluation of EFL coursebooks for (young) adults 

at the intermediate level, however, uncovered only few activities that focus on 

meaning-making, little opportunity for learners to use the language, and very 

few demands on learners to speak or interact for a communicative purpose at any 

length (Tomlinson, 2013). Interactional strategies to handle real-time interaction 

are rarely modelled, introduced or practiced (Bueno-Alastuey & Luque Agulló, 

2015a; Dörnyei & Thurrell,1994; Faucette, 2001). To our knowledge, no studies 

have investigated the alignment of practice contexts and contexts of future use.

The present study 

This study focuses on the analysis of commercially produced EFL materials used 

with learners who are in their third year of a four-year pre-vocational Business & 

Administration programme in The Netherlands, namely Stepping Stones (André 

et al., 2012), New Interface (Cornfold et al., 2010) and All right! (Houtenbos-

Stupenea et al., 2014). Although there are indications that current course mate-

rials focus more on developing language knowledge than on learning how to 

make use of this knowledge in real-time interaction, up-to-date analyses of 

commonly used coursebooks in The Netherlands are lacking (Kwakernaak, 2008). 

Since language education in The Netherlands is largely dependent on the use 

of course materials (Educational Inspectorate, 2004), it is important to establish 

whether these materials provide pre-vocational EFL learners with effective tools 

to develop their ability to interact in real time and in interactional situations that 

match the occupational context for which they are being prepared. We posed the 

following research question: To what extent do interactional activities in commer-

cially produced course materials in The Netherlands provide opportunities to a) 

expand pre-vocational learners’ EFL knowledge, b) develop the ability to use this 

knowledge in real-time interaction, c) develop interactional strategies and d) 

practice interaction in occupational contexts?

To answer this question, a coding scheme was developed that operationalised 

the requirements for developing interactional ability, i.e., attention paid to 

language knowledge, language use, interactional strategies and specific contexts 

(e.g. Celce-Murcia, 2007).
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Method

Course materials

Three coursebooks from Dutch publishing houses were selected that were most 

used with third-year pre-vocational learners in 2013–14: Stepping Stones 3 vmbo-K 

(fourth edition), New Interface Yellow / Orange label, 3 vmbo K) (second edition) 

and All Right! 3 vmbo-K (second edition)2. The main aim was to determine the type 

of learning behaviour required of learners in each interaction activity (Littlejohn, 

2011). Hence, the interaction activities of all chapters (six or seven per book) were 

taken as the unit of analysis3. 

Coding scheme

Following Littlejohn (2011), a coding scheme was designed that allows for three 

levels of analysis: objective description, subjective analysis and subjective infer-

ence regarding the likely effect the material will have on its users (cf. Tomlinson, 

2012). This resulted in three sections requiring increasingly more interpretation 

and analysis. Several elements from Bueno-Alastuey & Luque Agulló (2015b)’s tool 

for analysing oral competence were adopted and made specific to oral interac-

tion, e.g. determining activity type, evaluating the pre-, during and post-stages, 

the level of directedness (from controlled to guided to free interaction), atten-

tional focus and attention paid to strategies (Appendix 1A). 

Section I collects objective descriptions of factual information pertaining to 

publication details, type of material (general English or ESP), targeted CEFR level, 

language of instruction and the number of interaction activities in relation to 

the total number of activities. It includes an overview of textbook and workbook 

organisation (including reference material) and of the language functions that 

are central to each chapter.

Section II is an inventory of task type, task organisation and interactional 

context. It only lists activities in which two or more speakers take turns to produce 

2 Recently, new editions have been published for Stepping Stones and New Interface. 

These editions have not been taken into consideration for this analysis, because we 

wished to analyse the materials that learners participating in studies 3 and 4 (see 

chapters 4 and 5) worked with.
3 Teacher guides for Stepping Stones and New Interface were available. These did not 

add substantial information about the interaction activities and were therefore not 

included as a unit of analysis. 



27

2

spoken English and distinguishes between simple learning activities focused 

solely on the practice of EFL oral interaction, and complex tasks in which learners 

interact in order to complete a task larger than interaction alone. To answer part 

d) of the research question, this section furthermore surveys the contexts in which 

each interaction activity is situated, differentiating between the personal, public, 

occupational and educational context (Council of Europe, 2001).  

Section III of the coding scheme operationalises the requirements for devel-

oping a) language knowledge, b) language use and c) interactional strategies 

by detailing the demands made on learners at four stages of learning: leading 

up to the interactional activity, before interaction, during interaction and after 

interaction. 

The lead-in category charts whether learners are prepared for interaction by 

paying attention to both linguistic knowledge and interactional strategies, and by 

determining whether this takes place before or after engaging in interaction them-

selves (e.g. Long, 1996). It further surveys whether reference is made to interactional 

strategies that learners could use during performance, and whether dialogues are 

used as models. If so, the coding scheme details whether these dialogues model 

real-time speech, i.e., the use of language forms and interactional strategies. 

The pre-interaction category surveys the type of pre-interaction activities that 

learners perform in order to free up attentional space (Foster & Skehan, 1996): 

language preparation, content preparation or interactional strategies preparation. 

The during-interaction category establishes the extent to which the interac-

tional activities provide learners with practice in purposeful real-time interac-

tion. Time demands are charted by analyzing the type of language learners are 

asked to produce (prescribed or spontaneous). Reciprocity demands are charted 

by analyzing whether activities contain an information gap. The focus of learners’ 

attentional resources during task performance (e.g. Lightbown & Spada, 2013) is 

analysed by differentiating between a focus on achieving a communicative goal, 

using accurate language and interactional strategies. Finally, the coding scheme 

plots the extent to which learners are engaged in extended, challenging discourse 

that focuses primarily on meaning-making (e.g. Segalowitz & Lightbown, 1999). 

The post-interaction category surveys the extent to which the gains of interac-

tion are consolidated by outlining the focus of reflection and feedback activities 

(e.g. Ellis, 2009), opportunities for additional instruction and practice (e.g. Willis, 

1996), and opportunities for task repetition (Bygate, 2001; Skehan, 1996). 

To promote a reliable use of the coding scheme, exhaustive and precisely-

defined options were provided for each category, along with rating guidelines 

and descriptors of the categories covered in the scheme (e.g. Neuendorf, 2002; 

Tomlinson, 2003).
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Procedure

The first author identified the interaction activities in each chapter and completed 

the factual information in sections I and II on each coding scheme. Then, three 

undergraduate students in their final year of an EFL teacher training programme 

aimed specifically at obtaining a teaching degree in (pre-) vocational education 

filled in section III for the first chapter of each of the three coursebooks. In the 

training session that followed, ratings and interpretations of each category were 

discussed. Some modifications with regards to formulation were made, e.g. for 

the category Attentional focus, the descriptor ‘focus on communicating meaning’ 

was reformulated to ‘focus on achieving a communicative goal’. This resulted in 

final consolidation of the coding categories. Subsequently, raters independently 

rated chapters 2, 4 and 6 of each coursebook to establish inter-rater reliability (see 

below), and each of the three raters independently rated the remaining chapters 

of one of the coursebooks.

Rating

Intercoder reliability was determined using Krippendorff’s α for multiple raters 

(Krippendorff, 2004), using the SPSS macro of Hayes and Krippendorff (2007) 

with bootstrapping (10,000) to estimate confidence intervals. Most of the coding 

categories showed severe skewness. Since this tends to result in low reliability 

coefficients despite relatively high levels of inter-coder agreement (cf. Artstein & 

Poesio, 2008), percentage agreement among the three raters was also calculated 

for the nominal data. 

Ratings for Language forms (α = .928, 95%, CI .901 to .954) and Interactional 

strategies (α = 1) modelled in the sample dialogues were ordinal. All other ratings 

were nominal. Substantial agreement between raters was found for Preparation 

(96.67%, α = .933, 95% CI .876 to .978), Spontaneity (86.67%, α = .740, 95% CI 

.61 to .849), Information gap (93.33%, α = .889, 95% CI .774 to .975), Reflection/

feedback (91.67%, α  = .687, 95% CI .474 to .887), Task repetition (98.33%, α  = 

.954, 95% CI .834 to 1.) and Task-repeated information gap (96.67%, α  = .939, 

95% CI .857 to 1). Although alpha values were lower for Lead-in, Additional work, 

Discourse type and Attentional focus due to severely skewed data, percentage of 

agreement was acceptable for these categories (95.00%, α = .235, 95% CI –.311 

to .650; 96.67%, α  = −.006, CI −1.00 to .397; 81.67%, α = .385, CI .044 to .698 and 

71.67%, α = .134, CI −.109 to .356, respectively). 

The variables were examined for accuracy of data entry and missing values, and 

were subsequently analysed for each coursebook separately. 
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Results

Table 1 contains factual information obtained from Section I of the coding scheme. 

Section I shows that all three books offer general EFL instruction aimed at CEFR 

level A2/B1 and use Dutch as the language of instruction. It also shows that ca. 

10–15% of the curriculum is reserved for oral interaction practice. 

TABLE 1   

General information about the sample of coursebooks (Section I)

Stepping Stones New Interface All Right!

Type of English General General General 

CEFR level A2/B1 A2/B1 A2/B1

Language of instruction Dutch Dutch Dutch

Number of chapters 7 7 6

Number of interaction activities 35 (10.9%) 50 (14.4%) 50 (15.0%)

Section I furthermore shows that language forms are introduced in relation to 

specific language functions in all three coursebooks. Stepping Stones contains a 

reference section for interactional strategies in the back of the book, and All Right! 

includes a speaking tip in each unit (Appendix 1B).

Frequencies in Section II (Table 2) indicate that interactional practice is largely 

organized as pair work and is predominantly situated in the personal and public 

context. The most frequently occurring activity type is the stand-alone interaction 

activity. Complex language tasks in which oral interaction is integrated are scarce.

 

TABLE 2   

Inventory of interaction activities (Section II)

Stepping Stones New Interface All Right!

Activity type stand-alone activity 31 (88.6%) 48 (96%) 50 (100%)

task 4 (11.4%) 2 (4%) -

Organisation pairwork 34 (97.1%) 49 (98%) 50 (100%)

groupwork 1 (2.9%) 1 (2%) -

whole-class work - - -

Context personal 30 (85.7%) 48 (96%) 18 (36%)

public 3 (8.6%) 2 (4%) 32 (64%)

occupational 2 (5.7%) - -

educational - - -
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Table 3 shows that Stepping Stones does not make use of sample dialogues to 

introduce the interaction tasks. The other two books use dialogues in 22–28% of 

the cases. These dialogues mainly model language forms. On two occasions, All 

Right! models some interactional strategies. New Interface does not.

TABLE 3   

Analysis of sample dialogues

Stepping 
Stones

New Interface All Right!

Number of 
dialogues

0 (0%) 14 (28%) 11 (22%)

Modelling language none - - -

forms some - 11 (78.5%) 11 (100%)

many - 3 (21.4%) -

interactional none - 14 (100%) 9 (81.8%)

strategies some - - 2 (4.0%)

many - - -

Section III (Table 4) shows that the lead-in activities are almost exclusively form-

focused in all three coursebooks. In the pre-interaction stage, learners mostly 

engage in language planning. During interaction, speech production is more 

prescribed than spontaneous except in Stepping Stones, where 37.1% of learners’ 

messages feature spontaneous speech and where speech is prescribed for one 

speaker and spontaneous for the other in 11.4% of the cases. Stepping Stones 

also features a substantial amount of information gap activities. These are largely 

absent in the other two books. In all three books, learners’ attention during 

interaction is mainly focused on accurate language use and interaction activities 

engage learners in limited rather than extended discourse.  

After interaction, learners frequently switch roles with their partners and imme-

diately repeat the same task. In these instances, an information gap is mostly 

absent. Stepping Stones and All Right! contain a small amount of reflection and/

or feedback activities. In the former, the focus is on task completion and accurate 

language use. In the latter, the focus of reflection is not clear. None of the books 

offer additional instruction or practice after interaction. 
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TABLE 4   

Analysis of oral interaction activities (Section III)

Stepping Stones New Interface All Right!

Lead-in focuses on language 35 (100%) 43 (86%) 46 (92%)

interaction strategies - - -

other - - 2 (4%)

interaction precedes activities - 7 (4%) 2 (4%)

Pre preparation language 16 (45.7%) 34 (68%) 42 (84%)

content 9 (25.7%) - 3 (6%)

combination language /     

content

5 (14.3%) 2 (4%) -

uneven between speakers 1 (2.9%) - -

interaction strategies - - -

no preparation 4 (11.4%) 14 (28%) 3 (6%)

During spontaneity mainly prescribed 18(51.4%) 49 (98%) 36 (72%)

mainly spontaneous 13 (37.1%) 14 (28%)

uneven between speakers 4 (11.4%) 1 (2%) -

information gap yes 21 (60%) - 11 (22%)

attentional focus accuracy 22 (62.9%) 46 (92%) 45 (90%)

communicative goal 2 (5.7%) - 5 (10%)

strategies - - -

combination accuracy /     

communication

9 (25.7%) 3 (6%) -

unclear 2 (5.7%) 1 (2%)

discourse limited 31 (88.6%) 48 (96%) 44 (88%)

extended 4 (11.4%) 2 (4%) 6 (12%)

Post reflection / task completion 5 (14.2 %) - -

feedback accuracy 3 (8.5%) - -

communicative goal 1 (2.9%) - -

interaction strategies - - -

focus unclear - - 11 (22%)

additional work language - - -

interaction strategies - - -

other - 1 (2%) -

task repetition immediate 13 (37.1%) 49 (98%) 50 (100%)

delayed - - -

information gap 10 (76.9%) 2 (4.8%) 15 (30%)
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Discussion and conclusion

The main objective of this study was to establish to what extent interactional 

activities in commercially produced course materials in The Netherlands provide 

opportunities a) to expand pre-vocational learners’ EFL knowledge, b) to develop 

their ability to use this knowledge in real-time interaction, c) to develop inter-

actional strategies and d) to practice interaction in specific contexts. The results 

demonstrate that the interaction activities are focused on developing language 

knowledge, but rarely focus on learning how to use this knowledge in real-time 

interaction. The results furthermore show that interaction strategies instruction 

is largely absent. Interaction activities are set mainly in the personal and public 

context, but not in the occupational context. 

All three coursebooks adopt a form-focused approach to oral interaction. 

Language forms are introduced in relation to specific language functions, the 

application of which is practiced mostly in stand-alone activities rather than inte-

grated in more complex tasks. If present, these tasks are placed at the end of the 

learning sequence. The sample dialogues and lead-in activities almost exclusively 

serve to help learners notice, practice and apply salient language forms prior to 

interaction, but typically do not model interactional strategies. The tendency in 

EFL coursebooks to model accurate and problem-free discourse has previously 

been reported by Gilmore (2004). 

The focus on form is maintained throughout each stage of the interaction 

activity. In the pre-interaction stage, learners engage in a considerable amount of 

language planning, but much less in content planning. Speech production during 

interaction is more prescribed than spontaneous. The advantage of language 

planning is that it frees up learners’ attentional resources, which aids accurate and 

fluent performance (e.g. Foster & Skehan, 1996). A disadvantage is that language 

planning hinders practicing formulating messages under time pressure. Stepping 

Stones offers a more balanced practice of prepared and unprepared speech than 

the other two books. It also features a substantial amount of information gap 

activities that potentially provide learners with the opportunity to practice inter-

action that is unpredictable, i.e., where they do not know what the other person 

is going to say. Despite the large number of information gap activities, however, 

ratings suggest that learners’ attention during these interactions is mainly focused 

on accurate language use rather than on achieving a communicative outcome, 

just as in the other two books.

The role cards in Stepping Stones explicate the setting and do not reveal what 

each speech partner is going to say or ask, but they do not always contain a clear 

communicative goal that can only be achieved through a genuine exchange of 
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information given. At the same time, learners are instructed to use the sample 

phrases presented in the coursebook. This is likely to lead more to practicing the 

correct use of language than to practicing achieving a communicative goal. 

Ratings furthermore suggest that all three coursebooks engage learners in 

limited rather than extended discourse i.e., in discourse that is cognitively and/

or linguistically unchallenging. Activities like the repetitive drill and acting out 

(previously completed) dialogues occur frequently in all three coursebooks. The 

information gap activities in Stepping Stones, however, are also frequently rated 

as limited. As mentioned above, these activities tend to lack a communicative goal 

and instruct learners to use sample phrases presented in the coursebook during 

task performance. This seems to decrease both the cognitive and linguistic chal-

lenge posed to learners. An overrepresentation of activities that require little 

cognitive and linguistic effort in EFL coursebooks has previously been reported 

by Burns & Hill (2013), Gómez-Rodriquez (2010) and Tomlinson (2012; 2013). Their 

restricted nature prevents learners from practicing retrieving language knowl-

edge under time-pressure, while the absence of an information gap and/or a 

communicative goal keeps learners from actual meaning-making while meeting 

real-life reciprocity demands. Lightbown (2008) and Segalowitz & Lightbown 

(1999) have argued that such restricted interactional practice does not develop 

the learners’ ability to interact in real-time encounters effectively.

At the post-interaction stage, the three books offer limited reflection, feedback 

activities nor additional instruction and practice. The reflection activities present 

in Stepping Stones focus on task completion (e.g. “I asked my peer five ques-

tions”) or on language accuracy (“e.g. I used the words correctly”). All Right! 

invites learners to reflect with an instruction like “Read the dialogue on page 14. 

Act this out with a classmate. Switch roles. Do you find it difficult? Then listen 

to the dialogue again” (Workbook, page 14), but it does not become clear what 

learners might find difficult.

The most-used post-interaction activity is immediate task repetition. This means 

that learners are instructed to switch roles immediately after completing the 

interaction task, often without the guarantee of an information gap. Task repeti-

tion is generally considered to be helpful in freeing up attentional resources (e.g. 

Bygate, 2001; Skehan, 1996), but only if learners have been made aware of the 

aspects of task performance that hindered achievement of interactional success 

prior to repetition (e.g. Willis, 1996). Since this is not the case in the coursebooks 

under scrutiny, it is uncertain how valuable immediate repetition is for the devel-

opment of learners’ interactional ability. 

Interactional strategies do not typically feature in the coursebooks. Stepping 

Stones includes an overview of useful interaction strategies, but learners are 
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not referred to these in the materials. All Right! models the meaning negotia-

tion strategy (“Could you repeat that please?” “Could you speak more slowly, 

please?”) in chapter 2, but this strategy is not practiced, applied or reflected on 

in the interaction sequence. All Right! also includes speaking tips, but these do 

not cover interactional strategies as such and practice of these remains implicit 

in the material. The overall absence of interactional strategies instruction and 

practice is in line with Bueno-Alastuey & Luque Agulló’s (2015a), Dörnyei and 

Thurrell’s (1994) and Faucette’s (2001) findings that interactional strategies aimed 

at helping learners handle real-time interaction are rarely modelled, introduced 

or practiced in EFL course materials. 

Finally, the contexts in which interactional activities are situated are largely 

limited to the personal (Stepping Stones and New Interface) and public (All Right!) 

context. Although this choice seems appropriate for the age group in question, 

the absence of interactional practice in the occupational context is remarkable in 

light of the pre-vocational track for which these coursebooks are used. Since inter-

actional ability developed in one context does not guarantee the same ability in 

other contexts (e.g. Lightbown, 2008), this may leave learners underprepared for 

occupation-specific EFL oral interaction in further vocational education.

In all, the results of this study show that interaction practice offered in course-

books focuses on developing language knowledge, but not as much on using this 

knowledge in interactional settings that simulate real-life processing and reci-

procity constraints. Results furthermore show that interactional practice does not 

include the development of interactional strategies and is limited to the personal 

and public context. This raises the question whether these curricula provide pre-

vocational learners with sufficient opportunity to develop their interactional 

abilities.

Limitations and suggestions for future research

The three coursebooks selected for this study are the most commonly used with 

pre-vocational learners in The Netherlands and are therefore considered to be 

representative of pre-vocational curricula in this country. Further research is 

needed to gain insight into the treatment of oral interaction activities in curricula 

designed for different educational tracks, age groups and languages, both in- and 

outside of The Netherlands. 

The coding scheme designed for this study is the first to focus specifically on the 

analysis of oral interaction activities. The substantial agreement found between 

three independent raters provides a first indication that the coding scheme can 

usefully be employed to analyse oral interaction activities in (E)FL coursebooks, 
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but wider application in a variety of educational contexts is needed to further 

validate this tool. 

Implications for practice

At present, weak links exist between SLA theories focused on developing interac-

tional ability and the practical application of these in EFL coursebooks used with 

pre-vocational learners in The Netherlands. Strengthening this link could increase 

the opportunities for developing EFL interactional abilities currently offered to 

pre-vocational learners. Some suggestions are discussed below.

DEVELOPING LANGUAGE KNOWLEDGE

As seen, the coursebooks place heavy emphasis on developing learners’ language 

knowledge and, in line with the overall aims of Communicative Language 

Teaching, present grammatical and lexical language forms in relation to the 

communicative functions they serve to fulfil. To develop language knowledge 

specifically for interactional purposes, language practice should be integrated 

in meaningful language use (cf. Lightbown & Spada, 2013, p.117). To further 

enhance the development of language knowledge specifically for interactional 

purposes, coursebooks could supplement their controlled activities (e.g. drills and 

gap-fills) with practice activities that focus on achieving a communicative goal. 

Furthermore, since reflection and feedback positively affect the development of 

language knowledge (cf. Lyster & Saito, 2010), coursebooks could include reflec-

tion and feedback activities more systematically than is currently the case. These 

activities should focus not only on the accurate use of language forms, but on the 

extent to which learners are able to achieve the communicative goal using these 

language forms.

DEVELOPING LANGUAGE USE

Coursebooks could improve learners’ ability to use their language knowledge by 

engaging them more in challenging discourse that serves a clear communicative 

purpose beyond interacting alone, and that is concerned with a genuine exchange 

of meaning between speech partners while taking account of time constraints and 

reciprocity in interaction. This could be achieved by including more information 

gap tasks where there is an actual need to interact with each other in order to 

exchange the information necessary to achieve a communicative goal, e.g. solving 

a problem or reaching agreement (e.g. Skehan, 1998; Willis, 1996). 

Furthermore, coursebooks could evoke more extended and challenging 

discourse by complementing interactional practice in isolated interaction activities 
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with practice in more complex tasks, where learners draw on a range of language 

skills to achieve a larger communicative goal (e.g. interviewing classmates in order 

to obtain the information needed to write a brochure). 

Coursebooks should prepare learners for interacting under time-pressure 

while taking into consideration that learners’ attentional resources will be thinly 

stretched when doing so. Coursebooks could balance language planning with 

content planning, or alternate between these forms of planning. Similarly, course-

books could complement planned (i.e., prepared) interaction tasks with unplanned 

(i.e., spontaneous) interaction tasks. Real-life interaction could be simulated, for 

instance, by placing the interaction task at the beginning of a learning sequence 

rather than at the end of it. To alleviate the attentional challenge that such a 

task-first approach poses, coursebooks could promote delayed task repetition. 

Here, learners reflect on task performance and receive additional input prior to 

repeating the task, possibly in an adapted version, or with a different peer. During 

the repeated performance, the need to focus on formulating messages correctly is 

reduced. This gives learners the space to focus fully on achieving the communica-

tive goal (c.f. Skehan, 1998).

DEVELOPING INTERACTIONAL STRATEGIES

To provide learners with more opportunities to develop their interactional abili-

ties, coursebooks could include strategies instruction and practice. Including a 

survey like the survey in Stepping Stones provides learners with a useful tool, 

especially if it is referred to in the preparation stage of the interaction activity. 

Awareness of strategies could furthermore be raised by studying models of inter-

action in which strategies are employed (e.g. Dörnyei, 1995; Rossiter, 2003; Sayer, 

2005) and by reflecting and obtaining feedback on their own use of strategies 

during task performance (e.g. Bejarano et al., 1997; Nakatani, 2005; Yule and 

Powers, 1994). Additionally, coursebooks could include direct instruction (e.g. 

Lam, 2004; Nakatani, 2005) and conscious practice of strategies (e.g. Dörnyei, 

1995; Rossiter, 2003).

DEVELOPING THE ABILITY TO INTERACT IN SPECIFIC CONTEXTS

Because oral performance is context-bound, coursebooks should align the 

contexts in which learners practice with the contexts in which they will engage in 

(future) interactional encounters. In this light, coursebooks used with pre-voca-

tional learners could complement the activities situated in the personal and public 

context with interactional activities that are situated in the learners’ future occu-

pational contexts.
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Conclusion

Strong oral interaction skills are indispensable for pre-vocational learners, who 

will need to interact with non-Dutch speakers as part of their job. It is thus of vital 

importance that these learners gain maximum benefit from the 10–15% of activi-

ties presently reserved for oral interaction in coursebooks. Using a theory-based 

coding scheme to analyse these coursebooks has made apparent the hiatuses that 

exist in the practice opportunities offered to pre-vocational learners, showing 

concretely which aspects of oral interaction are missing from current interactional 

practice. This may give curriculum developers and practitioners direction in their 

discussions about potential future developments in the EFL curriculum. 
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Chapter 3
Measuring L2 speakers’ interactional ability 

using interactive speech tasks4

4 Based on: Van Batenburg, E. S. L., Oostdam, R. J., van Gelderen, A. J. S, & de Jong, N. H. 

(2016). Measuring L2 speakers’ interactional ability using interactive speech tasks. Language 

Testing, 35(1), 75-100. DOI: 10.1177/0265532216679452.
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Abstract 

This study explores ways to assess interactional performance, and reports on the 

use of a test format that standardizes the interlocutor’s linguistic and interactional 

contributions to the exchange. It describes the construction and administration of 

six scripted speech tasks (instruction-, advice-, and sales tasks) with pre-vocational 

learners (N = 34), and reports on the extent to which these tasks can be used to 

assess L2 speakers’ interactional performance in a reliable and valid manner. 

The high agreement found between three independent raters on both holistic- 

and analytical measurements of interactional performance, indicate that this 

construct can be measured reliably with these tasks. Means and standard devia-

tions demonstrate that tasks differentiate between speakers’ interactional perfor-

mance. Holistic ratings of linguistic accuracy and interactional ability correlate 

highly between tasks that focus on different language functions, and that are 

situated in different interactional contexts. Furthermore, positive correlations are 

found between both holistic and analytic ratings of oral performance and vocabu-

lary size. Positive within-task correlations between analytical ratings of specific 

interactional strategies and holistic ratings of overall interactional ability show 

that analytic ratings of Meaning Negotiation and Correcting Misinterpretation 

provide additional information about speakers’ interactional ability that is not 

captured by holistic assessment alone.

It is concluded that these tasks are a useful diagnostic tool for practitioners to 

support their learners’ interactional abilities at a sub-skill level. 
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Introduction

Recent years have seen a growing interest in developing and assessing L2 candi-

dates’ ability to employ their language knowledge to achieve communicative 

goals in interaction5. All major models of communicative language ability recog-

nize that this ability hinges on knowledge of language on the one hand, and the 

ability to use this language in specific contexts on the other, mediated by some 

form of strategic conduct on the part of the user (Bachman, 1990; Bachman & 

Palmer, 1996; Canale, 1983a; 1983b; Celce-Murcia, 2007; Celce-Murcia, Dörnyei 

& Thurrell, 1995).  According to Celce-Murcia (2007), strategically competent 

speakers are able to resolve problems experienced in all areas of speech produc-

tion, including in the interactional domain, i.e., in the ability to convey and under-

stand communicative intent by performing discourse functions, the ability to 

manage a conversation and to produce and interpret non-verbal communication. 

Meanwhile, the focus in testing oral proficiency has shifted from individual 

testing (e.g. the Oral Proficiency Interview (American Council on the Teaching 

of Foreign Languages [ACTFL], 2012) to more paired and group assessments 

(e.g. the Cambridge ESOL suite), which evoke more interactional and interaction 

management functions reflective of real-life communication than do individual 

tests (ffrench, 1999). This focus is further reflected in the inclusion of interactional 

ability in widely used assessment scales, such as the CEFR Interaction Scale (Council 

of Europe, 2001), the Cambridge ESOL Interactive Communication Scale (cf. Taylor, 

2003) and the ACTFL Interpersonal Communication Strategies Scale (ACTFL, 2012). 

Paired testing formats – where two candidates interact with each other – are 

especially helpful in testing conversational competence, but complicate the 

assessment of individual interactional ability. Since interaction is reciprocal, one 

person’s behaviour is contingent on the other because much of the discourse is 

co-constructed (Kramsch, 1986). With co-constructed discourse, individual perfor-

mance becomes vulnerable to interlocutor effects, which poses challenges to 

standardization in testing (cf. Weir, 2005). A vast body of research has reported 

on interlocutor effects due to factors such as acquaintanceship (e.g. O’Sullivan, 

2008), gender (e.g. Brown & McNamara, 2004; O’Loughlin, 2000), native vs non-

nativeness (e.g. Wigglesworth, 2000), proficiency level (e.g. Nakatsuhara, 2006; 

Watanabe & Swain, 2007) and speech accommodation (e.g. Ross & Berwick, 1992). 

5 The studies discussed in chapters 2, 4 and 5 are specifically concerned with English as a 

Foreign Language, referred to as ‘EFL’. Researching ways to reliably assess interactional 

ability, however, is not exclusive to EFL. In chapter 3, we therefore adopt the term ‘L2’, which 

refers both to second- and foreign languages.
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In paired formats, co-construction is inevitable. This raises questions whether it 

is possible a) to disentangle individual contributions from paired exchanges and 

b) to arrive at an assessment of individual ability. The central point of contention 

is how the construct of interactional performance is conceptualized. (For a historic 

overview of construct definitions, see Chalhoub-Deville & Deville, 2004). 

On the one hand, proponents of the interactionalist model reject the idea that 

interactional performance can be attributed to the (psycho-)linguistic or cognitive 

abilities of an individual test-taker. Instead, performance is considered to arise 

solely from the co-constructed interaction between speakers, and the specific 

interactional context in which they engage (cf. He & Young, 1998; Young, 2000; 

2011). In this light, Galazci (2008) has demonstrated that, where conversational 

management is concerned, interactional performance is a joint venture from which 

individual contributions cannot be isolated. Dörnyei & Kormos (1998) and Kormos 

(2006), on the other hand, focus not on individual speakers’ ability to manage 

a conversation, but on their ability to convey and understand communicative 

intent in interaction. In this, communicative success is largely dependent on the 

individual speakers’ ability to employ linguistic resources on the one hand, and, 

where these resources fall short, strategic resources on the other (e.g. compensa-

tion, meaning negotiation, and time-gaining strategies). As such, interactional 

performance is not only considered to be part of the fundamental process of L2 

speech production, but also as an individual trait (cf. De Bot, 1992; Poulisse, 1993). 

In terms of testing, the interactionalist viewpoint that interactional perfor-

mance is entirely co-constructed has led to suggestions for alternative assessment 

forms, e.g. to award pairs shared scores for interactional competence (May, 2009) 

or to assess the extent to which speakers achieve fluency across pairs (Ducasse 

& Brown (2009). Thus far, though, reconciling paired testing with the need to 

obtain an assessment of individual ability has proven difficult, and in this, the 

usefulness of the interactionalist approach to address this issue has been ques-

tioned (cf. Chalhoub-Deville & Deville, 2004; Fulcher, 2010). However, if individual 

ability at least partially plays a role in achieving interactional success, i.e., if indi-

vidual ability is part of the construct of interest, then there is a responsibility for 

language testers to explore ways in which this construct can be made measurable. 

While it may not be possible to measure individual ability in all areas of interac-

tional performance (such as conversational management), it should be possible to 

measure those parts that stem from individual traits, such as linguistic ability and 

the use of interactional strategies.

As outlined above, Dörnyei & Kormos (1998) and Kormos (2006) put forward 

a strong case for defining the use of interactional strategies as an individual 

trait. Much research has been done to uncover what strategies are employed by 
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competent speakers. These can broadly be divided into self-supporting strategies 

and other-supporting strategies. 

Self-supporting strategies are used to overcome problems in speech produc-

tion and reception. These include compensation strategies such as message reduc-

tion, -substitution (e.g. approximation, foreignizing) and -reconceptualization 

(e.g. circumlocution, word coinage) strategies, time-gaining strategies and self-

monitoring strategies (cf. Dörnyei & Scott, 1995; Færch & Kasper, 1983; Poulisse, 

1993; Tarone, 1977). Self-supporting strategies also include meaning negotiation 

strategies, e.g. checking and indicating understanding, uncertainty and incompre-

hension and asking for elaboration, clarification and repetition of the message 

(Bygate, 1987; Dörnyei & Kormos, 1998; Dörnyei & Scott, 1995; Weir, 1993). 

In interaction, speakers must also ensure mutual understanding between 

speech partners. This requires a set of other-supporting strategies, i.e., an ability 

to align the message to the speech partner’s need for information, topic knowl-

edge and linguistic ability on the one hand and the ability to respond to clarifica-

tion requests, indications of incomprehension and erroneous interpretations of 

the message on the other (cf. Bygate, 1987). 

Chapelle (1998) posits that consistencies in language use arise from the inter-

play between personal traits and contextual factors. The same may be said for the 

employment of strategies. While the interactional context will determine which 

strategies are called for and which not, differences in the performance of these 

may be considered to stem from speakers’ individual ability.

The present study

Communicative success is achieved by L2 speakers who know how to employ 

self-supporting and other-supporting strategies that help them use their (often 

limited) linguistic resources effectively in interaction. However, no standardized 

tests currently exist that focus on assessing the use of these strategies during 

interactional encounters. While traditional oral proficiency tests provide a wealth 

of information about speakers’ linguistic resources (e.g. vocabulary, grammar, 

pronunciation and fluency), information about speakers’ strategic ability does 

not come to the surface. For this reason, this study aims to explore ways in which 

interactional performance can be assessed in such a way that it provides practi-

tioners with detailed diagnostic information about the areas of strategic compe-

tence that their learners need to develop to become more skilled in managing 

life-like interactional situations. 

The purpose of this study was to design and construct interactive speech tasks 

that engage candidates in achieving real-life communicative goals in a simulated 
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setting, evoke functional language use and directly evoke the use of (some of) 

the aforementioned interactional strategies in a standardized manner. As such, 

the study introduces a new test format specifically geared towards measuring L2 

speakers’ interactional ability. Since the main objective was to explore whether 

this new test format can be administered and rated reliably, and contains suffi-

cient potential for further development, the design was tested in a small-scale 

study, using a variety of speech tasks.

In this study we used a test format where one candidate’s interactional perfor-

mance was tested in interaction with an interlocutor and in which the interlocu-

tor’s contributions were controlled through the use of scripts. One advantage 

of such a scripted format is that it provides the opportunity to standardize the 

interactional context as well as the interlocutor’s contributions. Since the context 

largely determines what type of linguistic and strategic performance is called for 

(cf. Chapelle, 1998), controlling the context increases the likelihood that indi-

vidual speakers’ performances can be compared, allowing us to make inferences 

about their linguistic and strategic ability to convey and understand messages in 

interaction. 

Another advantage of this scripted test format, is that interactional behaviour 

can be predicted a priori. Individual episodes in the test can be designed to evoke 

a specific interactional strategy (e.g. to respond to a clarification request). These 

episodes can then be rated analytically, thus providing detailed measurement of 

individual speakers’ ability to employ the interactional strategies. As mentioned 

above, this approach differs from the one taken in many high-stakes tests, where 

the focus is typically on rating linguistic categories, such as grammatical and lexical 

accuracy and appropriateness, fluency and pronunciation, e.g. the International 

English Language Testing System (IELTS). It also differs from tests in which criteria 

for interactional ability are in place (e.g. the Cambridge ESOL examinations and 

the Test of English Academic Proficiency (TEAP), but are used to rate a global 

impression of interactional performance. 

Rating interactional behaviour during a scripted episode allows for compar-

ison between test-takers on the one hand, and provides diagnostic information 

at a detailed level on the other (cf. Taylor & Galazci, 2011).  As such, this test 

format may provide practitioners with a useful diagnostic tool to further aid their 

learners’ interactional abilities at a sub-skill level. 

A characteristic of rating specific interactional strategies analytically is that 

these can be combined with holistic ratings of interactional ability. This combina-

tion may provide us with information about which interactional strategies are 

salient to interactional ability, which strategies are sufficiently captured by holistic 

assessment, and which add information beyond this holistic impression. 
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This study discusses the construction of six tasks situated in two different inter-

actional domains (professional and personal) and centering on three different 

language functions (instruction, advice and persuasion). It subsequently explores 

whether interactional performance (i.e., both linguistic accuracy and interactional 

ability) can be assessed at an individual level by means of such speech tasks. We 

wished to answer the following research questions:

1. Can candidates’ interactional ability be evaluated in a reliable manner by 

different raters using scripted speech tasks?

2. Can interactional ability be measured validly by the use of different scripted 

speech tasks? 

3. To what extent do analytic ratings provide additional information to holistic 

ratings?

Method

Participants

Tasks were administered to all learners (aged 14–15) of two classes in their third 

year of a four-year pre-vocational Business & Administration programme from one 

secondary school in the Netherlands (grade 9). Participants had received about 

3 years of compulsory ESL instruction. Interactional skills are not a set part of 

the standard ESL curriculum that they followed.  Participation in these tasks was 

agreed upon with the school prior to the start of the academic year, and so was 

planned in as part of the class curriculum. As a result, learners’ participation in the 

tasks was experienced as ‘business as usual’. Learners were informed beforehand 

that individual test performance would not be discussed with the class teacher, 

and would not affect their grades for English, but that their participation in the 

tests would be rewarded with an extra credit for the category ‘effort’ on their 

report cards.

Tasks were administered individually to 34 participants (56% male, 44% female) 

by trained research assistants, who functioned as interlocutors. Participants were 

tested in three separate rounds on regular school days. Variation in school atten-

dance and a fire alarm during the second test round caused some variation in 

sample size from task to task. 
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Materials

Six dialogic speech tasks designed for this study were used to measure partici-

pants’ interactional performance. Since this study introduces a new test format, 

the design principles underlying these tasks, and task construction will now be 

discussed. 

The tasks were designed for use with pre-vocational learners who are enrolled 

in an educational programme that prepares them for further vocational training 

and employment at middle-management level in the Business & Administration 

sector. Thus, to ensure context validity, a job analysis (McNamara, 1997) was 

carried out to establish what task types, task settings and professional interac-

tional routines (Bygate, 1987) are relevant to this sector. From this, three main 

task types reflective of service encounters were distilled, i.e., instruction tasks, 

advice tasks and sales tasks. For each task type, two dialogic tasks (six in total) in 

which authentic interaction is simulated were developed. The tasks within one 

task type – or task set – required the candidates to achieve the same goal (e.g. 

to explain a procedure) and tapped similar language functions, but differed in 

terms of content, audience and context. Within a task set, one task was situated 

in the professional context, with the candidate assuming the role of a hotel recep-

tionist and the interlocutor the role of hotel guest, and one task was situated in 

the personal context, with both candidate and interlocutor assuming the role of 

acquaintances (Table 1).

 

TABLE 1

Six speech tasks

Task type Task Goal Domain

Instruction (1) Key Card Explain to a customer how to open the door 
using a hotel key card.

Professional

(2) Apple Cake Explain to a family friend how to bake apple 
cake.

Personal

Advice (3) Hotel Room Advise a guest which hotel room to choose. Professional

(4) Cinema Advise a family member which film to see. Personal

Sales (5) Board Games Persuade a guest to buy a gift from the       
hotel gift shop.

Professional

(6) Headphones Persuade an acquaintance to buy your        
second-hand headphones

Personal
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To reduce variation caused by differences in background knowledge that might 

influence task performance, candidates were provided with the required content 

knowledge for each task (cf. Bachman, 2002; Weir, 2005). Content knowledge was 

presented pictorially as much as possible in order to minimize potential L1 inter-

ference when encoding messages, to reduce the chances of borrowing from L2 

task input and to increase chances that candidates formulate messages directly in 

the L2 (see Appendices 2A, 2B and 2C for an example of each task type).

To meet cognitive validity demands, tasks must capture the extent to which 

candidates can convey and understand communicative intent, despite the 

linguistic limitations characteristic of L2 speech (cf. De Bot, 1992; Kormos, 2006) 

and while observing natural processing conditions, i.e., reciprocity on the one 

hand, and time-constraints on the other. Since oral interaction hinges on both 

linguistic ability and improvisational ability (cf. Bygate, 1987), tasks were designed 

to evoke the use of functional language as well as the use of specific interactional 

strategies. 

Brown (2003) points out that interlocutor frames do not control interlocutor 

contributions sufficiently to ensure standardisation. For this reason, interlocutor 

scripts were used that fully prescribed the interlocutor’s textual and interactional 

contribution, standardising both linguistic (complexity, register, style) and inter-

actional (set points requiring the use of interactional strategies) challenges posed 

to candidates. The scripts also specified the parameters of interactive support that 

could be offered. 

To preserve the natural flow of interaction as much as possible, the scripts 

provided interlocutors with standardized alternatives in case of a more or less 

successful performance than expected. This enabled interlocutors to respond 

directly to candidate contributions. For example, in task 3 (see Appendix 2E), the 

interlocutor asks “My nephew will come and visit me for the day. Will you have a 

cot for me?” It is expected that candidates will not be familiar with the word ‘cot’, 

which should evoke meaning negotiation. Several scenarios may unfold:

information, the interlocutor proceeds to the next question in the script. 

the standardized alternative: “a small baby bed”, and proceed to the next 

question once the requested information has been given. 

-

locutor continues to the next question. 

‘yes’, the interlocutor asks: “In both rooms?”. This allows candidates to nego-

tiate for meaning.
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In this way, the interlocutor responds directly to what the candidate says, and, 

at the same time, is able to continue the interaction, and administer the next stan-

dardized test item. Similarly, candidates may or may not, ask for more information 

when asked for their advice. The script takes this into consideration by providing 

alternative routes. This preserves the standardization of interactional challenges 

that each candidate encounters, as well as controls interlocutor effects in such a 

way that is not possible in tests based on interlocutor frames. 

Furthermore, candidates only received content information, and did not know 

beforehand how the interaction would unfold. The scripts thus created a one-

sided information gap that balanced the need for standardization on the one 

hand, and the need for interactivity on the other. Finally, interlocutors were 

trained to deliver the script as naturally as possible so that candidates could expe-

rience the interaction as authentic. 

Scripts are comprised of set interlocutor contributions and include all of the 

following: (1) opens encounter, (2) asks for an explanation, (3) asks for infor-

mation, (4) asks for clarification, (5) provides an interpretative summary and (6) 

expresses gratitude. These interlocutor contributions ensured that each candidate 

was prompted to fulfil the same set of interactional functions (e.g. to greet, to 

inform, to clarify, to close the encounter) and that each candidate encountered 

identical interactional challenges that elicited the use of interactional strategies. 

As such, the following strategies were implemented and rated in each task:

SELF-SUPPORTING STRATEGIES Compensation strategies

Meaning Negotiation strategies 

OTHER-SUPPORTING STRATEGIES Response to clarification requests

Response to misinterpretation of the message.

These strategies were operationalized in a variety of ways. Self-supporting strate-

gies were elicited by asking candidates to handle language beyond their current 

ability (cf. Dörnyei & Scott, 1995). For example, meaning negotiation was evoked 

by the interlocutor asking questions that contained low-frequency words or 

expressions likely to be unfamiliar to the candidates (e.g. ‘My nephew will visit me 

for the day. Will you have a cot for me?’) in order to elicit candidates’ attempts to 

indicate incomprehension and requests for elaboration, clarification and repeti-

tion of the message (see Appendix 2E for the interlocutor script of Task 3). 

The use of compensation strategies was evoked by pushing candidates to convey 

concepts that were essential to task achievement and with which they were familiar, 

but which required the use of low-frequency vocabulary (e.g. the interlocutor asked 
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“The Red Room looks nice. But how is this room kept warm?”, which necessitated 

an explanation of the concept radiator) (Appendix 2E, episode 5). 

Many strategies commonly used to support a speech partner – such as checking 

common ground, checking comprehension and providing sufficient detail – are 

used pro-actively in communication and thus cannot be operationalised through 

the use of prompts. For this reason, design options were limited to evoking 

re-active strategies to achieve the same goal: responding to a clarification request 

and to a misinterpretation of the message. Following Weir’s (1993) suggestion 

that the interlocutor feigning a lack of understanding may generate clarification 

behaviour, misinterpretation prompts and clarification prompts were used. In 

each task, the interlocutor provided an interpretative summary that contained a 

mistake (e.g. “So if I want the Red Room, I need to pay extra for wifi?” (Appendix 

2E, episode 9), and asked for clarification of a particular item (e.g. “Sorry, what is 

used to heat up the room?” (Appendix 2E, episode 6). 

To ensure that a clarification request occurred naturally in each task, it was 

decided to link the clarification prompt to the episode in which the compensa-

tion strategy is evoked. The assumption was that asking for clarification of a low-

frequency item already present in the test would lead to a more natural develop-

ment of the sequence overall. 

All tasks were piloted with ten learners of similar age and level. Some small 

adjustments were subsequently made, in particular where unforeseen conceptual 

problems were encountered. For example, it turned out that most learners had 

never heard of a whisk (task 2). Unfamiliarity with that object caused difficulties 

in offering an effective description of it. For this reason, whisk was replaced with 

the more familiar wooden spoon. 

Procedure

Prior to participation in the speech tasks, participants’ vocabulary was measured 

using the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Dunn & Dunn, 2007), adapted for use 

in an L2 setting. Subsequently, task sets were implemented on three separate 

occasions at about eight-week intervals. On each occasion, two tasks were admin-

istered to all participants in the same order, i.e., task 1 preceding task 2, and so 

on. For each task set, a research assistant prepared participants in groups of four. 

Following a protocol, the assistant familiarized the participants with the language 

use situation, the aim of the interaction and the criteria for task execution. About 

ten minutes of planning time was used for content preparation for each task set. 

To prevent misunderstanding of content, the preparation was conducted in the 

shared public language, Dutch. To simulate natural processing conditions, where 
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linguistic encoding of conceptualized messages takes place under time pressure 

(Kormos, 2006; Levelt, 1999), no planning time was given for language prepara-

tion, and questions pertaining to the use of English were not answered. Having 

completed the content preparation, participants were immediately escorted to 

separate rooms, where they carried out the tasks with another research assistant. 

In total, four assistants conducted tasks in parallel sessions situated in separate, 

closed classrooms. The tasks took about 5 minutes each. To reduce cognitive load, 

participants had access to the task input sheet during this time (see Appendices 

2A, 2B and 2C).

Rating

Tasks were recorded on both video and audio. These performances were rated 

by three undergraduate students (two L1 English speakers and one L2 English 

speaker) of an EFL teacher training programme aimed specifically at obtaining 

a teaching degree in (pre-) vocational education. Students on this programme 

carry out teaching placements in this educational sector, which ensured that they 

had a good understanding of the target population in this study. Raters were 

provided with a set of instructions that contained rating scales (see Appendix 

2D) and a rating sheet. This rating sheet followed the format of the interloc-

utor script, thus allowing raters to provide ratings per interactional episode. For 

each rating round, raters received training in which the rating scales were bench-

marked. Benchmarking took place by rating videotaped example performances 

selected by the first author to illustrate different ability levels. Three videos were 

shown in random order, and raters were asked to rate each performance using 

the rating scales. This was done so that raters would become sensitized to differ-

ences in performance levels. Subsequently, raters were asked to rate another two 

to three randomly selected videos, and to share and explain their ratings. This led 

raters to formulate together a shared conception of what the different levels of 

performances sound like, and so reach consensus on their interpretation of the 

scales. This consolidated the benchmarks. 

After training, the raters rated all video performances independently. They were 

instructed to rate each performance, first on all analytic and then on all holistic 

categories for each participant, and to stop or rewind the video if needed. On 

average, the rating process took five minutes per participant, per task, so that the 

total time for testing and subsequently rating one candidate is about 15 minutes 

per task. In principle, each candidate carried out six tasks over the course of this 

study, all of which were rated. 
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Raters were asked to provide holistic ratings on a Likert scale of 1–5 for a) the 

extent to which participants expressed themselves in lexically and grammati-

cally correct English (Linguistic Accuracy) and b) the extent to which participants 

managed to convey their message and managed to overcome potential commu-

nication problems (Interactional Ability). The holistic rating scales were accompa-

nied by brief performance descriptors (see Appendix 2D). These descriptors are 

reminiscent of the CEFR descriptors (Council of Europe, 2001: 37-38) in terms of 

their expectations for linguistic accuracy and interaction. 

Raters were also asked to provide analytic ratings on the quality of the partici-

pants’ responses during individual episodes in the interaction, i.e., the extent to 

which their contributions were considered to be adequate and appropriate. These 

contributions (Compensation, Meaning Negotiation, Clarification and Correcting 

Misinterpretation, were rated on a Likert scale, ranging from 1 (very weak) to 

5 (very strong). Since each episode was designed to evoke one of these strate-

gies specifically, no additional descriptors were necessary to support the analytic 

ratings (see Appendix 2D). 

Method of analysis

The variables were examined for accuracy of data entry, distributions and missing 

values. Missing ratings stemming from interlocutors’ failure to deliver a prompt 

were coded as missing in the data set. Inter-rater reliability was determined by 

calculating the Intra-Class Correlation Coefficients (two-way random model, 

absolute agreement) for each assessed category. This is appropriate to fully-

crossed designs, in which two or more raters assess all candidates’ performances. 

Since the average of individual raters’ ratings are used to calculate correlations 

between tasks, average-measures ICCs are reported. 

Definitive final scores of participants’ performances in each category were 

entered by calculating, and subsequently summing, the mean scores obtained 

with all three raters, taking missing values into consideration. 

Pearson Correlations were calculated to examine the correlation between the 

speech tasks and vocabulary size. Pearson Correlations were also used to examine 

the extent to which the different tasks provide similar measurements of candi-

dates’ linguistic accuracy and interactional ability, and to examine the correlation 

between holistic and analytic ratings within tasks. To this end, the definitive final 

scores (average ratings) for each category were used.
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Results

Inter-rater reliability

Table 2 shows a high inter-rater agreement between raters’ overall impression 

of participants’ interactional performance (Linguistic Accuracy and Interactional 

Ability) and on all episodes specifically designed to evoke interactional strat-

egies (Compensation, Clarification, Meaning Negotiation and Correcting 

Misinterpretation). With the exception of Meaning Negotiation in task 3, inter-

rater reliability is well above .70.  These results strongly suggest that, on the 

whole, candidates’ (evoked) interactional performance can be evaluated reliably, 

using both holistic and analytic measures.

TABLE 2

Inter-rater reliability (ICC)

Instruction tasks Advice tasks Sales tasks

           
n

Task 1

Key 
Card

      
n

Task 2

Apple 
Cake

      
n

Task 3

Hotel 
Room

      
n 

Task 4

Cin-
ema

      
n  

Task 5

Board 
Games

      
n

Task 6

Head-
phones

Holistic categories

Linguistic         
Accuracy

34 .89 34 .88 31 .84 28 .81 32 .76 32 .77

Interactional 
Ability 

34 .87 34 .80 31 .81 28 .82 32 .83 32 .78

Analytic categories

Compensation 34 .91 34 .94 31 .91 28 .92 31 .88 32 .92

Meaning          
Negotiation

34 .85 34 .85 30 .57 27 .87 32 .79 30 .76

Clarification 26 .94 19 .88 16 .89 19 .96 21 .83 16 .85

Correcting Mis-
interpretation

34 .95 34 .91 31 .94 28 .96 32 .70 32 .80
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Means and Standard Deviations

Means and standard deviations of each category (Table 3) indicate that ratings 

are spread, and that, overall, ratings are spread in similar ways, both at a holistic 

and analytic level. A repeated-measures ANOVA on Interactional Ability revealed 

significant differences in difficulty between tasks, F (1,22) = 264,077, p = <.001.  

Pairwise comparisons demonstrated that these differences occurred between task 

6 and task 3 (mean difference .551, CI .128 to .974, p = .005) and between task 6 

and task 4 (mean difference .493, CI .066 to .948, p = .015). This indicates that tasks 

are similar in difficulty, with the exception of task 6. 

No floor- or ceiling effects were found, i.e., the mean scores were not placed 

entirely at the low end, or high end of the scale for any of the categories. The 

descriptives showed that distributions were slightly positively skewed overall, 

indicating that participants’ scores cluster somewhat around the low values. 

TABLE 3

Means and Standard Deviations (min 1 – max 5)

Instruction tasks Advice tasks Sales tasks

Task 1

Key       
Card

(n = 34)

Task 2

Apple   
Cake

(n = 34)

Task 3

Hotel   
Room

(n = 31)

Task 4

Cinema                      

                 
(n = 28)

Task 5

Board 
Games

(n = 32)

Task 6

Head-
phones

(n = 32)

M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD

Holistic categories

Linguistic Accuracy 2.71 1.05 2.62 1.09 2.94 .82 2.83 .90 2.80 .83 2.56 .97

Interactional Ability 3.00 1.06 2.67 1.05 3.08 .79 3.02 .95 2.92 .97 2.57 .98

Analytic categoriesa

Compensation 2.82 1.14 2.80 1.25 1.52 1.05 2.63 1.12 1.95c 1.06 2.09 1.21

Meaning Negotiation 2.22 1.05 2.39 .98 b b 2.50d 1.02 2.00 .87 2.06e .79

Correcting Mis-       

interpretation

2.35 1.52 2.29 1.43 2.51 1.42 2.70 1.39 2.28 .75 2.37 .80

a Means and Standard Deviations for Clarification are not presented in this table due to a 

substantial number of missing values on this category in the data set. 
b Meaning Negotiation was not rated reliably in task 3. 
c n = 27. 
d n = 31. 
e n = 30.
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Reliability of analytical categories

Measured across tasks, the Cronbach alpha coefficients for the analytical categories 

show that all three categories form internally consistent subscales, Compensation 

α = .901; Meaning Negotiation α = .714; Misinterpretation α = .832. Item-rest 

correlations were moderate to large (cf. Cohen, 1988) for all tasks, except for 

Meaning Negotiation in task 2 (.218). Overall, the analytic categories are inter-

nally consistent and, as such, have the potential to be used as subscales in testing 

interactional ability at a detailed level.

Correlations between tasks 

The positive and high correlations shown in Table 4 and Table 5 indicate that 

the six tasks produce similar ratings for candidate’s Linguistic Accuracy, ranging 

from r = .74, n = 24, p <.001 between tasks 4 and 6 to r = .90, n = 34, p <.001 

between tasks 1 and 2. Ratings for Interactional Ability also correlate positively, 

ranging from r = .67, n = 26, p <.001 between tasks 1 and 4 to r =.85, n = 30, p 

<.001 between tasks 2 and 6. Fisher’s r-to-z transformations show that correla-

tions between tasks are comparable on both measures, with the exception of 

task 1 and 2, which correlate significantly higher for Linguistic Accuracy than for 

Interactional Ability, z = 1.88, p = .03.

TABLE 4

Correlations between scores for Linguistic Accuracy across tasks (Pearson’s r)

Instruction 
tasks

Advice tasks Sales tasks

Task 2

Apple Cake

Task 3

Hotel Room

Task 4

Cinema

Task 5

Board 
Games

Task 6

Headphones

Task 1 Key Card .90 .80 .82 .78 .80

Task 2 Apple Cake - .81 .85 .78 .83

Task 3 Hotel Room - .79 .86 .86

Task 4 Cinema - .78 .73

Task 5 Board Games - .80

All correlations are significant at p < 0.01 (1-tailed).
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TABLE 5

Correlations between scores for Interactional Ability across tasks (Pearson’s r)

Instruction 
tasks

Advice tasks Sales tasks

Task 2

Apple Cake

Task 3

Hotel Room

Task 4

Cinema

Task 5

Board Games

Task 6

Headphones

Task 1 Key Card .76 .72 .67 .67 .77

Task 2 Apple Cake - .72 .84 .66 .85

Task 3 Hotel Room - .67 .83 .79

Task 4 Cinema - .73 .78

Task 5 Board Games - .79

All correlations are significant at p < 0.01 (1-tailed).

Correlations between vocabulary size and oral performance

Table 6 shows that correlations between vocabulary size and holistic measure-

ments of interactional performance are consistently positive, high and significant 

across tasks, ranging from r = .58, n = 28, p = .001 in task 4, to r = .81, n = 34, p 

= <.001 in task 2.  Fisher’s r-to-z transformations confirm that these correlations 

are comparable on both linguistic and interactional measures. In tasks that centre 

around the same language function, correlations are highly similar. The correla-

tion with Linguistic Accuracy in Instruction tasks, for example, lies around r = .80, 

in Advice tasks around r = .60, and in Sales tasks around r =.70. Furthermore, 

correlations at an analytic level are largely significant and consistently positive. 

Again, correlations in tasks that share the same language function are similar, 

with the exception of the Instruction tasks. Here, Fisher’s r-to-z transformations 

reveal that the correlations are significantly higher in task 2 than in task 1 for 

Meaning Negotiation, z = 1.90, p = .02 and for Correcting Misinterpretation, z = 

1.34, p = .09. Overall, these findings show that the speech tasks correlate with an 

external measure of language proficiency. 
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TABLE 6

Correlations between Vocabulary Size and Interactional Performance (Pearson’s r)

Instruction tasks Advice tasks Sales tasks

Task 1

Key     
Card

(n = 34)

Task 2

Apple 
Cake

(n = 34)

Task 3

Hotel 
Room

(n = 31)

Task 4

Cinema               

               
(n = 28)

Task 5

Board 
Games

(n = 32)

Task 6

Head-
phones

(n = 32)

Holistic Categories

Linguistic Accuracy .77* .81* .64* .63* .71* .71*

Interactional Ability .70* .78* .61* .58* .67* .72*

Analytic Categories

Compensation .82* .84* .45** .52** .44** .63*

Meaning Negotiation .35** .69* b .44** .29ns .23*ns

Correcting Misinterpretation .41** .65* .34** .44** .43** .39**

 * Correlations are significant at p  < 0.01 (1-tailed).
 ** Correlations are significant at p < 0.05 (1-tailed).
 ns The correlation is not statistically significant.
 b Meaning Negotiation was not rated reliably in task 3.

Correlations within tasks

Within-task correlations demonstrate that analytic ratings of specific interac-

tional strategies all correlate positively and on the whole significantly, with 

holistic ratings of Interactional Ability (see Table 7). Corrected for attenuation, 

the category Compensation correlates fully with Interactional Ability in tasks 2 

and 4, meaning that the analytic category Compensation does not provide addi-

tional information about speakers’ interactional ability as measured holistically. A 

similar observation can be made about Compensation in tasks 1 (r = .932, n = 34, 

p = <.001) and 6 (r = .961, n = 30, p = <.001).

A different picture emerges, however, when looking at Meaning Negotiation 

and Correcting Misinterpretation. With the exception of Meaning Negotiation in 

task 2 (r = .973, n = 34, p = <.001), the more moderate correlations and confidence 

intervals for these categories indicate that the analytic scores indeed provide 

additional information about speakers’ interactional ability that is not captured 

by holistic assessment alone.
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TABLE 7

Correlation between holistic ratings of Interactional Ability and analytic ratings of 
interactional strategies within tasks (Pearson’s r), corrected for attenuation.

Instruction tasks Advice tasks Sales tasks

Task 1

Key    
Card

Task 2

Apple 
Cake

Task 3

Hotel 
Room

Task 4

Cinema

Task 5

Board 
Games

Task 6

Head-
phones

Compensation .93 1.0 .45 1.0 .35ns .96

Meaning Negotiation .74 .97 b .52 .67 .41ns

Correcting Misinterpretation .70 .86 .54 .86 .80 .53

b    Meaning Negotiation was not rated reliably in task 3.
ns The correlation is not statistically significant.

Discussion

The main objective of this study was to explore whether scripted speech tasks can 

be administered reliably, and whether they have sufficient potential for further 

development. Answers to the research questions are reported below, along with 

suggestions for future research.

RQ 1. Can candidates’ interactional ability be evaluated in a reliable manner by 

different raters using scripted speech tasks?

The high ICC scores reported in this study suggest that, on the whole, candidates’ 

interactional performance can be measured reliably with the use of scripted 

speech tasks. Raters showed high agreement on both their holistic judgements of 

participants’ linguistic accuracy and interactional ability, and their analytic judge-

ments of participants’ performance on turns that evoked the use of specific inter-

actional strategies.

Means and Standard Deviations show that the scripted speech tasks differen-

tiate between candidates, both at a holistic and analytic level. Tasks are similar in 

difficulty, with the exception of task 6. Here, the interlocutor takes on a less coop-

erative role than in the other tasks, and challenges the bargain that is presented 

to him. This ‘hard sale’ context seems to appeal more strongly to the participants’ 

interactional abilities. However, since the aim was not to create parallel tasks, nor 

to use these tasks to measure growth, this does not seem problematic.  Across 

the board, no floor- and ceiling effects were found, indicating that the tasks are 

designed at the right level to assess pre-vocational learners around CEFR A2 level. 
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Measured across tasks, the Cronbach alpha coefficients for the analytical categories 

show that Compensation, Meaning Negotiation and Correcting Misinterpretation 

all form internally consistent subscales and, as such, have the potential to be used 

in testing interactional ability at a detailed level. 

RQ 2. Can interactional ability be measured validly by the use of different scripted 

speech tasks? 

The results found in this study suggest that interactional performance can be 

measured validly by the use of scripted speech tasks, and thus that test scores 

can be used to make inferences about pre-vocational learners’ ability to convey 

and understand communicative intent in interactional settings. Our arguments 

(e.g. Kane, 2012) for this claim are three-fold. First, tasks that claim to provide 

information about interactional performance must simulate natural processing 

conditions (reciprocity and time-constraints), and tap both speakers’ linguistic and 

improvisational ability (cf. Bygate, 1987) in a standardized, interactional setting. 

These demands were met in the tasks’ design. 

Secondly, to claim test validity, candidates’ performance should be consistent 

across different tasks that all represent the same construct domain (cf. Messick, 

1996). In this study, three different task types were designed that are representa-

tive of the Business & Administration sector (instruction, advice and sales tasks), 

and that were situated in two different interactional contexts (professional and 

personal). In this light, the positive and high correlations found between all six 

tasks for both Linguistic Accuracy and Interactional Ability may be considered as 

indications of test validity. Furthermore, these correlations are fairly stable across 

the six tasks, on both the holistic and the analytic scales. This seems to indicate 

that not only linguistic accuracy, but also interactional ability, can be measured 

validly as stand-alone aspects of L2 communication. 

Finally, since vocabulary size is a strong predictor for proficiency in speaking 

(e.g. De Jong et al., 2012), task performance should correlate with vocabulary 

size. The positive and high correlations found between all six speech tasks and 

independent measures of vocabulary size thus seem to provide further validity 

evidence.

RQ 3. To what extent do analytic ratings provide additional information to holistic 

ratings? 

The positive and generally significant within-task correlations obtained between 

the analytic ratings of specific interactional strategies and the holistic ratings of 

Interactional Ability, suggest that the interactional strategies operationalized in 

this study are part of the central construct: interactional ability. 
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Corrected correlations for Compensation are 1 or close to 1 in most tasks, 

suggesting that the ability to compensate largely determines perceptions of 

global interactional ability. It therefore seems realistic to conclude that testing 

Compensation analytically does not add extra information beyond holistic assess-

ment. The moderate correlations and confidence intervals obtained in Meaning 

Negotiation and Correcting Misinterpretation, however, indicate that these 

analytic scores provide information about speakers’ interactional ability that is 

not captured by holistic assessment alone. 

The strength of the correlations varies per category and task, suggesting that 

task effects occur at this specific level. Further research is needed to establish 

whether the use of interactional strategies is mediated by task, in which case 

more observations are needed to come to a reliable assessment at an analytical 

level. 

Overall, the results indicate that both linguistic accuracy and interactional ability 

can be measured as stand-alone aspects of L2 communication, and that there is 

added value in assessing specific interactional behaviour analytically to reveal 

strengths and weaknesses. As such, scripted speech tasks may provide practitio-

ners with a tool that has diagnostic potential, i.e., to gain insight into speakers’ 

linguistic and interactional abilities across different domains and language func-

tions, to identify speakers who have strong self-supporting but limited other-

supporting skills and vice versa, or speakers who can produce linguistically chal-

lenging messages, but struggle to understand such messages, and vice versa.

Suggestions for future research

INTERACTIONAL STRATEGIES 

Previous studies (e.g. Dörnyei & Scott, 1995) have identified a plethora of interac-

tional strategies that support L2 speakers’ interactional ability, only four of which 

were selected to represent self- and other supporting interaction in this study. The 

question arises whether these strategies are sufficiently representative for testing 

purposes. Furthermore, in this study, other-supporting behaviour was evoked in 

reaction to a prompt delivered by the interlocutor, e.g. the interlocutor feigning 

misunderstanding. As such, pro-active interactional strategies, such as checking 

common ground between the speaker and speech partner (Bygate, 1987) remain 

untested. Future research could explore whether it is possible to operationalize 

more proactive strategies for the scripted format as well.
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SAMPLE SIZE

Since this study was exploratory in nature, the design was tested with a rather 

small sample. This poses constraints with regards to data analysis. A larger sample 

size would allow for regression analysis, thus facilitating a more meaningful explo-

ration of the relative salience of the various interactional strategies in achieving 

task success, and of the impact that task and task type may have on the use of 

interactional strategies.

RATING

In this study, holistic and analytic judgements were provided by the same rater 

within a short period of time, and raters were instructed to first rate analyti-

cally, and then holistically. Chances are that analytic ratings were summarized into 

holistic ratings, as a result of which a halo effect may have occurred. 

This issue could be addressed by assigning either holistic or analytic rating to 

each of two independent raters, as is the case in the Cambridge ESOL Main Suite 

(ad hoc judgements) and in the Test of English Academic Proficiency (TEAP). While 

such a financial investment was not feasible in this small-scale study, it would 

provide a helpful measure to reduce the possibility of a halo effect from occurring 

in rating these scripted speech tasks. 

OPERATIONALIZATION OF THE CATEGORY CLARIFICATION

In the present design, clarification behaviour was evoked by the interlocutor 

asking for clarification of the same low-frequency item that the test taker had 

attempted to explain in the previous episode. The assumption was that using 

a troublesome lexical item as the trigger for clarification would lead to a more 

natural development of the sequence overall. Analytic ratings for the Clarification 

category obtained high inter-rater reliability scores (ranging from .835 in task 5 

to .962 in task 4). Furthermore, the correlations between Clarification and holistic 

ratings of Interactional Ability were positive and, on the whole, significant in 

all tasks. These correlations were comparable to within-task correlations for the 

other analytic categories, suggesting that Clarification is part of the Interactional 

Ability construct. 

However, the amount of missing ratings for this category indicates that interloc-

utors struggled to deliver the clarification prompt, reportedly because asking for 

clarification when an item had been encoded successfully felt unnatural. While 

Weir’s (1993) suggestion that the interlocutor feigning lack of understanding 

might generate clarification behaviour seems true, further research is needed to 

optimise ways in which such behaviour can be operationalised in scripted speech 

tasks.
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VALITY

Kane (2012) differentiates between providing validity evidence at the develop-

mental stage of a new assessment form, aimed at justifying the proposed interpre-

tations and uses of said assessment, and providing validity evidence at the appraisal 

stage, aimed at objective appraisal of the validity claims made in stage one. This 

study was set in the developmental stage and thus far has made a case for the use of 

scripted speech tasks by demonstrating that 1) tasks centered on different language 

functions (instruction, advice and persuasion), and situated in different contexts 

(professional and personal) all measured interactional performance in similar ways 

and that 2) performance on these tasks correlated with independent measures 

of vocabulary size. Within this exploratory study, however, it was not possible to 

compare candidate’s performance on the scripted test format with performance on 

another validated test format for oral interaction. To satisfy the need for objective 

appraisal, future research could provide evidence of additional convergent validity.

Conclusion

It can be concluded that using these types of scripted speech tasks in an individual 

test format can help distinguish L2 speakers’ individual contributions and can 

allow reliable measurement of interactional ability, both at a holistic and analytic 

level.

Overall, these scripted speech tasks differentiate between candidates, and do so 

in similar ways at the holistic and analytic level. Furthermore, analytic categories 

are internally consistent and have the potential to be used as subscales in testing 

interactional ability.

The six tasks measure the construct of Linguistic Accuracy and Interactional 

Ability in similar ways, regardless of the language function that the task focuses 

on (instruction, advice or persuasion), or the context in which the task is situated 

(professional or personal). Between-task correlations furthermore suggest 

that, using these tasks, both linguistic accuracy and interactional ability can be 

measured reliably as stand-alone aspects of L2 communication. 

Within-task correlations between the analytic and holistic ratings of 

Interactional Ability indicate that analytic ratings of Compensation do not add 

substantial information to holistic assessment of interactional ability, but ratings 

for Meaning Negotiation and Correcting Misinterpretation do provide additional 

information about speakers’ interactional ability. This suggests that it might be 

beneficial to assess specific interactional strategies analytically. However, since 

task effects seem to occur at this level of assessment, more observations may be 

needed to come to a reliable assessment of speakers’ interactional ability at an 
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analytical level. Further research will have to determine the number of observa-

tions needed to do so.

Scripted speech tasks that control both linguistic and interactional challenges 

can be used to isolate individual contributions to the exchange and can provide 

a detailed measurement of the individual speakers’ interactional performance. 

As such, it is suggested that this format provides a reliable alternative to other 

validated formats, including OPI-style individual assessment, and paired assess-

ment. Although paired assessment has the potential to evoke a wide array of 

interactional and interaction management functions (ffrench, 1999), it is vulner-

able to interlocutor effects on the one hand (cf. Weir, 2005) and constraints posed 

by co-construction in discourse on the other (cf. Chalhoub-Deville & Deville, 2004). 

The speech tasks presented in this study are robust against the influence of both 

co-construction as well as interlocutor effects.

Provided that one wishes to assess learners’ interactional ability at a global 

level, these tasks may be suitable for application in both educational and research 

settings. As with all individual tests, however, this test format is fairly time- and 

labour intensive. Effective use of these tasks in either an educational or research 

setting requires robust testing conditions to be in place. Despite these constraints, 

this research adds a new perspective to the discussion about suitable formats for 

assessing L2 speakers’ interactional competence.
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Chapter 4
The effects of instructional focus and task 

type on pre-vocational learners’ ability in 

EFL oral interaction6

6 Based on: Van Batenburg, E. S. L., Oostdam, R. J., Van Gelderen, A. J. S., Fukkink, R. G. & De 

Jong, N. H. (submitted). The Effects of Instructional Focus and Task Type on Pre-Vocational 

Learners’ EFL Oral Interaction Skills.
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Abstract 

Little is known about how diverging pedagogies affect the development of EFL 

interactional oral skills. In a controlled experimental study, we evaluated the 

effects of newly developed instructional programmes for Dutch pre-vocational 

learners that were all situated in the Business & Administration context, but that 

differed in instructional focus (form-focused vs strategy-focused) and type of 

task (pre-scripted tasks vs information gap tasks). These were compared to the 

effects of business-as-usual EFL instruction. A multilevel analysis of the ratings of 

validated interactive speech tasks revealed that the three experimental groups 

outperformed the business-as-usual group on EFL oral interactional ability 

(N = 199), with similar results for the programmes. Positive effects were found 

on interactional ability for trained (professional) contexts only. No transfer was 

found to tasks in other (personal) contexts. It is concluded that receiving contex-

tualised and explicit oral interaction instruction is beneficial to the development 

of pre-vocational learners’ ability in EFL interaction.  
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Introduction

Communicatively competent speakers possess both linguistic knowledge, and 

the ability to use this knowledge in specific contexts (e.g. Canale, 1983a; 1983b; 

Kormos, 2006). They know how to make use of socio-cultural knowledge when 

selecting language and structuring speech events in ways appropriate to the 

particular context of language use, and possess a range of strategies that help 

them resolve problems in all areas of speech production (Bachman, & Palmer, 1996; 

Canale, 1983a; 1983b), including in the interactional domain, i.e., when conveying 

and understanding communicative intent (Celce-Murcia, 2007). Since oral interac-

tion is mediated by time constraints, it is mostly unplanned. This requires speakers 

to conceptualise, formulate and articulate messages more or less in parallel 

(Levelt, 1999), which directly affects their capacity to interact effectively (Bygate, 

1987). Furthermore, reciprocity conditions in dialogue require speakers to both 

produce and understand messages in real time, to adjust these messages to their 

speech partner’s understanding, and to manage the interactional encounter itself. 

Bygate argues that while oral encounters are largely steered by employing 

informational and interactional routines, improvisational skills are needed when 

such routines falter. These skills comprise of both self-supporting strategies and 

other-supporting strategies. Self-supporting strategies are used to overcome 

problems in speech production and reception, and include compensation strat-

egies such as message reduction, -substitution and -reconceptualization and 

meaning negotiation strategies, such as checking and indicating understanding, 

uncertainty and incomprehension and asking for elaboration, clarification and 

repetition of the message (Bygate, 1987; Dörnyei & Scott, 1995; Færch & Kasper, 

1983; Poulisse, 1993). To ensure mutual understanding, successful interaction also 

requires speakers to possess other-supporting strategies, i.e., attentive listening, 

aligning messages to the speech partner’s need for information, topic knowledge 

and understanding, and responding to clarification requests, indications of incom-

prehension and erroneous interpretations of the message (cf. Bygate, 1987). 

The multi-faceted and complex nature of oral interaction makes teaching it a 

difficult task. EFL teachers in The Netherlands indicate that they lack the meth-

odological tools for developing their learners’ oral skills when faced with large 

classes and limited contact time (Fasoglio, 2015; Jansma & Pennewaard, 2014). 

They struggle to make use of opportunities for life-like interaction, particularly 

for practising interaction strategies (Educational Inspectorate, 2004; Fasaglio et 

al., 2015). 

At the same time, becoming competent in interaction is particularly relevant to 

learners in the lower pre-vocational tracks, who are headed for further vocational 



Chapter 4 |  The effects of instructional focus and task type on     
pre-vocational learners’ ability in EFL oral interaction 

66

education and employment at middle-management levels (cf. Liemberg & Van 

Kleunen, 1998). Here, they will use English for occupational purposes, i.e., in 

service encounters with non-Dutch customers as part of their job. At present, 

learners are reportedly too hesitant to engage in oral interaction, and at times 

fail to meet the required A2 level upon entering vocational programmes (Jansma 

& Pennewaard, 2014). Therefore, the main aim of this study is to find out what 

type of pedagogy best supports pre-vocational learners’ development of EFL oral 

interaction.

L2 interaction pedagogy

For many years, foreign language oral interaction was thought to not require 

separate training, but to arise naturally from the study of language (Hughes, 

2002). There are indications, however, that effects of training are mode-depen-

dent, i.e., that interactional ability will improve when learners are actually 

required to interact (Lightbown, 2008), but it is not clear whether such improve-

ment is dependent on the type of training that learners receive. Two instructional 

foci and task types are now discussed, along with their potential advantages and 

disadvantages for developing ability in (E)FL oral interaction.

Form-focused tasks and instruction

To date, the majority of commercially produced coursebooks for secondary educa-

tion in the Netherlands adopt a form-focused approach to teaching EFL interaction, 

most commonly the PPP approach. This approach is based on the idea of information 

processing, i.e., that skills mastery entails moving from declarative to procedural 

knowledge, which becomes automatized through repeated practice (Anderson, 

1982). Here, learners are typically guided from the presentation of language forms 

(P1) to practicing them in controlled activities (P2) to producing them in applica-

tion activities (P3). Ellis (2009) labels such activities as ‘exercises’. Exercises engage 

learners in producing correct linguistic forms (i.e., those studied in class) but lack 

a clear communicative goal to be achieved. Successful performance is measured 

according to learners’ grammatical correctness. Exercises are thus decidedly form-

focused and allow for the internalization of linguistic forms. A much-used exercise 

for practicing oral interaction is the pre-scripted role play. These provide learners 

with pre-structured interactional situations in which speakers’ roles are prescribed 

and known to both learners, and furthermore supply learners with language 

instructions (e.g. grammatical or lexical encoding, translation or responding to L1 

content clues) which are prepared prior to interaction. These application tasks are 
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placed at the end of the activities sequence to allow learners to demonstrate their 

ability to use the targeted language forms accurately (Ellis, 2009). 

While form-focused teaching is known to affect the acquisition of linguistic 

forms positively, its effect on learners’ ability in L2 interaction is under-researched 

and thus largely unknown (Ellis, 2006; Lightbown, 2000; Norris & Ortega, 2000). 

There is some indication, however, that an explicit focus on developing accurate 

language use has a negative influence on developing fluency in interaction 

(Lightbown & Spada, 1989). Furthermore, information processing may not fully 

explain how skills are mastered. Johnson (1996) argues that knowledge is some-

times proceduralised directly, without the aid of explicit explanation or the acqui-

sition of declarative rule knowledge. While applying a small set of language 

structures in pre-structured interaction tasks may lead to task success, it may also 

create an illusion of mastery that underprepares learners for dealing with the 

unpredictability of real-world interaction (cf. Willis, 1996), and leaves little room 

for the development of improvisational skills.

Information gap tasks 

Ellis (2009) contrasts form-focused ‘exercises’ with ‘tasks’, which are meaning-

focused. These tasks engage learners in communicating content (meaning) and 

have a distinct communicative goal which the learners work towards. Task perfor-

mance is successful when the communicative goal is achieved. Such tasks have the 

potential to evoke unpredictable interaction between speakers. An example of 

a meaning-focused task is the information gap task. In these tasks, each speaker 

holds part of the information (e.g. on separate role cards) necessary to complete a 

shared goal. Learners must thus interact with each other in order to complete the 

task, or solve a problem together. This generates unpredictable, spontaneous L2 

interaction, during which learners are likely to come across interactional problems 

(Pica, Kanagy & Falodun, 2009). 

Information gap tasks thus provide relevant practice for actual real-life interac-

tion. To address the issue of unpredictability in form-focused curricula outlined 

above, some coursebooks supplement form-focused teaching with information 

gap tasks. They are also frequently used in meaning-oriented approaches like task-

based language teaching (TBLT), in which achieving specific interactional goals in 

real-world situations is prioritised over producing accurate forms (e.g. Ellis, 2003; 

Willis & Willis, 2009). Typical TBLT sequencing places task performance at the 

beginning of the activities sequence (often preceded by a task orientation phase, 

e.g. studying a model) and is followed by an evaluation of task achievement. 

This ‘task first approach’ helps raise learners’ awareness of possible gaps in their 
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resources (Swain, 1985; Schmidt, 1990). The negotiated interaction that results 

from these gaps generally affects language acquisition positively (e.g. Doughty 

& Pica, 1986; Gass et al., 1998; Long, 2015), especially when this is combined with 

form-focused instruction (e.g. Lightbown, 2000).  Repeating the same, or a similar 

task at the end of the sequence counters the transitory ‘one-off’ nature of speech 

and frees up attentional resources, which aids fluency practice and helps learners 

progress after their initial attempt (Bygate, 2001; Skehan, 1996). 

As mentioned, learners are likely to come across interactional problems while 

aiming to accomplish information gap tasks (Pica, Kanagy & Falodun, 2009). This 

evokes the need for learners to safeguard mutual understanding, which requires 

not only the use of self-supporting strategies, such as meaning negotiation, but 

also the use of other-supporting strategies, such as providing assistance and refor-

mulating misunderstood messages (Foster & Ohta, 2005; Yule & Powers, 1994). 

Foster (1998), however, reports that learners in a classroom setting sometimes 

engaged only in limited meaning negotiation, and suggests that encountering 

many interactional problems discourages learners to negotiate for meaning, espe-

cially if doing so slows down the interaction substantially. If interactional ability 

not only hinges on linguistic knowledge, but also on strategic conduct, teaching 

learners a set of self-supporting and other-supporting strategies may encourage 

them to persist in difficult interactional encounters (Dörnyei, 1995), such as those 

potentially provided by information gap tasks.

Interactional strategies instruction

Despite growing support for strategies-based pedagogies (DiPietro, 1987; Hughes, 

2002; Thornbury, 2005), coursebooks rarely provide interactional strategy instruc-

tion (Bueno-Alastuey & Luque Agulló, 2015a; Faucette, 2001), and the teachability 

of interaction strategies has remained a point of dispute. Some have argued that 

strategic conduct varies from L1 to L2, and that receiving explicit instruction and 

practice is likely to benefit L2 speakers (e.g. Færch & Kasper, 1983; Konishi & Tarone, 

1997). This has been confirmed to some extent in recent studies with advanced 

learners that focused on attentive listening (Sayer, 2005; Yule & Powers, 1994) 

and meaning negotiation (e.g. Bejarano et al., 1997; Nakatani, 2005, 2010), and, 

albeit to a lesser degree, on compensation strategies (Dörnyei, 1995; Nakatani, 

2005; Rossiter, 2003), as well as in instruction that combined interactional strategy 

instruction with (meta-)cognitive, social and affective strategy instruction (Cohen, 

Weaver & Li, 1996). 

Others have argued that the cognitive processes underlying strategic behaviour 

are the same in L1 and L2, and that strategic conduct is therefore not sensitive 
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to instruction (e.g. Kellerman, 1991; Poulisse, 1993). This is supported in studies 

reporting little to no effect of training on the use of strategies (e.g. Naughton, 

2006; Scullen & Jourdain, 2000). In addition, the degree to which instruction is 

effective seems to correlate with learners’ proficiency level. Lam (2004; 2006) 

reports that changes in meaning negotiation behaviour were limited in her study 

on low-proficiency speakers. Gallagher-Brett (2001) reports similar results on post-

test performance, but notes that instruction did increase the amount of meaning 

negotiation that her low-proficiency speakers undertook during practice activities. 

Finally, studies report on the effects of interaction strategy instruction on a 

wide range of outcomes measures, including vocabulary and grammar (Cohen, 

Weaver & Li, 1996), general proficiency (Lam, 2006), the degree of participation in 

interactional encounters (Bejarano et. al, 1997; Naughton, 2006), the quality and 

quantity of strategy use (e.g. Dörnyei, 1995; Bejarano et al., 1997; Lam & Wong, 

2000) and the quality of the interaction itself (Nakatani, 2005; Lourdunathan & 

Menon, 2005). Much less is known about the effects of instruction on actual task 

achievement i.e., on learners’ ability to convey and understand communicative 

intent. Rossiter (2003) reports little overall impact on task achievement, while 

Dörnyei (1995) and Lam (2006) report more positive results. However, Rossiter and 

Dörnyei’s studies both made use of monologic tasks. The tasks used in Lam’s study 

are the only ones that produced two-way communication.

Context-dependency of instruction

An additional issue is the degree to which interaction instruction is context-

dependent.

Segalowitz & Lightbown (1999) argue that learners must practice using language 

in interactive contexts in order to become better at mobilizing language in such 

contexts in real life, and Lightbown (2008) posits that a sustainable transfer of 

learnt skills can only take place if the training context and the eventual inter-

actional situation are closely matched. Furthermore, Long (2015) suggests that 

language learning operates differentially in different discourse domains. To date, 

no research is available that discusses whether oral interaction skills developed in 

one context transfers to other contexts of use. In a laboratory study on controlled 

listening tasks, however, Benson (2016) reports some evidence of transfer across 

tasks situated in different domains, but only for the group of lowest proficiency 

learners. 

Following Lightbown’s (2008) position that training context and eventual 

context of use must be matched, pre-vocational learners may benefit from oral 

interaction instruction that makes use of their future professional context during 
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interactional practice. Job analysis (McNamara, 1997) demonstrated that service 

encounters in the area of instruction, advice and sales should be included in such 

instruction for pre-vocational learners enrolled in a Business & Administration 

programme. In turn, this approach raises the question whether the potential 

benefits of instruction in a specialized professional context will transfer to personal 

interactional contexts, e.g., interactions in which learners set out to achieve the 

same goal (e.g. to advise someone) and that require the same language function 

(e.g. modals of recommendation), but that differ in terms of content (e.g. choice 

of hotel room vs choice of film) and audience (e.g. customer vs acquaintance). 

The present study 

To date, little is known about the effects of explicit L2 oral interaction instruc-

tion and practice on the development of interactional ability. There are some 

indications that improving interactional ability requires engaging in interaction 

(cf. Lightbown, 2008) but it is not clear to what extent improvement is dependent 

on the type of instruction and practice that learners receive. At present, pre-voca-

tional EFL learners in the Netherlands are predominantly taught EFL oral interac-

tion in coursebook-based, form-focused curricula, where instruction and practice 

are aimed at learning language structures, and pre-scripted interaction tasks 

are used to demonstrate accurate application of these. Some coursebooks (e.g. 

Stepping Stones) supplement such pre-scripted tasks with information gap tasks, 

aimed at generating spontaneous, unpredictable interaction between learners, 

but these are certainly not commonplace. Instruction and practice of interactional 

strategies that can support such interaction, is missing from coursebooks. 

To our knowledge, no studies have investigated how form-focused instruction, 

strategy-focused instruction and task type impact on learners’ development of EFL 

oral interaction. In this study, we therefore compared the effects of three instruc-

tional EFL programmes that are reflective of the above-mentioned approaches, 

i.e., 1) a programme that combined form-focused instruction and practice with 

pre-scripted interaction tasks (Form-Focused Interaction), 2) a programme that 

replaced the traditional pre-scripted interaction tasks with information gap tasks 

(Language-Directed Interaction), and 3) one that combined these information gap 

tasks with interactional strategies instruction and practice (Strategies-Directed 

Interaction). Since the study focused specifically on pre-vocational learners, these 

programmes were all situated in a training context suited to the professional 

track that they were enrolled in (Business & Administration studies). We posed 

the following research questions:
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1. Does receiving explicit instruction and practice in EFL oral interaction 

improve pre-vocational learners’ ability to interact in dialogic speech tasks, 

compared to business-as-usual EFL instruction? 

2. If receiving explicit instruction and practice is beneficial, what type of 

programme is most effective: a form-focused programme, a language-directed 

programme or a strategies-directed programme? 

3. To what extent does receiving instruction in EFL oral interaction affect pre-

vocational learners’ use of self- and other-supporting interaction strategies in 

dialogic speech tasks? 

4. Does the effect of EFL oral interaction instruction received in a professional 

context transfer to performance in personal contexts? 

With regards to RQ1, we hypothesised that receiving explicit instruction and 

practice would positively affect learners’ oral interaction skills (cf. Lightbown, 

2008). Against the backdrop of current models (e.g. Celce-Murcia, 2007) and the 

literature supporting the merits of information gap tasks (e.g. Doughty & Pica, 

1986; Foster & Ohta, 2005), we theorised that learners’ oral skills would develop 

better in programmes that allow for practice in negotiating interactional problems 

in unpredictable situations than in a solely form-focused programme that makes 

use of pre-scripted interaction tasks (RQ2). In view of the mixed results reported 

in studies on interactional strategies development and instruction, no hypoth-

esis was formulated for RQ3. Regarding RQ4, we suspected that transfer from a 

professional to a personal interactional context might be limited (Benson, 2016; 

Lightbown, 2008).

Method

Participants

Sixteen secondary schools were asked to participate in this research. Eight of the 

ten responding schools expressed an interest in participation, three of which even-

tually accommodated the project, providing a total of 10 classes. One of the three 

participating schools was situated in a small town in the north of the country, and 

two were situated in a city near Amsterdam. Participants (aged 14-15) were pre-

vocational learners (N = 199), 57.1% male, in their third year of a four-year pre-

vocational Business & Administration programme in The Netherlands (grade 9). 

They were enrolled in the two lowest levels of pre-vocational education, roughly 

equivalent to level 2 in the Interactional Standard Classification of Education 
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(UNESCO, 2012). Of these participants, 63.4% were monolingual and 26.7% were 

multilingual speakers of Dutch, 3.2% of whom reported English as one of the 

home languages. 9.9% had a non-Dutch language background. In accordance 

with local educational research guidelines and in close collaboration with the 

schools, all parents were informed about the study and the possibility of non-

participation. One parent objected and their child was subsequently withdrawn 

from the sample. 

All participants had received ca. 3 years of compulsory EFL instruction prior to 

this study. During this time, the participating schools timetabled an average of 

120–135 minutes of English per week. All schools made use of course materials 

produced commercially in The Netherlands (New Interface and Stepping Stones), 

and the main language of instruction during lessons was Dutch. Teaching teams at 

all schools consisted of teachers trained to teach in the pre-vocational tracks, with 

of at least one member of staff with a minimum of 10 years’ experience. 

Design

Between January and April 2016, an experimental design was implemented to 

assess the effects of three approaches to teaching EFL oral interaction. Participants 

were randomly assigned within classes to one of three experimental conditions: 

Form-Focused Interaction (n=52), Language-Directed Interaction (n=50), and 

Strategies-Directed Interaction (n=53). This led to the formation of three new 

groups per class, each of which was taught as a separate group, in a separate 

classroom. At two of the participating schools, an intact class was assigned to the 

‘business-as-usual’ condition (n=44). This complete partitioning of experimental- 

and non-experimental classes aimed to prevent diffusion of the experimental 

programmes into the regular school curriculum, and to safeguard the ‘business-

as-usual’ implementation of the standard curriculum in a way that would not be 

possible with only a quarter of the class attending. 

Table 1 summarises the effect of randomisation on the composition of the four 

conditions. Conditions were highly comparable with regards to gender (χ2 (3) = 

.097, n = 199, p = .992) and home language ratios (χ2 (9) = 6,83, n =199, p = .654). 

ANOVA analyses indicated that learners within conditions did not differ signifi-

cantly on vocabulary knowledge7 (F (3, 187) = 1.53, p = .206), but that there was 

a difference for prior experience7 in interacting in English (F (3, 186) = 4.09, p = 

.008). The ‘business-as-usual’ group was significantly less experienced than the 

7  See the description of Vocabulary and Experience under ‘Measures’ below.
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Form-Focused Interaction group (Mean Difference = −.392 (CI = −.717 to −.067)) 

and the Language-Directed Interaction group (Mean Difference = −.566 (CI −.891 

to −.241)). For this reason, both vocabulary and experience were added as covari-

ates in our analyses.  

TABLE 1

Background information of the sample (n = 199)

n Gender Home Language Vocabulary Experience

M F Mono-

lingual 

Dutch

Multi-    

lingual 

Dutch

Non-   

Dutch

M (SD) M (SD)

Business-as-usual 44 25 19 33 8 3 34.0 (6.4) 2.09 (.69)

FFIa 52 29 23 30 17 5 36.3 (5.1) 2.48 (.93)

LDIb 50 28 22 29 13 8 34.8 (5.3) 2.66 (.75)

SDIc 53 31 22 34 14 5 36.0 (6.0) 2.39 (.68)

a Form-Focused Interaction
b Language-Directed Interaction
c  Strategies-Directed Interaction

Interventions 

Each intervention consisted of nine 40–45 minute lessons that were taught during 

normal school hours within a twelve-week time span. During this time, the busi-

ness-as-usual group followed its regular EFL curriculum that focused on devel-

oping EFL proficiency in general, and in which circa 15 interaction activities were 

integrated. These learners were taught in two intact classes of 19 and 25 learners. 

In contrast, the experimental groups received explicit practice and instruction 

in a professional domain, i.e., in the role of hotel receptionist. A job analysis 

(McNamara, 1997) was carried out to establish what task types, task settings and 

professional interactional routines (Bygate, 1987) are relevant to the Business & 

Administration sector. From this, three types of service encounter were distilled 

for the lessons, i.e. instruction, advice and sales encounters. 

Learners were taught in groups of 5–8 learners. In each of the three groups, iden-

tical sample dialogues were studied that modelled both the use of the targeted 

language structures and the use of target interaction strategies. Depending 

on the programme’s focus, these dialogues were accompanied by noticing and 
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awareness activities aimed at either language structures or interaction strategies. 

To control time on task, the programmes contained similar numbers and types of 

activities, including two speech tasks (on identical topics) per lesson, i.e., a total of 

18 speech tasks over the course of the nine lessons. The programmes differed in 

terms of the context in which oral interaction practice was situated, the lessons’ 

instructional focus and type of task (Figure 1). 

Figure 1. Differences and similarities between conditions

BUSINESS-AS-USUAL CONDITION 

In this condition, learners followed their regular, coursebook-based curriculum 

aimed at developing accurate language use, i.e., either chapters 3, 4 and 5 from 

Stepping Stones 3 B/K or chapters 4 and 5 from New Interface Yellow Label 

(textbook) and Orange Label (workbook). This curriculum consisted of explicit 

language study (grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation and spelling) and skills 

practice in personal or public interactional contexts. Dialogic interaction activities 

were typically placed at the end of an activities sequence. Most of these activi-

ties were controlled and provided learners with language instructions, e.g. trans-

lating sentences from L1 to L2, grammatical transformation or lexical encoding in 

gap-fill tasks or responding to L1 content cues (see Appendix 3A for an example). 

As such, these activities allowed learners to demonstrate proficient use of the 

taught language forms. Lessons did not contain systematic post-task reflection 

activities.

context

instructional 
focus

task type

Strategies-
directed 

interaction

Language-
directed 

interaction

Form-focused 
interaction

Business-
as-usual

personal & public professional context

language structures interaction strategies

information gap taskspre-scripted tasks
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FORM-FOCUSED INTERACTION (FFI) CONDITION     

(WITH PRE-SCRIPTED TASKS)

Lessons focused on learning the language structures necessary to fulfil specific 

language functions in the professional domain (hotel receptionist). These included 

modals of necessity, connectives and adverbs of time (instruction tasks), modals of 

recommendation, asking for preferences, and comparatives (advice tasks), intensi-

fying adjectives, comparatives, superlatives and modals of obligation (sales tasks). 

Activities included studying sample dialogues, noticing target language structures 

in these dialogues, explicit rule presentation and controlled practice activities, e.g. 

matching clauses or conjugation activities. Application tasks were pre-scripted, 

form-focused tasks that guided participants through professional dialogues 

modelling the interactional encounter, and that provided language instructions, 

i.e., grammatical encoding (see Appendix 3B for an example). Post-task reflection 

focused on the accurate application of the taught language structures.

LANGUAGE-DIRECTED INTERACTION (LDI) CONDITION    

(WITH INFORMATION GAP TASKS) 

Participants received exactly the same form-focused instruction and practice as 

the FFI group (see above), except that these were combined with information gap 

tasks (Appendix 3C.1, 3C.2 and 3C.3), designed to encounter a number of inter-

actional problems in conversation, e.g. needing to explain a concept for which 

they lacked the vocabulary. No instruction on interaction strategies was provided. 

Post-task reflection on the application tasks focused on the extent to which the 

communicative goal had been achieved.

STRATEGIES-DIRECTED INTERACTION (SDI) CONDITION    

(WITH INFORMATION GAP TASKS)

This condition explicitly taught interaction strategies considered helpful in 

addressing problems and maintaining mutual understanding in interactional 

encounters. These included compensation strategies (e.g. approximation, circum-

locution and exemplification), meaning negotiation strategies (e.g. indicating 

incomprehension and asking for elaboration, clarification, tempo adjustment 

and repetition of the message) and audience awareness strategies (e.g. attentive 

listening, avoiding and addressing misunderstanding and message alignment). 

Activities included studying sample dialogues, noticing target strategies in these 

dialogues, and explicit presentation and practice of said strategies. Application 

tasks were the same information gap tasks used in the LDI condition (see above). 

Post-task reflection focused on the extent to which the communicative goal had 

been achieved.
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Procedure 

In the experimental conditions, the nine lessons were divided into three blocks 

of three. After each block, participants’ oral performance was measured with 

two dialogic speech tasks (Figure 2). The experimental groups were taught by 

twelve research assistants who had been recruited and trained specifically for this 

purpose. All assistants were university educated, with a background in Education 

Studies, Pedagogy or Psychology. Assistants were allocated to specific schools 

in groups of three, where they each taught lessons in one specific condition to 

prevent cross-conditional contamination. Lessons were taught in three separate 

classrooms, in parallel. 

Figure 2. Procedure

For improving treatment fidelity, we trained assistants in their roles as teachers, 

using teacher’s guides that comprised an explanation of the methodological 

approach, instructions for organisational and pedagogical conduct, and lesson 

plans containing lesson phasing, time limits and protocols for instructions and 

explanations. Unannounced treatment fidelity checks were carried out by the first 

author and reflection forms were filled out by the assistants after each lesson. No 

anomalies were detected. Reflection forms completed by the research assistants 

indicated that planned activities were delivered in all conditions, except that the 

second interaction task and corresponding reflection task were not always imple-

mented in lessons delivered in the LDI (89% and 86% implementation respec-

tively) and SDI (92% and 74% implementation respectively) conditions. This likely 

occurred because the content preparation required for information gap tasks 

takes longer than the linguistic preparation required for pre-scripted tasks. 

Participants in the business-as-usual group followed the regular curriculum. 

They were taught by their regular teachers of English, who had been asked to 

Hotel Magnolia
lesson 4-6

Advice
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lesson 7-9
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Pre-test
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Experience
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Task 4 Cinema
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Task 5 Board Games
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teach their standard programme without alteration, and who had been informed 

that their learners would partake in assessment tasks every three weeks. Teachers 

did not have access to the lesson materials used in the experimental groups. The 

learners were assessed using the same tasks as in the experimental groups, at the 

same points in time.

Measures

EFL INTERACTIONAL ABILITY

Participants’ performance in EFL oral interaction was measured after lessons 3, 6 

and 9 with the use of two dialogic speech tasks that were aligned with the lesson 

focus, i.e. instruction tasks, advice tasks and sales tasks. For each task type, two 

dialogic tasks in which authentic interaction is simulated were developed. The 

tasks within one task type – or task set – required the candidates to achieve the 

same goal (e.g. to explain a procedure) and tapped similar language functions, 

but differed in terms of content, audience and domain. Within a task set, one task 

was situated in the professional domain in which the learners had been trained, 

with the candidate assuming the role of a hotel receptionist and the interlocutor 

the role of hotel guest, and one task was situated in the personal domain, with 

both candidate and interlocutor assuming the role of acquaintances (Table 2). See 

chapter 3 for a full discussion of task design, administration and validation.

TABLE 2

Six speech tasks

Task type Task Goal Domain

Instruction (1) Key Card Explain to a customer how to open the    
door using a hotel key card.

Professional

(2) Apple Cake Explain to a family friend how to bake        
apple cake.

Personal

Advice (3) Hotel Room Advise a guest which hotel room to choose. Professional

(4) Cinema Advise a family member which film to see. Personal

Sales (5) Board Games Persuade a guest to buy a gift from the      
hotel gift shop.

Professional

(6) Headphones Persuade your sibling’s friend to buy your 
second-hand headphones

Personal
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During each of the three test sessions, participants carried out two tasks individu-

ally with a trained research assistant acting as interlocutor. Interlocutors made use 

of scripts that fully prescribed their textual and interactional contribution, stan-

dardising both linguistic (complexity, register, style) and interactional (set points 

requiring the use of interactional strategies) challenges posed to candidates.

Performances were video-taped and subsequently assessed by trained raters 

blind to condition on a Likert scale of 1–5 for the degree to which participants 

achieved the communicative goals set by the task (Task Achievement), the extent 

to which participants expressed themselves in lexically and grammatically correct 

English (Linguistic Accuracy) and the extent to which participants managed to 

overcome potential communication problems (Interactional Resourcefulness).8

INTERACTIONAL STRATEGIES

The same tasks were used to measure participants’ use of interaction strategies. 

In addition to eliciting functional language use at a global level, the interlocutor 

scripts described above evoked self-supporting compensation and meaning nego-

tiation strategies by asking candidates to handle language beyond their current 

ability (cf. Dörnyei & Scott, 1995) and other-supporting strategies by the interloc-

utor misinterpreting information provided by the candidate (cf. Weir, 2005). This 

produced two analytic measures of self-supporting strategies (Compensation and 

Meaning Negotiation) and one analytic measure of other-supporting strategies 

(Correcting Misinterpretation). 

As described above, videotaped performances were measured by trained raters. 

Ratings of Compensation, Meaning Negotiation and Correcting Misinterpretation 

focused on the adequacy and appropriateness of participants’ responses during 

individual episodes in the interaction, and were rated on a Likert scale ranging 

from 1 (very weak) to 5 (very strong). 

For each task, different teams provided ratings for global achievement (Task 

Achievement, Linguistic Accuracy and Interactional Resourcefulness), and for the 

8 In study 2, participants’ interactional performance was rated with the use of two 

measures: Linguistic Accuracy and Interactional Ability. In this study, we also wished 

to measure learners’ overall ability to achieve the specific communicative goals set 

by the task, i.e., the degree to which task execution was complete, the candidates’ 

response was socio-culturally appropriate and the message was conveyed successfully. 

For this reason, Task Achievement was added as a holistic measure, and was found to be 

reliable (.76 to .85). To avoid confusion, the original term Interactional Ability has been 

replaced in this study with the term Interactional Resourcefulness, which refers to the 

extent to which candidates manage to overcome potential communication problems. 

This scale is reliable at .74 to .86.
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quality of the specific interaction strategies (Compensation, Meaning Negotiation 

and Correcting Misinterpretation). Each team consisted of two raters, who 

rated a set of fifty tasks randomly selected from the sample to establish inter-

rater reliability. These four raters subsequently rated a set of ca. sixty tasks 

(50% of the remaining total) individually. Intra-class correlation coefficients 

(two-way random model, absolute agreement) ranged from .70 to .94. Raters 

did not participate as teachers or interlocutors in this study.

EXPERIENCE

In order to control for individual differences between learners that relate to ability 

in FL oral interaction, we obtained measures on learners’ prior experience and 

vocabulary knowledge. On a Likert scale of 1–5, participants indicated how expe-

rienced they were in interacting in English both inside and outside of the class-

room, both with adults and with peers, e.g. ‘We often practice speaking in class.’; 

‘In my free time, I often speak English with my friends’ (Appendix 4). This newly 

developed scale consists of six items and proved reliable (α = .73). Deleting any of 

the items would not improve internal consistency. These data were obtained prior 

to the start of the intervention.

VOCABULARY

Productive and receptive vocabulary are known to correlate highly. Meara & 

Fitzpatrick (2000), for instance, report a correlation of .841 between productive 

and receptive measures of vocabulary. We therefore we chose to measure partici-

pants’ vocabulary knowledge using the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Dunn & 

Dunn, 2007), adapted for use in an EFL setting. Taking coverage in pre-vocational 

EFL coursebooks as a selection criterion for determining item familiarity, 46 items 

were selected from sets 1 to 12 of the original test. The test covered different 

content areas (e.g. actions, sports, animals) and parts of speech (nouns, verbs and 

adjectives). In a whole class setting, participants matched orally delivered vocabu-

lary items with one of four pictures projected on a smart board by circling the 

correct number of the picture on their answer sheets (α = .85). The test was admin-

istered before the intervention commenced.

Analysis

The variables were examined for accuracy of data entry, distributions and missing 

values. 8,3% of items were missing, with missingness varying from 0 to 14,7%, and 

one variable reaching 20,9%. Little’s MCAR test indicated that data were missing 

at random (χ2 (1123) = 1155,01 p = .247). Eight participants who did not partake 
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in the interaction tests, and / or had attended less than 50% of the lessons were 

deleted prior to imputing data (using Expectation Maximization in SPSS version 

22). The imputation model included all test information (vocabulary, experience 

and interaction scores), as well as information about gender, home language 

and group size. Comparisons of results from analyses of the original data and 

the imputed data showed no substantial differences. We therefore report on the 

results from the imputed data set (N = 191).

With participants in this study being drawn from different classes, the data were 

structured hierarchically. Since independency between class and measures of inter-

action could not be assumed under these circumstances, linear multilevel analyses 

were applied, with Class added as random factor. Analyses of the global measures 

revealed that Class contributed to the model on the measure Interactional 

Resourcefulness. It was therefore decided to analyse all global measures (Task 

Achievement, Linguistic Accuracy and Interactional Resourcefulness) using a 

mixed model (SPSS version 22). Vocabulary and Experience were added as covari-

ates to these statistical models. 

Mean scores for tasks 1, 3 and 5 were calculated to obtain measures of EFL oral 

interaction in a professional setting, i.e., Professional Task Achievement (Cronbach’s 

α = .76), Professional Linguistic Accuracy (.81) and Professional Interactional 

Resourcefulness (.69), and mean scores for tasks 2, 4 and 6 were calculated to obtain 

measures of performance in the personal domain, i.e., Personal Task Achievement 

(.79), Personal Linguistic Accuracy (.83) and Personal Interactional Resourcefulness 

(.77). Cronbach alpha statistics for strategic performance in either professional 

(tasks 1, 3 and 5) or personal (tasks 2, 5 and 6) contexts for these measures ranged 

between .40 and .61, suggesting that task effects played a role. For this reason, 

interactional strategies were analysed at task level.

No variation at class level was found for the analytic measures Compensation, 

Meaning Negotiation and Correcting Misinterpretation, indicating that the assump-

tion of independence relevant to AN(C)OVA analysis was met. However, Levene’s 

test for equality of variance showed that variability of scores were dissimilar for 

Compensation in Task 3 (F (1, 188) = 3.243, p = .023) and Task 6 (F (1, 188) = 3.260, p 

= .023), and for Correcting Misinterpretation in Task 2 (F (1, 188) = 2.926, p = .035). 

Furthermore, histograms revealed that the analytic measures were not always 

normally distributed. For this reason, all analytic measures were analysed using 

the non-parametric Kruskall-Wallis Test as an alternative to a one-way between 

group AN(C)OVA.9 To reduce the risk of a Type 1 error, a Bonferroni correction was 

applied. Consequently, all effects are reported at .008 significance level. 

9 ANCOVA analysis that controlled for Vocabulary and Experience produced the same 

results as the Kruskall-Wallis Test.
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Results

Effect of the intervention on EFL oral interaction 

To establish whether receiving explicit, contextualised instruction in EFL inter-

action improved learners’ ability to interact in dialogic speech tasks, all experi-

mental groups were first compared to the business-as-usual group. Table 3 shows 

the means, standard deviations and effect sizes for the global measures, resulting 

from the post-tests. Multilevel analyses revealed an effect of the intervention 

on experimental versus business-as-usual groups in the professional context, i.e., 

Professional Task Achievement, (F (1, 9) = 10.650, p = .010), Professional Linguistic 

Accuracy (F (1, 9) = 8.985, p = .015) and Professional Interactional Resourcefulness 

(F (1, 7) = 7.748, p = .026). Effect sizes were large (ES = 0.74 - 0.83). 

No overall effect of instruction was found on interactional performance in 

the personal domain, Personal Task Achievement (F (1, 10) = 2,107, p = .178), 

Personal Linguistic Accuracy (F (1, 9) = .673, p = .434) and Personal Interactional 

Resourcefulness (F (1, 9) = 3.460, p = .095).

TABLE 3

Means, standard deviations and effect sizes for interactional ability                         
(controlled for vocabulary and experience)

Business-as-usual group 
(n=41)

Experimental group   
(n=150)

M (SD) M (SD) ES1

Task Achievement

Professional 2.58 (.89) 3.26 (.79) .83

Personal 2.60 (.91) 3.12 (.91)

Linguistic Accuracy

Professional 2.51 (.90) 3.13 (.81) .74

Personal 2.63 (.90) 2.99 (.85)

Interactional Resourcefulness

Professional 2.34 (.80) 2.99 (.89) .74

Personal 2.44 (1.05) 3.08 (.93)

1 Hedges’ g
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To determine which type of instruction was most effective, further analyses to 

establish differential effects between different types of treatment were conducted 

on measures where significant overall effects had been found. Table 4 displays the 

means and standard deviations for the three experimental groups on the global 

measures. No differences between the three experimental groups were found on 

Professional Task Achievement, (F (2, 140) = .577, p = .563), Professional Linguistic 

Accuracy (F (2, 149) = .639, p = .529) and Professional Interactional Ability (F (2, 

139) = .910, p = .405). These results indicate that form-focused, language-directed 

and strategies-directed lessons are equally effective for pre-vocational learners.

TABLE 4

Means and standard deviations for the three experimental groups on interactional 
ability (controlled for vocabulary and experience)

FFIa

(n=49)

LDIb

(n=48)

SDIc

(n=53)

M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Task Achievement

Professional 3.27 (.71) 3.19 (.91) 3.32 (.76)

Personal 3.29 (.81) 3.10 (.87) 2.95 (1.03)

Linguistic Accuracy

Professional 3.10 (.77) 3.11 (.88) 3.18 (.79)

Personal 3.15 (.78) 2.80 (.92) 3.00 (.83)

Interactional Resourcefulness

Professional 2.95 (.70) 2.94 (.99) 3.07 (.95)

Personal 3.15 (.85) 3.16 (.94) 2.93 (1.00)

a Form-Focused Interaction
b Language-Directed Interaction
c Strategies-Directed Interaction

Effect of the intervention on interaction strategies

To determine whether receiving instruction in EFL oral interaction affects pre-voca-

tional learners’ use of self- and other-supporting interaction strategies, all experi-

mental groups were first compared to the business-as-usual group. Where relevant, 

further analyses were conducted to establish whether differential effects between 
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different types of treatment had occurred. Means, standard deviations and effect 

sizes for the measures are presented per task (Tables 5 and 6). Kruskall-Wallis analyses 

revealed effects of instruction for the experimental versus business-as-usual groups 

on Compensation in Task 3, H (1) = 11.640, p = .001, Meaning Negotiation in Task 

2, H (1) = 10.247 p = .001, Task 3 H (1) = 8.481, p = .004 and in Task 6, H (1) = 8.598, 

p = .003 and on Misinterpretation in Task 2, H (1) = 12.792, p = .000. Effect sizes for 

these measures were moderate (ES = 0.44-0.70). These results show that positive 

effects of treatment are limited to a relatively small number of tasks.

TABLE 5

Means, standard deviations and effect sizes for the analytic measures (controlled for 
vocabulary and experience)

Business-as-usual group 
(n=41)

Experimental group 
(n=150)

Task M (SD) M (SD) ES1

Compensation

Professional  1 2.07 (1.11) 2.16 (1.29)

3 1.32 ( .84) 2.12 (1.52) .57

5 3.17 (1.67) 3.42 (1.80)

Personal        2 2.44 (1.31) 2.65 (1.24)

4 2.05 (1.15) 2.31 (1.24)

6 1.82 (1.04) 2.27 (1.34)

Meaning Negotiation

Professional  1 2.30 (1.36) 2.55 (1.24)

3 2.49 (1.40) 3.17 (1.29) .52

5 3.03 (1.28) 3.33 (1.14)

Personal        2 2.28 (1.20) 3.04 (1.35) .57

4 2.79 (1.49) 2.86 (1.31)

6 2.73 (1.18) 3.24 (1.15) .44

Correcting Misinterpretation

Professional 1 1.87 (1.29) 2.38 (1.49)

3 3.46 (1.17) 3.75 (1.12)

5 2.82 (1.25) 2.84 (1.24)

Personal        2 1.81 (1.34) 2.91 (1.62) .70

4 2.70 (1.35) 3.24 (1.33)

6 3.36 (1.30) 3.66 (1.51)

1 Hedges’ g 
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Further analyses did not indicate differences between the three experimental 

groups on Compensation in Task 3, H (2) = 1.124, p = .570, Meaning Negotiation 

in Task 2, H (2) = .859, p = .651, Task 3 H (2) = 1.917, p = .383 or Task 6, H (2) = .865, 

p = .649), nor on Correcting Misinterpretation in Task 2, H (2) = 1.285, p = .526). 

In other words, learners who received either form-focused, language-directed or 

strategies-directed instruction did not perform differently from each other in the 

application of interaction strategies. 

TABLE 6

Means and standard deviations for the three experimental groups on analytic    
measures (controlled for vocabulary and experience)

FFIa

(n=49)
LDIb

(n=48)
SDIc

(n=53)

Task M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Compensation

Professional 1 2.36 (1.37) 2.07 (1.29) 2.07 (1.22)
3 1.90 (1.38) 2.24 (1.59) 2.20 (1.59)
5 3.84 (1.69) 2.81 (1.80) 3.59 (1.80)

Personal 2 2.81 (1.20) 2.27 (1.23) 2.84 (1.24)
4 2.19 (1.25) 2.37 (1.23) 2.36 (1.27)
6 2.15 (1.42) 2.28 (1.31) 2.37 (1.30)

Meaning Negotiation

Professional 1 2.28 (1.13) 2.73 (1.23) 2.62 (1.33)
3 3.04 (1.15) 3.13 (1.36) 3.34 (1.34)
5 3.50 (  .95) 3.13 (1.22) 3.35 (1.22)

Personal 2 2.99 (1.38) 2.97 (1.18) 3.16 (1.47)
4 2.87 (1.25) 2.70 (1.44) 2.99 (1.25)
6 3.39 (1.14) 3.22 (1.17) 3.14 (1.14)

Correcting Misinterpretation

Professional 1 2.45 (1.47) 2.41 (1.53) 2.28 (1.51)
3 3.78 (1.28) 3.83 ( .98) 3.65 (1.10)
5 2.91 (1.32) 2.78 (1.25) 2.83 (1.18)

Personal  2 2.79 (1.59) 3.11 (1.61) 2.82 (1.67)
         4 3.27 (1.41) 3.31 (1.18) 3.15 (1.41)
         6 3.92 (1.47) 3.47 (1.61) 3.60 (1.45)

a Form-Focused Interaction
b Language-Directed Interaction
c Strategies-Directed Interaction
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in use during practice activities (Bejarano et al., 1997; Gallagher-Brett, 2001). 

Interactional problems encountered during interaction effectively create a ‘flight-

or-fight situation’, i.e., one that catches the speaker off guard, and demands a 

response swift enough to meet the demands of real-time conversation. Under 

such pressure, speakers are likely to resign themselves to insufficiently resolved 

interactional problems, because addressing these problems takes time that also 

needs to be spent on satisfying other task demands (Foster, 1998; Sayer, 2005). 

Since strategies use was new territory for learners, it is possible that the taught 

interaction strategies were not yet fully internalised, and so not readily available 

for swift retrieval during task performance (cf. Lam, 2004; O’Malley & Chamot, 

1990).

The modest effects of instruction on the use of strategies may also be due to 

the limited cognitive and linguistic abilities of the pre-vocational learners. Most of 

the distributions for Compensation and a third of the distributions for Correcting 

Misinterpretation were positively skewed, with most participants receiving 1 or 

2 on scale of 1-5. This suggests that the majority of participants struggled to use 

these strategies, which seems consistent with Lam (2004), who found limited 

effects of instruction on the use of compensation and meaning negotiation strat-

egies by low-proficiency learners, and suggested that low-proficient speakers 

favour simpler ‘bedrock’ strategies (e.g. making use of task input) over the use 

of strategies that are more cognitively and linguistically demanding (cf. Green & 

Oxford, 1995). 

Limitations and suggestions for future research

This study has shown that explicit, contextualised EFL oral interaction in the 

classroom positively affected linguistic accuracy, interactional resourcefulness 

and overall task achievement, but it did not show differential effects between 

the experimental conditions. A possible explanation may have been that the last 

speech task and its corresponding reflection task were not always implemented 

in the Language-Directed and Strategies-Directed lessons where information gap 

tasks were used. This suggests that the content preparation required for informa-

tion gap tasks is more effortful, and thus takes longer, than the linguistic prepara-

tion required for pre-scripted role plays. To gain a more in-depth understanding 

of the potential merits of strategies-inclusive teaching, future studies should 

compare fully implemented programmes. 

Learners in the business-as-usual condition were taught in intact classes 

consisting of 19-25 learners, whereas learners in the experimental conditions were 

taught in groups of 5-8 learners. Although the results obtained in this study are 
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not indicative of this, it is possible that the discrepancy in group size disadvan-

taged learners in the business-as-usual condition. Conducting the study with more 

comparable group sizes would help demonstrate whether the obtained results 

are retained under such circumstances. 

Detectable effects of instruction on learners’ use of strategies in this study were 

limited. Previous studies, however, have shown that effects of instruction are often 

indirect and delayed (Long, 2015; Skehan, 1996), and that the effects of strate-

gies training tend to be very small (cf. McDonough, 1999). Coding transcripts of 

speech tasks for strategies use may provide additional information on the effects 

of instruction, i.e., it would allow for a comparison of both type and frequency of 

strategies used by learners from different experimental groups. Furthermore, Lam 

(2004) found that instruction had not only affected the use of targeted, but also 

non-targeted strategies. An analysis of learner performance on both evoked and 

non-evoked turns could thus provide insight in the indirect effects that strategies 

instruction may have had.

Since the use of interaction strategies is sensitive to task effects, it was not 

possible to establish whether participants’ strategic conduct is different in profes-

sional and personal language use situations. However, since Kouwenhoven et al. 

(2016) found L2 users to make more use of effortful strategies (such as compen-

sation) in formal settings, and less effortful strategies in informal settings, this 

remains a relevant question for future research. Analysis of strategies use in both 

professional and personal tasks could determine whether the pre-vocational 

learners adapted their strategies use to the context of language use. 

Implications for practice

Currently, oral interaction instruction offered to pre-vocational learners is inte-

grated in coursebook-based curricula that aim to develop EFL proficiency in 

general contexts. This study suggests, however, that the development of learners’ 

interactional ability in specific contexts benefits from receiving explicit, contex-

tualised instruction. Since pre-vocational learners are being prepared for voca-

tional studies within specific vocational contexts, practitioners could capitalise 

on contextualised skills development by selecting vocation-specific activities that 

match their learners’ future interactional situations. Furthermore, this study does 

not provide any indication that the widely adopted form-focused approach yields 

better results than other approaches. This gives practitioners curricular flexibility; 

within the context of overall curricular demands, they can equally make use of 

form-focused, pre-scripted role plays and meaning-focused information gap tasks. 
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Chapter 5 
Oral interaction in the EFL classroom:  

the effects of instructional focus and   

task type on learner affect10

10 Based on: Van Batenburg, E. S. L., Oostdam, R. J., Van Gelderen, A. J. S., Fukkink, R. G. & 

De Jong, N. H. (submitted). Oral Interaction in the EFL Classroom: The Effect of Instructional 

Focus and Task Type on Learner Affect.
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Abstract

Little is known about the effects of different instructional approaches on learner 

affect in oral interaction in the foreign language classroom. In a randomized 

experiment with Dutch pre-vocational learners (N = 147), we evaluated the effects 

of three newly developed instructional programmes for English as a foreign 

language (EFL). These programmes differed in instructional focus (form-focused 

vs interaction strategies-oriented) and type of task (pre-scripted language tasks vs 

information gap tasks). Multilevel analyses revealed that learners’ enjoyment of 

EFL oral interaction was not affected by instruction, that willingness to communi-

cate (WTC) decreased over time, and that self-confidence was positively affected 

by combining information gap tasks with interactional strategies instruction. In 

addition, regression analyses revealed that development in learners’ WTC and 

enjoyment did not have predictive value for task achievement in EFL oral inter-

action, but that development in self-confidence did explain task achievement in 

trained interactional contexts. 
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Introduction

Interactional ability is dependent on speakers’ knowledge of language and their 

ability to use this language in specific contexts (e.g. Celce-Murcia, 2007). Actual 

engagement in communication, however, is not only dependent on speakers’ 

ability, but also on their affective state. The most well-known affective variables 

related to communication are willingness to communicate and self-confidence 

(e.g. MacIntyre, 2002). Willingness to communicate (WTC) is defined as the proba-

bility of engaging in communication when free to do so (McCroskey & Baer (1985). 

While WTC is considered a stable personality trait in the L1, MacIntyre et al. (1998) 

argue that one’s willingness to communicate in a foreign language is likely to vary 

across situations, for example depending on one’s familiarity with the interlocutor, 

and the formality of the situation. In a second or foreign language context, WTC 

is therefore defined as the intention to engage in discourse with specific people in 

specific situations. MacIntyre et al. (1998) posit that this intention is primarily deter-

mined by the self-confidence one feels that communication will be successful in a 

specific situation, and conceptualise self-confidence as a combination of speakers’ 

perceived communicative competence on the one hand and low levels of anxiety 

in using the second language on the other (Clément et al., 1977). The link between 

self-confidence and WTC has been established in several studies (e.g. MacIntyre & 

Charos, 1996; MacIntyre, MacMaster & Baker, 2001; Yashima, 2002). 

The adverse effect of anxiety on foreign language communication has been 

widely reported in literature (for an overview, see Horwitz, 2010), but enjoyment, 

which is seen as a positive emotion that runs parallel to the negative emotion 

of anxiety (Dewaele & MacIntyre, 2014) has only recently received attention in 

research (Dewaele & MacIntyre, 2014; Dewaele et al., 2017; MacIntyre & Vincze, 

2017). High levels of foreign language enjoyment are linked to low levels of 

foreign language anxiety overall (Dewaele et al., 2017; MacIntyre & Vincze, 

2017), and correlates positively with learners’ confidence, perceived competence 

and effort expenditure (MacIntyre & Vincze, 2017). Although this relatively new 

body of research does not focus specifically on the role of enjoyment in foreign 

language interaction, it shows that enjoyment is related to anxiety, perceptions 

of competence and self-confidence, all of which play an important role in foreign 

language interaction. MacIntyre (2002) argues that emotional arousal deter-

mines whether learners are energized into taking action or not. Positive emotions 

are more strongly implicated in this process than negative emotions (MacIntyre 

& Vincze, 2017). Thus, following Ajzen & Fishbein’s (1980) ‘Theory of Reasoned 

Action’ on which the notion of WTC is based, learners who feel confident and 

who enjoy interacting with specific people in specific situations are more likely to 
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Discussion and conclusion 

To our knowledge, this is the first study that has focused on the effects of diverging 

instructional techniques on the development of EFL oral interaction skills in class-

rooms. Its main objective was to gain insight into the effects of three instructional 

training programmes on the interactional performance of pre-vocational EFL 

learners, as compared to the effects of the standard EFL curriculum. 

We hypothesised that learners in the experimental groups would outperform 

learners in the business-as-usual group on measures of task achievement, linguistic 

accuracy and interactional resourcefulness. The results showed that receiving 

explicit, systematic instruction in EFL interaction indeed had a positive effect on 

pre-vocational learners’ interactional performance in professional contexts, and 

that this effect was substantial. These gains did not transfer to personal contexts. 

In these contexts, learners who received interaction practice integrated in a 

general EFL curriculum, performed equally well as our experimental groups.

Our second hypothesis was that EFL oral interaction would develop better in 

programmes that used information gap tasks to practice addressing interactional 

problems in spontaneous encounters, than in the form-focused programme using 

pre-scripted application tasks. We did not find support for this hypothesis in this 

study. Learners performed equally well in all three experimental groups. 

Occasional effects of explicit, contextualised instruction were found on learners’ 

use of self-supporting meaning negotiation strategies, and sporadic effects 

were found on their use of self-supporting compensation strategies and other-

supporting audience awareness strategies. However, learners in the different 

experimental groups did not perform differently from each other in the applica-

tion of interaction strategies. 

In all, the results indicate that pre-vocational learners benefit from receiving 

explicit interaction instruction in their language lessons and that contextualising 

this instruction yields larger effects than adapting the instructional focus or task 

type. At present, learners in the pre-vocational tracks are prepared for future 

uses of English by being taught general English language proficiency. This study, 

however, shows that the effects of instruction do not automatically transfer to 

domains outside the training context (Lightbown, 2008). This substantiates the 

notion that oral performance is firmly context-bound (Bygate, 1987).

While explicit, contextualized instruction affected learners’ use of self-

supporting and other-supporting strategies to some extent, detectable effects 

remain modest. Previous studies have shown that positive gains of instruction 

on learners’ strategic ability do not always lead to a significant increase of strat-

egies use in post-test task performance, even if they do generate an increase 
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engage willingly in interactional activities than learners who feel anxious or who 

do not gain a sense of enjoyment from such interactions (cf. Kang, 2005). 

Because language ability does not ensure language use, MacIntyre et al. (2003) 

posit that a fundamental goal of L2 instruction should be to produce learners 

who are willing to use the L2 in authentic communication, and good effects to 

this end have been achieved as a result of immersion programmes (MacIntyre et 

al., 2002; 2003). To date, however, little is known about the effects of different 

types of non-immersion foreign language oral interaction pedagogies on learner 

affect in foreign language interaction. This study thus seeks to establish how WTC, 

self-confidence and enjoyment of foreign language oral interaction can best be 

fostered in the regular language classroom. Since research so far has not revealed 

clearly-defined dependencies between these factors, we consider these variables 

as three related, but distinct factors in the present study. 

An additional question that arises is whether realizing development in WTC, 

self-confidence and enjoyment for oral interaction explains eventual achievement 

in EFL oral interaction. Of the three affective variables central to this study, the 

link between self-confidence and oral performance has received most attention in 

research. Self-confidence is known to correlate both with the quantity of speech 

production (Dörnyei & Kormos, 2002; Phillips, 1992) and quality (MacIntyre, Noels 

& Clément, 1997), and with use of compensation strategies (Liu, 2012; Yang, 

1999), whereas lack of confidence in oral performance affects speakers’ attempts 

to convey less concrete messages (Steinberg & Horwitz, 1986). 

Studies into the role that enjoyment plays in oral ability are scarce. MacIntyre 

and Vincze (2017) report positive correlations between Italian secondary school 

learners’ enjoyment and perceived competence pertaining to all four language 

skills, including L2 speakers’ perceived competence in speaking. Furthermore, 

Dörnyei and Kormos (2000), Dörnyei (2002) and Kormos and Dörnyei (2004) report 

positive correlations between Hungarian school learners’ task attitude (conceptu-

alized as a combination of enjoyment and perceived usefulness of the task) and 

oral performance, in terms of number of words, turns and arguments. In the area 

of reading comprehension, positive effects of enjoyment on achievement have 

been reported for university students (Dhanapala & Hirakawa, 2016) and for pre-

vocational learners (De Milliano, 2013). Although research into the relationship 

between enjoyment and oral interaction is currently limited, these studies suggest 

that the existence of such a relationship is plausible. 

So far, positive effects of WTC on the quality of interaction have not been 

reported in research. In a laboratory study, MacIntyre, Babin and Clément (1999) 

found WTC to affect university students’ decisions to engage in a difficult speech 

task, but not task achievement itself. Instead, task achievement was predicted by 
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speakers’ self-confidence. However, WTC does affect the frequency of language 

use in general (e.g. Hashimoto, 2002; MacIntyre & Charos, 1996; Yashima et 

al., 2004). MacIntyre et al. (2001) thus argue that higher levels of WTC increase 

opportunity for language practice and usage, which, in turn, is likely to facili-

tate the learning process. A similar point might be made for increasing levels 

of self-confidence and enjoyment. Positive emotions strengthen learners’ aware-

ness of language input, which allows learners to absorb the foreign language 

more effectively (MacIntyre & Gregersen, 2012), promote resilience in learners, 

and encourage learners to explore and play (Dewaele et al., 2017). In this light, 

this study explores whether development in learners’ WTC, self-confidence in 

and enjoyment of oral interaction positively affects their achievement in EFL oral 

interaction.

MacIntyre et al. (1998) conceptualize WTC and self-confidence as distinctly 

situation-specific variables. This raises the question whether affect developed in 

one context of use supports learner achievement in another context of use. With 

regards to learnt skills, Lightbown (2008) posits that a sustainable transfer can 

only take place if the training context and the eventual interactional situation 

are closely matched. The same may be true for affective factors. For this reason, 

this study also explores whether affective factors explain achievement in EFL oral 

interaction both in trained and untrained contexts of use. 

Current practice in education

At present, the majority of commercially produced FL coursebooks seem to 

adopt a largely controlled, form-focused approach to teaching oral interaction 

(e.g. Burns & Hill, 2013; Gómez-Rodriquez, 2010). In such an approach, both the 

focus of instruction and the focus of interaction activities lie on the develop-

ment of language knowledge. Typically, explicit presentation of language forms 

is combined with activities such as dialogue repetition and filling in blanks. Ellis 

(2009) labels such activities as ‘exercises’. Exercises engage learners in producing 

correct linguistic forms (i.e., those studied in class) but lack a clear communicative 

goal to be achieved. Successful performance is measured according to learners’ 

grammatical correctness. Exercises are thus decidedly form-focused and allow for 

the internalization of linguistic forms. A much-used exercise for practicing oral 

interaction is the pre-scripted role play. These provide learners with pre-struc-

tured interactional situations in which speakers’ roles are prescribed and known 

to both learners, and furthermore supply learners with language instruction (e.g. 

grammatical or lexical encoding, translation or responding to L1 content clues) 

which are prepared prior to interaction. 
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Ellis contrasts form-focused ‘exercises’ with ‘tasks’, which are meaning-focused. 

These tasks engage learners in communicating content (meaning) and have a 

distinct communicative goal which the learners work towards. Task performance is 

successful when the communicative goal is achieved. Such tasks have the potential 

to evoke unpredictable interaction between speakers. An example of a meaning-

focused task is the information gap task. In these tasks, each speaker holds part of 

the information (e.g. on separate role cards) necessary to complete a shared goal. 

Learners must thus interact with each other in order to complete the task, or solve 

a problem together. This generates unpredictable interaction. 

Some coursebooks supplement form-focused, pre-scripted exercises with infor-

mation gap tasks. The instructional focus, meanwhile, remains predominantly on 

developing language knowledge. However, interactional ability not only hinges 

on language knowledge and speakers’ ability to mobilise that knowledge in real 

time. Competent speakers also possess an array of interactional strategies that 

help them safeguard mutual understanding and address interactional problems 

when needed (e.g. Celce-Murcia, 2007; Dörnyei & Kormos, 1998). Very rarely 

do coursebooks supplement form-focused instruction with instruction aimed at 

developing strategies that help solve interactional problems learners may come 

across when engaged in authentic interaction (Bueno-Alastuey & Luque Agulló, 

2015a; Faucette, 2001). These different instructional foci and task types will 

now be discussed, along with their potential advantages and disadvantages for 

fostering affect and achievement in EFL oral interaction.

Effects of task type

Form-focused tasks have been known to play an important role in learners’ 

automisation of language forms when moving from declarative to procedural 

knowledge through repeated practice (Anderson, 1982). Similarly, the negotiated 

interaction that results from information gap activities has generally been found 

to affect language acquisition positively (e.g. Doughty & Pica, 1986; Gass et al., 

1998). Studies into the effect of task type on the development of FL oral interac-

tion and on learners’ willingness to communicate, self-confidence and enjoyment 

of oral interaction are not available. However, there are some indications that 

favour the use of information gap tasks for fostering learner affect. 

First, Dewaele & MacIntyre (2014) and Dewaele et al. (2017) argue that chal-

lenging, unpredictable tasks that involve risk-taking and give learners a sense of 

autonomy can boost learners’ levels of enjoyment. These demands seem better-

suited to information gap tasks than to form-focused tasks in which interaction is 

pre-scripted. The focus on goal achievement in information gap tasks is likely to 
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challenge learners cognitively, and allows learners to take risks in trying out new 

language (Leaver & Kaplan, 2004), while the unpredictable course of interaction 

generated in such tasks provides learners with some autonomy over how to shape 

the interaction to achieve task goals. 

Secondly, the pre-scripted nature of form-focused tasks allows learners to 

achieve the task goals (using a small set of language structures) with relative ease 

and in relative safety. Although this may support learners’ WTC and self-confi-

dence for using the foreign language within the classroom context, it also creates 

an illusion of mastery that underprepares learners for dealing with the unpre-

dictability of real-world communication (Willis, 1996). This, in turn, may reduce 

learners’ self-confidence and willingness to communicate in the foreign language 

in out-of-class situations. Information gap tasks, on the other hand, provide 

learners with the opportunity to practice solving interactional problems they 

come across during task performance (Pica, Kanagy & Falodun, 2009), which may 

enhance learners’ self-confidence and willingness to communicate in the foreign 

language. Foster (1998), however, warns that encountering too many interac-

tional problems in information gap tasks can make learners feel unsuccessful and 

ineffective, which might have an adverse effect on learners’ self-confidence and 

willingness to communicate using the foreign language.

Effects of instruction

Competent speakers possess both language knowledge and a range of strategies 

that help address interactional problems they may come across during interac-

tion. Interaction instruction can therefore either be form-focused, that is, aimed at 

developing the language forms necessary to fulfil specific language functions, or 

strategy-focused, that is, aimed at developing a set of self-supporting compensa-

tion- and meaning negotiation strategies (e.g. Bygate, 1987; Dörnyei & Scott, 1995) 

and other-supporting strategies such as attentive listening, responding to clarifica-

tion requests and erroneous interpretations of the message (e.g. Bygate, 1987). 

The effects of form-focused instruction on EFL interactional ability (i.e., on 

learners’ ability to achieve communicative goals in interaction) are largely 

unknown (e.g. Norris & Ortega, 2000) and no studies are available that investi-

gate how form-focused instruction affects learners’ WTC, self-confidence in and 

enjoyment of (E)FL oral interaction. There is some indication that strategy-focused 

instruction positively affects task effectiveness in EFL oral interaction (Lam, 2006). 

In this study, however, ‘task effectiveness’ was operationalized as assessors’ ratings 

of group’s general effectiveness and confidence in handling a task, thus causing 

overlap between ratings of ability and of affect. 
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To our knowledge, the effects of strategy-focused instruction on WTC and enjoy-

ment have not been investigated. Research into the effects of strategy instruction 

on self-confidence has produced mixed results. Lam (2006) reports that self-confi-

dence levels of low-proficiency learners of English increased after an eight-lesson 

intervention focused on explicit instruction in, amongst others, compensation, 

meaning negotiation and time-gaining strategies. Cohen, Leaver & Li (1996), 

however, report that a ten-week strategies based instruction programme both for 

intermediate French and Norwegian led to an increase in self-confidence in only 

one of two speech tasks, and only for the students studying French. Here, commu-

nication strategies were taught as part of a larger set that also included (meta-) 

cognitive, social, affective and performance strategies. In both studies, however, 

self-confidence was operationalized as confident (e.g. smooth, uninterrupted) 

task execution as observed by raters, an operationalisation that seems more indic-

ative of learners’ speaking fluency than of self-confidence. In contrast, participants 

in Forbes and Fisher’s (2015) study rated themselves on measures of confidence. 

After six weeks of explicit strategy instruction, they found the self-confidence of 

advanced learners of French to increase mainly on the basis of linguistic prepara-

tion strategies, and only partially on self-supporting strategies like self-correction, 

asking for clarification and assistance. Overall, these studies report some positive 

effects of strategies-oriented instruction on learners’ self-confidence.

The present study 

This study focuses on pre-vocational learners in the Netherlands. Between 50-60% 

of adolescents between 12-16 in the Netherlands are enrolled in pre-vocational 

tracks (Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek, 2016), which prepare learners for 

further vocational education and employment at middle-management level 

(Liemberg & Van Kleunen, 1998), where they will use English for occupational 

purposes, that is, when interacting with non-Dutch third parties as part of their 

job. Developing strong EFL interactional skills is thus of pivotal importance for 

these pre-vocational learners. Despite the large number of learners enrolled in 

pre-vocational tracks, no large-scale classroom-based research has been conducted 

that provides insight into these learners’ development of oral skills in the EFL 

classroom. Nevertheless, learners’ oral skills currently do not seem to meet expec-

tations upon entry in further vocational programmes, both in terms of ability, that 

is, accurate and fluent performance, and in terms of affect, that is, the confidence 

needed to interact in vocational situations (Jansma & Pennewaard, 2014). 

To address this issue, it is important to establish what type of instructional 

programme would best foster pre-vocational learners’ development of EFL 
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oral interaction. In study 3 (see Chapter 4), we evaluated the effects of three 

newly developed instructional programmes on the development of pre-voca-

tional learners’ ability in EFL oral interaction. We found positive effects of these 

programmes as compared to the effects of business-as-usual EFL instruction, 

with similar effects for each programme. Considering the important role that 

affect plays in language learning, we now wish to find out which of these new 

programmes best fosters learner affect (WTC, self-confidence and enjoyment). 

Because affect also plays an important role in language achievement (Dewaele et 

al., 2017; MacIntyre & Gregersen, 2012), we additionally wish to explore to what 

extent development in WTC, self-confidence and enjoyment may explain learners’ 

achievement in EFL oral interaction.

The three newly developed instructional EFL programmes differed in instruc-

tional focus and type of task, that is, 1) a programme that combined form-

focused instruction and practice with pre-scripted interaction tasks (Form-Focused 

Interaction), 2) a programme that replaced the pre-scripted interaction tasks with 

information gap tasks (Language-Directed Interaction), and 3) a programme 

that combined these information gap tasks with interactional strategies instruc-

tion and practice (Strategies-Directed Interaction). These programmes were all 

situated in a training context suited to the professional track that participants 

were enrolled in (Business & Administration studies). 

Information gap tasks seem well-suited to the development of positive affect 

in FL oral interaction (e.g. Leaver & Kaplan, 2004; Willis, 1996), but effects have 

not been tested nor compared to effects of pre-scripted tasks. Furthermore, some 

positive effects of strategies-directed instruction on learners’ self-confidence 

have been reported (Cohen, Weaver & Li, 1996; Forbes & Fisher, 2015; Lam, 2006), 

but these have not been compared to the effects of form-focused or language-

directed instruction. Moreover, it is not clear which of the three types of instruc-

tional approaches (form-focused, language- or strategies-directed) has greater 

positive effects on WTC, self-confidence or enjoyment. We therefore posed the 

following research question: Is pre-vocational learners’ WTC, self-confidence and 

enjoyment of EFL oral interaction best fostered in a form-focused programme, 

a language-directed interaction programme, or a strategies-directed interaction 

programme?

Prior research has shown that self-confidence and achievement in FL oral inter-

action are related (e.g. MacIntyre, Noels & Clément, 1997; Steinberg & Horwitz, 

1986), but less is known about the relation between achievement in EFL oral inter-

action and learners’ enjoyment or WTC. MacIntyre et al. (2001) argue that growth 

in WTC increases opportunity for language practice and usage, which is likely to 

facilitate the learning process. Growth in WTC might thus have a beneficial effect 
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on achievement in EFL oral interaction. This has not been empirically tested in 

prior research, nor do we know whether growth in self-confidence and enjoyment 

is associated with higher achievement in EFL oral interaction. Furthermore, since 

affective factors are largely situation-specific (MacIntyre et al., 1998), it is impor-

tant to establish whether such an association is dependent on learners’ familiarity 

with the context of use. We therefore posed a second research question: Does 

development in WTC, self-confidence and/or enjoyment explain task achievement 

in EFL oral interaction, both in trained and untrained contexts of use? 

To answer these questions, pre- and post-measures of learners’ WTC, self-confi-

dence and enjoyment and measures of achievement in EFL oral interaction will 

be obtained. In our analyses, we will control for individual differences in prior 

experience in EFL oral interaction, EFL vocabulary and gender. Experience with 

oral interaction influences learners’ oral performance (Trofimovich, Lightbown & 

Halter, 2013) and helps control anxiety (Dewaele et al., 2008). Vocabulary knowl-

edge correlates both with oral performance (De Jong et al., 2012) and with WTC 

(MacIntyre & Legatto, 2011), and gender differences are related to oral perfor-

mance (Krämer et al., 2014), the use of strategies (Oxford et al., 1988) and levels 

of anxiety and enjoyment (Dewaele et al., 2016; 2017). 

Method

Participants

Sixteen secondary schools in The Netherlands were invited to participate in this 

project. Eight schools expressed an interest in participation, three of which even-

tually accommodated the project, providing a total of 10 classes. One of the three 

participating schools was situated in a small town in the north of the country, and 

two were situated in a city near Amsterdam. 

Participants (aged 14-15) were pre-vocational learners, in their third year of a 

four-year pre-vocational Business & Administration programme in the Netherlands 

(Grade 9). They were enrolled in the two lowest levels of pre-vocational educa-

tion, roughly equivalent to level 2 in the International Standard Classification 

of Education (UNESCO, 2012). In accordance with local educational research 

guidelines and in close collaboration with the schools, all parents were informed 

about the study and the possibility of non-participation. No parent objected to 

participation. 

Data were collected from 156 participants. Nine participants did not complete 

the questionnaires and / or had attended less than 50% of the lessons and were 
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subsequently deleted from the sample. We therefore report on a sample of 147 

participants, 56.5% male. Of these participants, 60% were monolingual Dutch 

and 29.2% were multilingual speakers, 17.1% of whom reported English as one of 

the home languages. 10.8% had a non-Dutch language background. 

Prior to this study, participants had received two years of compulsory EFL 

instruction at primary school and 2,5 years of compulsory instruction at secondary 

school. During these 2,5 years at secondary school, the participating schools time-

tabled an average of 120-135 minutes of English per week. All schools made use 

of course materials produced commercially in the Netherlands (New Interface and 

Stepping Stones), and the main language of instruction during lessons was Dutch. 

Teaching teams at all schools consisted of teachers trained to teach in the pre-

vocational tracks. 

Design

Between January and April 2016, a quasi-experimental design with pre- and post-

test was implemented to assess the effects of three approaches to teaching EFL 

oral interaction on learner affect. Participants were randomly assigned within 

classes to one of three experimental conditions: Form-Focused (n = 48), Language-

Directed Interaction (n = 46), and Strategies-Directed Interaction (n = 53). This 

resulted in dividing each class into three separate subgroups, each of which was 

taught as a separate group, in a separate classroom. Table 1 shows background 

information of the students in the three conditions. Conditions did not differ 

significantly with regards to students’ home language, χ2 (6) = 2.001, n = 147, p 

= .920, or gender, χ2 (2) = .192, n = 147, p = .909). Additionally, ANOVA analyses 

indicated that learners between conditions did not differ significantly in terms of 

prior Experience in EFL interaction, F (2, 144) = 1.615, p = .202, nor on Vocabulary, 

F (2, 144) = 1.034, p = .358, WTC, (F (2, 144) = .085, p = .918), Self-confidence, F (2, 

144) = 1.634, p = .199 and Enjoyment, F (2, 144) = .266, p = .767 (see ‘Measures’ 

for descriptions).
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TABLE 1

Background Information of the Sample (n = 147)

n Gender Home Language Vocabulary Experience WTC Enjoyment Self-     
confidence

M F Mono-
lingual 
Dutch

Multi-
lingual 
Dutch

Non-
Dutch

M  (SD) M  (SD) M  (SD) M  (SD) M  (SD)

FFIa 48 26 22 27 16 5 36.4 (5.0) 2.49 (.93) 3.06 (1.05) 3.02 (1.13) 3.41 (.98)

LDIb 46 26 20 27 13 6 34.8 (5.2) 2.68 (.73) 3.01 (.99) 3.12 (.90) 3.67 (1.07)

SDIc 53 31 22 34 14 5 36.0 (6.0) 2.39 (.68) 2.98 (.83) 2.97 (1.10) 3.32 (.94)

a Form-focused interaction
b Language-directed interaction
c Strategies-directed interaction

Interventions 

To maximize chances that learners would experience the programme as relevant 

to their own (future) lives, learners in all groups received instruction in a profes-

sional domain belonging to the Business & Administration programme they 

were enrolled in, that is, in the role of hotel receptionist. In each of the three 

programmes, identical sample dialogues were studied that modelled both the 

use of the targeted language structures and the use of target interaction strate-

gies. Depending on the programme’s focus, these dialogues were accompanied 

by noticing and awareness activities aimed at either language structures or inter-

action strategies. Each programme consisted of nine 40-45 minute lessons that 

were taught within a twelve-week time span. Learners were taught in groups of 

five to eight learners. To control time on task, the programmes contained similar 

numbers and types of activities, including two application tasks (on identical 

topics) per lesson, that is, a total of 18 application tasks over the course of the 

nine lessons. The programmes differed in instructional focus and type of task.

FORM-FOCUSED INTERACTION (FFI) CONDITION 

Lessons focused on learning the language forms necessary to fulfil specific 

language functions (e.g. to advise a customer). These included modals of necessity, 

recommendation and obligation, connectives, adverbs of time, asking for pref-

erences, comparatives, superlatives and intensifiers. Activities included studying 

sample dialogues, noticing target forms in these dialogues, explicit rule presen-

tation and controlled practice activities, for example matching clauses or conju-

gation activities. Application tasks were pre-scripted, form-focused tasks that 
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guided participants through professional dialogues modelling the interactional 

encounter, and that provided language instructions, that is, grammatical encoding 

(see Appendix 3A for an example).

LANGUAGE-DIRECTED INTERACTION (LDI) CONDITION 

Participants received exactly the same form-focused instruction and practice as the 

FF group, except that these were combined with information gap tasks (Appendix 

3B, 3C and 3D), designed to encounter a number of interactional problems in 

conversation, for example needing to explain a concept for which they lacked the 

vocabulary.

STRATEGIES-DIRECTED INTERACTION (SDI) CONDITION 

This condition explicitly taught interaction strategies considered helpful in 

addressing problems and maintaining mutual understanding in interactional 

encounters. These included compensation strategies (e.g. approximation, circum-

locution and exemplification), meaning negotiation strategies (e.g. indicating 

incomprehension and asking for elaboration, clarification, tempo adjustment 

and repetition of the message) and audience awareness strategies (e.g. attentive 

listening, avoiding and addressing misunderstanding and message alignment). 

Activities included studying sample dialogues, noticing target strategies in these 

dialogues, and explicit presentation and practice of said strategies. Application 

tasks were the same information gap tasks used in the LDI condition. 

Procedure 

Learners received nine lessons. Groups were taught by twelve research assistants 

who had been recruited and trained specifically for this purpose. All assistants 

were university educated, with a background in Education Studies, Pedagogy or 

Psychology. Assistants were allocated to specific schools, where they each taught 

in one specific condition to prevent cross-conditional contamination. Lessons 

were taught in three separate classrooms, in parallel. 

To maximize treatment fidelity, we trained the research assistants in their roles 

as teachers using teacher’s guides that contained an explanation of the method-

ological approach, instructions for organisational and pedagogical conduct, and 

lesson plans containing lesson phasing, time limits and protocols for instructions 

and explanations. Unannounced treatment fidelity checks carried out by the first 

author and reflection forms were filled out by the assistants after each lesson. No 

anomalies were detected. Reflection forms completed by the research assistants 

indicated that planned activities were delivered in all conditions, except that the 
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second of two interaction tasks was not always implemented in lessons delivered 

in the LDI (89% and 86% implementation respectively) and SDI (92% and 74% 

respectively) conditions. This likely occurred because the content preparation 

required for information gap tasks is more effortful, and thus takes longer, than 

the linguistic preparation required for pre-scripted tasks. 

Measures

AFFECT

To obtain measures of participants’ affect in EFL oral interaction, identical ques-

tionnaires were administered before and after the intervention (Appendices 5A, 

5B, 5C). Since affective factors are largely situated (MacIntyre et al., 1998; 2001), 

items in each scale contained a generally formulated item (e.g. ‘I enjoy speaking 

English’) and further distinguished between interacting in different contexts 

(school and leisure time) and with different audiences (peers and adults). To 

ascertain that items were understood as intended, the questionnaire was piloted 

with learners of a similar age, using Think Aloud Protocols. The questionnaire was 

in Dutch. Participants provided ratings on a Likert scale of 1-5 for the following 

components: 

 the extent to which learners are willing to engage in conversation 

using English, e.g. ‘If my teacher asks me a question in English, I am happy 

to answer.’ (5 items, α = .76 and .77 for pre- and posttest). Items specific to 

measuring EFL oral interaction were selected and adapted from MacIntyre et 

al. (2001).

 learners’ lack of anxiety and perceived competence in their 

ability to speak (accurate) English, e.g. ‘I feel confident when I have to speak 

English.’; ‘When I have to speak English with a classmate, I am afraid to make 

mistakes.’ (12 items, α = .91 and .92). Items were selected and adapted from 

Horwitz, Horwitz and Cope’s (1986) FLCAS test. 

 the extent to which learners enjoy interacting in English e.g. ‘I 

enjoy doing speaking exercises with a classmate.’ (5 items, α = .85 and .83). This 

scale was based on and adapted from Wilschut’s (2014) EFL version of Otten 

and Boekaerts’ (1990) Subject Perception test.

TASK ACHIEVEMENT IN EFL ORAL INTERACTION

Achievement in EFL oral interaction was measured with two interactional speech 

tasks after lesson 9. The first task was situated in the trained professional context 

in which learners had been trained. In this task, learners had to persuade a 
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guest to buy a gift from the hotel gift shop. The second task was designed to 

check whether potential gains from instruction would transfer to an untrained, 

personal context. In this task, learners had to persuade a sibling’s friend to buy 

their second-hand headphones. Both tasks were scripted speech tasks. This is an 

individual test in which one candidate’s performance in EFL interaction is tested 

in interaction with an interlocutor, and in which the interlocutor’s textual and 

interactional contributions are controlled through the use of scripts, thus stan-

dardising both linguistic (complexity, register, style) and interactional (set points 

requiring the use of interactional strategies) challenges posed to candidates. See 

chapter 3 for a full discussion of task design, administration and validation. 

During the test session, participants carried out the tasks individually with a 

trained research assistant acting as interlocutor. Performances were video-taped 

and subsequently assessed by trained raters blind to condition on a Likert scale of 

1-5 for the degree to which participants achieved the communicative goals set by 

the task, i.e., the degree to which task execution was complete, the message was 

conveyed successfully and the candidates’ response was socio-culturally appro-

priate. Each task was rated by a different rating team. Each team consisted of two 

raters. To establish inter-rater reliability, both these raters rated a set of fifty tasks 

randomly selected from the sample. They subsequently rated a set of ca. sixty 

tasks (50% of the remaining total) individually. Intra-class correlation coefficients 

(two-way random model, absolute agreement) were .81 for task 1 and .82 for task 

2. Raters did not participate as teachers or interlocutors in this study. 

EXPERIENCE

In order to control for individual differences between learners that relate both 

to ability and affect in FL oral interaction, we obtained measures on learners’ 

prior experience and vocabulary knowledge. On a Likert scale of 1-5, partici-

pants indicated how experienced they were in interacting in English both inside 

and outside of the classroom, both with adults and with peers, e.g. ‘We often 

practice speaking in class.’; ‘In my free time, I often speak English with my friends’ 

(Appendix 4). Dewaele, Petrides & Furnham (2008) had found learners’ anxiety 

levels to be related both to the size of learners’ network of interlocutors and to 

the context of use (either in-class or out-of-class). In line with the aforementioned 

scales measuring affect, scale items for experience thus differentiated between 

audience and context. This newly developed scale consists of six items and proved 

reliable (α = .73). Deleting any of the items would not improve internal consis-

tency. These data were obtained prior to the start of the intervention.
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VOCABULARY

Productive and receptive vocabulary are known to correlate highly. Meara & 

Fitzpatrick (2000), for instance, report a correlation of .841 between productive 

and receptive measures of vocabulary. We therefore chose to measure partici-

pants’ vocabulary knowledge using the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Dunn & 

Dunn, 2007), adapted for use in an EFL setting. Taking coverage in pre-vocational 

EFL coursebooks as a selection criterion for determining item familiarity, 46 items 

were selected from sets 1 to 12 of the original test. The test covered different 

content areas (e.g. actions, sports, animals) and parts of speech (nouns, verbs and 

adjectives). In a whole class setting, participants matched orally delivered vocabu-

lary items with one of four pictures projected on a smart board by circling the 

correct number of the picture on their answer sheets (α = .85). The test was admin-

istered before the intervention commenced.

Analysis 

The variables were examined for accuracy of data entry and distributions. No 

anomalies were detected. To establish if and how the type of EFL instruction 

participants received was related to the development of affect in EFL oral interac-

tion, pre- and posttest mean scores for each of the three affective measures were 

calculated. Repeated measures analysis was subsequently conducted, analyzing 

how the development of the affective measures over time differed per condition. 

Because participants in this study were drawn from different classes, the data 

were structured hierarchically, meaning that independency between class and 

ratings on affective measures could not be assumed. Class was found to contribute 

significantly. For this reason, mixed model analysis was applied with Class added 

as random factor. Vocabulary, experience and gender were covariates. 

Hierarchical regression analysis was used to explore whether post-intervention 

levels of WTC, self-confidence, enjoyment and instruction type contribute to task 

achievement in EFL oral interaction, after controlling for the influence of pre-

intervention scores, vocabulary, gender and experience. Due to the hierarchical 

structure of the data, the contribution of Class to the regression model was inves-

tigated. This contribution was not significant. For this reason, unilevel analyses 

were conducted.  Preliminary analyses showed that assumptions of sample size, 

normality, linearity, multicollinearity and homoscedasticity were all met. 
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Results

Effect of the intervention on learner affect in EFL oral interaction 

Mixed model repeated measures analysis was used to establish whether pre-

vocational learners’ WTC, self-confidence and enjoyment of EFL oral interaction 

is best fostered in a form-focused programme, a language-directed interaction 

programme, or a strategies-directed interaction programme. To establish the 

effect of instruction type on development, interaction effects between instruction 

type and time were analysed. Table 2 shows the means, standard errors and effect 

sizes, resulting from this analysis. Data were standardized, so that the param-

eter estimates of the independent variables could be interpreted as effect sizes 

(Cohen’s d) while controlling for other parameter estimates in the analysis.

TABLE 2

Model-Based Means and Standard Errors for Affective Measures,                           
Controlled for Vocabulary, Experience, Gender and Class

Time FFIa (n = 48) LDIb (n = 46) SDIc (n = 53)

WTC 1 3.07 (.10) 2.90 (.11) 3.07 (.10)

2 2.78 (.12) 2.52 (.12) 2.91 (.11)

Self-confidence 1 3.40 (.11) 3.68 (.12) 3.33 (.11)

2 3.52 (.12) 3.66 (.12) 3.63 (.12)

Enjoyment 1 3.03 (.14) 3.01 (.11) 3.06 (.10)

2 2.85 (.13) 2.91 (.13) 3.02 (.12)

a Form-focused interaction
b Language-directed interaction
c Strategies-directed interaction

There were no significant main effects of condition on any of the three measures 

(F‘s < 2.204, p’s > .144). For Enjoyment, a main effect of time was not found, F (1, 

144) = 1.785, p = .184, nor was there a significant interaction effect between time 

and instruction, F (2, 144) = 0.249, p = .780. For WTC, a significant main effect of 

time was found, F (1, 144) = 15.345, p = .000. Analysis of fixed effects showed a 

significant decrease of WTC from time 1 to time 2, b = −.378, t (144) = 3.001 , p = 

.003. The interaction between time and condition was not significant for WTC, F 
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(2, 144) = 0.802, p = .450. With respect to Self-confidence, both the main effect of 

time, F (1, 144) = 6.910, p = .010 and the interaction effect of instruction type and 

time were significant, F (2, 144) = 3.275, p = .041. For subsequent analysis of fixed 

effects, the alpha level was adjusted to α = .016 to correct for multiple tests. This 

analysis showed a significant increase from time 1 to time 2 for the SDI condition 

(b = .30, t = 3.52, p = .001), but not for the LDI condition (b = -.018, t = -.196, p = 

.845), nor for the FFI condition (b = .12, t = 1.36, p = .175). A small to medium effect 

(ES = 0.32) was found for the SDI condition compared to the LDI condition, b = 

.32, t (144) = 2.544, p = .012. Comparisons between the SDI condition and the FFI 

condition and between the LDI and FFI condition were not significant at α =.016. 

These results indicated that pre-vocational learners’ WTC decreased from time 

1 to time 2 regardless of instruction type, that their self-confidence for EFL oral 

interaction developed significantly as a result of strategies-directed instruction, 

and that development in this condition differed significantly from the develop-

ment in the LDI condition.

Development in affect as a predictor of task achievement in EFL oral 
interaction

To explore whether development in affect contributes to achievement in EFL 

oral interaction, regression analyses were conducted, both with a task set in 

the professional context in which learners had been taught (Task 1) and with a 

transfer task, set in a personal interactional context (Task 2). Since research so 

far had not revealed clearly-defined dependencies between WTC, enjoyment and 

self-confidence, each of these variables was investigated separately, resulting in 

six hierarchical multiple regression analyses. To take multiple testing into account, 

the alpha level was adjusted to .008. 

To gauge the effect of development of WTC, enjoyment, and self-confidence, 

pre-test scores of these measures were added as control variables in step 1 of 

each corresponding analysis. Adding the post-test scores as predictors therefore 

amounts to measuring to what extent the additional variance from time 1 to 

time 2 of that variable can explain the dependent variable. To control for indi-

vidual differences likely to explain variation in EFL oral interaction, Vocabulary, 

Experience and Gender were also entered at step 1 of each analysis. Experience 

did not contribute significantly to the analyses for task 1, and was subsequently 

removed from the analyses for this task. Gender did not contribute significantly 

to Task Achievement in EFL oral interaction to the analyses in either task, and was 

therefore removed from all analyses. Entering Instruction Type in step 2 did not 

significantly improve any of the regression models (Δ R2’s < .014, p’s > .30), and was 
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subsequently removed from all analyses. As explained before, post-test scores for 

each of the affective variables WTC, Self-confidence and Enjoyment were entered 

individually at step 3. This did not significantly improve the model for WTC in Task 

1, Δ R2 = .000, p = .801 nor in Task 2, Δ R2 = .006, p = .284, nor for Enjoyment in Task 

1, Δ R2 = .000, p = .992 or Task 2, Δ R2 = .000, p = .992. Entering post-test scores of 

Self-confidence at step 3 did not significantly improve the model in task 2, Δ R2 = 

.269, p = .202, but it did significantly improve the model in task 1, Δ R2 = .042, p = 

.005. This regression model is displayed in Table 3.  

These analyses showed that, after controlling for the influence of pre-test 

scores, vocabulary and prior experience, development in self-confidence is related 

to achievement in EFL oral interaction in trained contexts, but not to achieve-

ment in new interactional contexts. Instruction type, WTC and enjoyment did not 

predict achievement in EFL oral interaction.

TABLE 3

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Task Achievement in EFL Oral 
Interaction in task 1 (adding Self-confidence post-test in step 3)

Measurement Unstandardized 
coefficient

Standardized 
coefficient

p* F R2 Δ R2

B SE β

- 17.934 .273 .042

Constant .979 .370 .009

Vocabulary .053 .011 .376 .000

Self-confidence post-test .266 .093 .345 .005

*alpha value adjusted to .008

Discussion and conclusion

The first objective of this study was to gain insight into the effects of three 

different instructional programmes on Dutch pre-vocational learners’ affect in EFL 

oral interaction. We found that information gap tasks combined with strategies 

instruction (SDI) instigated a significant increase in learners’ self-confidence. Form-

focused instruction and practice, whether combined with pre-scripted tasks (FFI) 

or with information gap tasks (LDI) did not generate significant development of 

self-confidence. In all three programmes, willingness to communicate decreased, 

while enjoyment of EFL oral interaction remained unchanged over time.
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With regards to self-confidence, the SDI group grew faster than the FFI group, 

but development in these groups did not differ significantly. In both groups, 

instructional focus was fully aligned with task type, that is, form-focused instruc-

tion and tasks in the FFI group and meaning-focused instruction and tasks in the 

SDI group. Such alignment seems to contribute positively to the development of 

self-confidence in oral interaction tasks. However, the development of self-confi-

dence in the LDI group did differ significantly from that of the SDI group. Both 

these groups made use of information gap tasks to help learners gain experience 

in solving interactional problems during EFL interaction. As pointed out by Foster 

(1998), however, evoking problem-solving behaviour through tasks is not without 

risk, because a substantial need for communicative repair may leave learners 

feeling incompetent. Indeed, the results of this study suggest that learners benefit 

most from information gap tasks if they have been introduced to useful interac-

tional strategies during instruction and practice. Where such instructional support 

is missing, using information gap tasks does not increase learners’ self-confidence. 

These results are in line with the positive effects of strategy instruction reported 

by Cohen, Weaver & Li (1996), Forbes & Fisher, (2015) and Lam (2006). 

Because little research is available on developing WTC through teaching, it is 

not immediately apparent how to explain that learners’ willingness to commu-

nicate in English decreased over time. With the exception of MacIntyre et al.’s 

(2002) cross-sectional study on French immersion teaching, little is known about 

the timespan required for boosting levels of WTC, whether developing WTC is 

a linear process, whether it is conditional to the development of other affective 

factors, whether increasing WTC relates to individual factors such as age and 

proficiency level, and so on. MacIntyre et al. (2002) report an increase in WTC over 

a period of one year, from Grade 7 to Grade 8, which might suggest that, unlike 

self-confidence, affecting change in WTC requires a lengthier intervention than 

the one conducted in this study. However, the authors also report that the gains 

were not extended further in Grade 9, and suggest that to produce continuing 

gains in WTC, anxiety levels should be reduced further. If the development of 

one variable is indeed conditional to the development of another variable, it is 

conceivable that the gains of instruction on self-confidence in our study were not 

large enough yet to instigate an increase in WTC. 

The programmes did not significantly change learners’ enjoyment of EFL oral 

interaction. MacIntyre et al. (2002) point out that motivation for school work 

generally tends to decrease during adolescence (cf. Sigelman, 1999). This corre-

sponds with Dewaele et al.’s (2017) findings that foreign language enjoyment 

significantly drops around the age of 14-15. These authors furthermore report 
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that low-intermediate learners’ enjoyment levels are significantly lower than those 

of high-intermediate or advanced learners. Thus, not only age but learner level 

seems to be an important factor that correlates with enjoyment. In this light, we 

may need to consider the possibility that the enjoyment of foreign language oral 

interaction is a relatively stable feature for low-proficiency adolescent learners, 

such as those who partook in this study, and is thus less malleable through instruc-

tion (cf. Gardner & Tremblay, 1994). 

Finally, these findings might be explained as a result of conducting classroom-

based research, in which both educational goals and research aims must be 

balanced. Aiming to control as many variables as possible in the study resulted in 

adopting an identical lesson structure for each of the nine lessons in each of the 

three experimental programmes. At task level, the design recognized the impor-

tance of unpredictability, autonomy, challenge and risk-taking to boost levels of 

enjoyment (Dewaele & MacIntyre; 2014; Dewaele et al., 2017) by juxtaposing pre-

scripted interaction tasks with information gap tasks. The absence of variation in 

the overall lesson structure, however, may have rendered the lessons too predict-

able and monotonous. This may have led to boredom or demotivation on the part 

of the learners, which might have hampered their development of enjoyment 

and, in turn, WTC. 

Because affect also play an important role in language achievement (Dewaele et 

al., 2017; MacIntyre & Gregersen, 2012), we additionally explored whether devel-

opment in WTC, self-confidence and enjoyment explains learners’ task achieve-

ment in EFL oral interaction and if so, whether it does so both in trained and 

untrained contexts. Our analyses showed that instruction type and development 

in enjoyment and WTC do not significantly predict task achievement in EFL oral 

interaction, but that development in self-confidence does explain achievement to 

some extent. This is in line with MacIntyre, Babin & Clément (1999), who found 

WTC to affect students’ decisions to engage in a difficult speech task, but only 

self-confidence to predict task achievement. 

Self-confidence only explains task achievement in the interaction task that 

matches the professional context in which learners were trained. In other words, 

the self-confidence gained in lessons situated in a hotel context helped learners 

perform better in the hotel task, but did not help them perform better in the 

task that was situated in a different, personal context. These results substantiate 

the notion that self-confidence is situation-specific (MacIntyre et al., 1998). They 

furthermore suggest that gains of instruction do not automatically transfer from 

one context to another. In study 3, in which we evaluated the effects of form-

focused, language-directed or strategies-directed interaction instruction on the 
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development of learners’ ability in EFL oral interaction, we found similar results 

(see chapter 4). This led us to conclude that a sustainable transfer of learnt skills 

can only take place if the training context and the eventual language use situa-

tion are closely matched (cf. Lightbown, 2008). The results of the current study 

seem to suggest that this may not only be true for the development of ability, but 

also for the development of learner affect.

The current study shows that instruction type does not contribute significantly 

to achievement of communicative goals in EFL oral interaction. This confirms 

the results from the aforementioned study into developing learner ability in 

oral interaction, where we found positive effects of the three programmes as 

compared to the effects of business-as-usual EFL instruction, but not differential 

effects between these three types of instruction (see chapter 4). Thus, although 

instruction type does not directly influence learner achievement, it does influ-

ence the development of learner affect in EFL oral interaction: self-confidence 

increases most as a result of strategies-directed instruction. Furthermore, develop-

ment in self-confidence predicts learners’ task achievement in EFL oral interaction 

in trained contexts.  

Limitations and suggestions for future research

This study has shown that strategies-directed interaction instruction positively 

affects learners’ self-confidence. Differential effects between conditions on other 

measures of affect were not found. In all three programmes, learners’ enjoyment 

of oral interaction remained stable, while learners’ WTC decreased somewhat. As 

mentioned previously, more insight into the development of WTC in classroom-

based learning is needed to fully explain these findings. Possibly, a lengthier inter-

vention or more varied lesson design may be needed to incite more substantial, 

positive change in learner affect in EFL oral interaction. Another limitation is that 

in the lessons that incorporated information gap tasks (Language-Directed and 

Strategies-Directed Interaction), the second of two information gap tasks was 

not always implemented. It is possible that the content preparation required for 

information gap tasks is more effortful than the linguistic preparation required 

for pre-scripted tasks, and more time is needed to accomplish this. To gain a more 

in-depth understanding of the potential merits of instructional focus and task 

type, future studies should compare fully implemented programmes, Despite 

these limitations, however, this study has shown that pre-vocational learners’ self-

confidence can be affected through teaching. 
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Implications for practice

For many EFL learners worldwide, English is a compulsory school subject that is 

commonly taught with the use of EFL coursebooks. Both within and outside the 

Dutch context in which our study was situated, the interaction practice offered 

in these coursebooks is largely form-focused, combining form-focused instruc-

tion and practice with form-focused application tasks or, occasionally, with an 

information gap task. Strategy instruction, on the other hand, is largely absent 

from commonly used coursebooks (e.g. Bueno-Alastuey & Luque Agulló, 2015a). 

This study has shown that a form-focused approach, whether combined with pre-

scripted form-focused tasks or with information gap tasks does not significantly 

increase self-confidence in EFL oral interaction, but that the use of information 

gap tasks combined with strategies instruction does. On this basis, practitioners 

who aim to enhance their learners’ self-confidence in oral interaction could 

increase the use of information gap tasks, while supporting task performance 

with interactional strategy instruction. The study furthermore provides a first indi-

cation that achievement in EFL oral interaction is to some extent predicted by 

growth in self-confidence. This suggests that, in aiming to improve learners’ EFL 

oral interaction, it is worthwhile for practitioners to address self-confidence in 

their oral interaction lessons.
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The concluding chapter of this dissertation briefly reviews the background to the 

research project, after which the set-up and results of each study are summarized. 

This is followed by a discussion of the results, suggestions for future research and 

implications for educational practice.  

Background to the project

This research project explored ways to develop EFL learners’ ability and affect in 

EFL oral interaction, defined as the ability to achieve communicative goals, and 

conveying and understanding communicative intent in interaction with others 

in real time (cf. Celce-Murcia, 2007). Oral interaction is generally considered to 

depend on speakers’ linguistic knowledge, their ability to use this knowledge in 

real time, their ability to do so appropriately in specific contexts and their ability 

to employ strategies aimed at addressing potential communication problems 

(e.g. Canale, 1983a; 1983b; Celce-Murcia, Dörnyei & Thurrell, 1995; Celce-Murcia, 

2007). The project focused specifically on Dutch pre-vocational learners enrolled 

in the advanced Business & Administration track. Developing strong ability in EFL 

oral interaction is indispensable for this group of learners, who need to interact 

in English with non-Dutch customers in their future jobs. EFL teachers in the voca-

tional programmes, however, reported that pre-vocational learners’ accuracy, 

fluency and confidence levels lag behind upon entry in vocational education 

(Jansma & Pennewaard, 2014). EFL teachers, meanwhile, indicated that they 

lacked the methodological tools both for developing and assessing their learners’ 

oral skills when faced with large classes and limited contact time (Fasoglio, 2015; 

Jansma & Pennewaard, 2014). 

Prior to the start of this project, no substantial research into the effects of 

specific instructional programmes on improving EFL learners’ oral skills had been 

conducted, and research on the assessment of interactional ability had mainly 

focused on obstacles in testing individual ability. Thus, our understanding of ways 

to develop learners’ ability and affect in EFL oral interaction through instruction 

was limited at the start of this project, and there were no set methods for assessing 

individual interactional abilities. This research project aimed to address these 

issues by evaluating the opportunities for developing pre-vocational learners’ oral 

interactional ability in Dutch EFL coursebooks, investigating what instructional 

approaches would best foster both the development of pre-vocational learners’ 

oral interactional ability and affect, and exploring ways to assess individual ability 

in EFL oral interaction. 
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Summary of results

Study 1: Evaluating opportunities for developing pre-vocational learners’ 
oral interactional ability in Dutch EFL coursebooks

The starting point of this dissertation was an analysis of the curricula currently used 

in the advanced pre-vocational track. Research that analyzes activities that foster 

learners’ interactional ability in course materials had been scarce. Some more 

general materials analyses (e.g. Burns & Hill, 2013; Tomlinson, 2012; 2013) had 

demonstrated that course materials tend to focus mainly on developing language 

knowledge, and favour the use of form-focused tasks (e.g. pre-scripted dialogues 

in which speech is prepared beforehand and speakers’ roles are prescribed and 

known to the learners). Practicing the use of language knowledge in meaning-

focused tasks (e.g. information gap tasks that engage learners in interaction in 

order to exchange the information required for successful task completion) are 

typically underrepresented, as is the instruction and practice of interactional strat-

egies (Bueno-Alastuey & Luque Agulló, 2015a; Dörnyei & Thurrell,1994; Faucette, 

2001). No research was available that sheds light on the contexts of use in which 

oral interaction practice is situated in course materials, i.e., in the personal, public, 

occupational and educational contexts identified by the Council of Europe (2001).

For the purpose of this study, three coursebooks from Dutch publishing houses 

were selected that were most commonly used with third-year pre-vocational 

learners, namely Stepping Stones, New Interface and All Right!. A coding scheme 

was developed and used to analyse the coursebooks. This scheme operationalised 

the requirements for developing interactional ability, i.e., developing language 

knowledge, developing the ability to use this knowledge appropriately in specific 

(occupational) contexts, and developing a set of interactional strategies that help 

speakers address communicative problems (cf. Celce-Murcia, 2007).

The results showed that ca. 10-15% of the coursebook curriculum is reserved for 

oral interaction practice, that oral instruction and practice in Dutch coursebooks 

largely focus on developing language knowledge, but hardly on learning how to 

use this knowledge in real-time interaction. Learners are exposed to models of 

language use, and are offered controlled practice activities that develop language 

knowledge, but are not often provided with the opportunity to practice using this 

knowledge in real-time interaction. Learners are rarely exposed to or engaged 

in unprepared discourse that is concerned with a genuine exchange of meaning 

between speech partners and that is aimed at achieving a clear communicative 

goal. Post-interaction activities (e.g. reflection, feedback and additional instruc-

tion or practice) are largely absent. Interaction strategies that help speakers 
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address problems in communication are typically not modelled, introduced or 

practiced. Furthermore, interactional practice is situated mainly in personal and 

public contexts. Opportunities to practice interaction in professional contexts, for 

which pre-vocational learners are being prepared, are lacking. 

This study made apparent the hiatuses in the practice opportunities for EFL 

interaction offered to pre-vocational learners. For improving existing EFL curri-

cula directed at developing oral interaction skills, an alternative programme was 

therefore designed that included activities practicing real-time interaction set in 

the learners’ occupational context, interactional strategies practice and formative 

feedback.  In addition, we tested the effects of these programmes on learners’ 

ability and affect in EFL oral interaction.

Study 2: Measuring L2 speakers’ interactional ability using interactive 
speech tasks

To ensure that we would be able to measure the effects of our newly designed 

programmes, we first considered ways to measure individual differences in 

learners’ interactional ability reliably. So far, the literature on assessment of 

oral interaction had mainly focused on the obstacles in testing individual ability. 

Because much of discourse is co-constructed (Kramsch, 1986), individual perfor-

mance becomes vulnerable to interlocutor effects, which poses challenges to stan-

dardization in testing and complicates the assessment of individual interactional 

ability (Weir, 2005). Previous studies had not yet proposed an assessment format 

that could reliably disentangle individual contributions from a paired exchange 

for the assessment of individual ability, nor one that focused on assessing both 

speakers’ linguistic ability and strategic ability. 

Our study introduced a new test format: scripted speech tasks. This is an individual 

test in which one candidate’s interactional performance is tested in interaction 

with an interlocutor and in which the interlocutor’s contributions are controlled 

through the use of scripts. Six tasks, situated in two interactional contexts (profes-

sional and personal) and centering on three different language functions relevant 

to the type of service encounters that pre-vocational learners will engage in as 

part of their future jobs (instruction, advice and persuasion) were designed. Tasks 

were administered to learners from the pre-vocational Business & Administration 

track by research assistants who functioned as interlocutors. These assistants had 

been trained to deliver the script consistently and as naturally as possible. Video-

recordings of these tasks were subsequently rated independently by trained raters 

on holistic measures of interactional performance (overall Linguistic Accuracy 

and Interactional Ability) and analytic measures of interactional performance 
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(the use of the strategies Compensation, Meaning Negotiation and Correcting 

Misinterpretation during individual episodes in the interaction). 

The results indicated that this test format allows for reliable measurement of 

individual speakers’ ability in oral interaction. The tasks differentiated between 

candidates, both on holistic and analytic measures. Measurements of Linguistic 

Accuracy and Interactional Ability were fairly stable across all six tasks, suggesting 

that both concepts can be measured as stand-alone aspects of EFL interaction. 

The interaction strategies Compensation, Meaning Negotiation and Correcting 

Misinterpretation all formed internally consistent subscales, indicating that they 

have the potential to be used in testing interactional ability at a more detailed 

level. Correlations between analytic ratings of specific interactional strategies 

and holistic ratings of Interactional Ability suggested that the interaction strat-

egies operationalized in this study are part of the central construct: EFL inter-

actional ability. We did, however, find that Compensation largely determined 

raters’ perceptions of overall interactional ability. Testing this category analyti-

cally did not add extra information beyond holistic assessment. Analytic scores 

for Meaning Negotiation and Correcting Misinterpretation did provide informa-

tion about speakers’ interactional ability that was not captured by holistic assess-

ment alone. Evocation of the Clarification strategy was additionally attempted, 

but this strategy could not be operationalized in such a way that interlocutors 

could deliver the prompt consistently. Despite this, a reliable and valid instrument 

measuring effects of instruction on learners’ ELF oral interaction in personal and 

in professional contexts was now in place. 

Study 3: The Effects of Instructional Focus and Task Type on Pre-Vocational 
Learners’ Ability in EFL Oral Interaction

In this study, we evaluated the effects of newly developed instructional 

programmes on learners’ ability in ELF oral interaction. These programmes were 

all situated in the Business & Administration context, and trained learners in 

the role of hotel receptionist during nine lessons. The programmes differed in 

instructional focus and type of task. With regards to instructional focus, prior 

research had shown that form-focused teaching positively affects the acquisition 

of linguistic forms. The effects of form-focused instruction specifically on ability 

in EFL oral interaction, however, were under-researched and therefore largely 

unknown (Ellis, 2006; Lightbown, 2000; Norris & Ortega, 2000). There was some 

indication that strategy-focused instruction positively affects both the acquisition 

of linguistic forms (Cohen, Weaver & Li, 1996), general proficiency (Lam, 2006), 

the quality of interaction (Nakatani, 2005; Lourdunathan & Menon, 2005) and 
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achievement in oral interaction (Lam, 2006). With respect to task type, form-

focused tasks (e.g. pre-scripted dialogues) were known to play an important role in 

learners’ automation of language forms when moving from declarative to proce-

dural knowledge through repeated practice (Anderson, 1982). Studies into the 

effect of this task type on the development of oral interactional ability, however, 

were not available. Meaning-focused (information gap) tasks had been found to 

generate substantial and spontaneous L2 interaction (Pica, Kanagy & Falodun, 

2009), which could potentially benefit the development of learners’ interactional 

skills. However, although the negotiated interaction that results from information 

gap activities had generally been found to affect language acquisition positively 

(e.g. Doughty & Pica, 1986; Gass et al., 1998; Long, 2015), the effects of these 

tasks on ability in oral interaction had not yet been investigated. Furthermore, 

despite indications that oral performance is context-bound (e.g. Bygate, 1987), no 

research was available that had investigated the degree to which the effects of 

interaction instruction are dependent on the context of use in which this instruc-

tion is situated.  

We evaluated the effects of three programmes: Form-Focused Interaction instruc-

tion (FFI) combined form-focused instruction and practice with form-focused 

(pre-scripted) interaction tasks. Language-Directed Interaction (LDI) combined 

form-focused instruction and practice with information gap tasks. Strategies-

Directed Interaction (SDI) combined these information gap tasks with interac-

tional strategies instruction and practice. We compared these programmes to the 

effects of business-as-usual EFL instruction in which learners were taught either 

with the use of Stepping Stones or New Interface (see study 1). Learners were 

randomly assigned within classes to one of the three experimental programmes. 

This resulted in dividing each class into three separate subgroups, each of which 

was taught in a separate classroom. Two intact classes were assigned to the ‘busi-

ness-as-usual’ condition. Learners’ oral interactional ability was measured after 

each block of three lessons with the use of two dialogic speech tasks that were 

aligned with the lessons during that block, i.e. instruction tasks, advice tasks 

and sales tasks (see study 2). One of these tasks was situated in the professional 

context, and the other in a personal context. As in study 2, video-recordings of 

these performances were rated independently by trained raters both on analytic 

(Compensation, Meaning Negotiation and Correcting Misinterpretation) and 

holistic measures of achievement in EFL oral interaction (Linguistic Accuracy and 

Interactional Resourcefulness). For the purpose of this study, we also wished to 

measure learners’ overall ability to achieve the specific communicative goals set 

by the task. For this reason, Task Achievement was added as a holistic measure 
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and was found to be reliable. In addition, measures of learners’ vocabulary and 

experience in EFL oral interaction had been obtained prior to the intervention.

The results of this study showed that explicit instruction in EFL interaction has 

substantial effects on pre-vocational learners’ achievement in trained (profes-

sional) contexts, but that these gains do not transfer to untrained (personal) 

contexts. All three experimental groups outperformed the business-as-usual group 

on holistic measures of task achievement, linguistic accuracy and interactional 

resourcefulness. Furthermore, occasional effects of instruction on learners’ use of 

meaning negotiation strategies, and sporadic effects on their use of compensa-

tion strategies and audience awareness strategies were found. Differential effects 

between the experimental conditions were not found, neither on holistic nor on 

analytic measures.

Study 4: Oral Interaction in the EFL Classroom: The Effects of Instructional 
Focus and Task Type on Learner Affect

Language ability does not automatically lead to language use. Affective factors, 

such as speakers’ willingness to communicate (WTC), self-confidence and enjoy-

ment of oral interaction play an important role (e.g. Dewaele & MacIntyre, 

2014; Kang, 2005; MacIntyre, 2002; MacIntyre et al.,1998). For this reason, we 

wished to find out which of our newly developed EFL interaction programmes 

best fosters learners’ willingness to communicate (WTC), self-confidence and 

enjoyment. Prior to this study, there was some indication that strategy-focused 

instruction positively affects self-confidence (Cohen, Weaver & Li, 1996; Forbes 

& Fisher, 2015; Lam, 2006), but no studies were available that had investigated 

how form-focused instruction impacts on self-confidence, nor how either form- or 

strategies-focused instruction affects learners’ WTC and enjoyment of (E)FL oral 

interaction. Furthermore, no studies were available that had researched the effect 

of task type on learners’ enjoyment, willingness to communicate and self-confi-

dence, but there were some indications that favour the use of information gap 

tasks for this purpose, e.g. for boosting learner enjoyment (Dewaele & MacIntyre, 

2014), risk-taking (Leaver & Kaplan, 2004), dealing with the unpredictability of 

real-world interaction (Willis, 1996) and practicing solving interactional problems 

during interaction (Pica, Kanagy & Falodun, 2009). 

Because affect plays an important role in language achievement (Dewaele et al., 

2017; MacIntyre & Gregersen, 2012), we additionally wished to explore to what 

extent development in WTC, self-confidence and enjoyment explained learners’ 

achievement in EFL oral interaction. MacIntyre et al. (2001) had argued that 

higher levels of WTC increase opportunity for language practice and usage and 
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as such facilitates the learning process, but the direct relation between increased 

WTC and achievement in EFL oral interaction has not been empirically tested, nor 

had studies investigated the relation between increased levels of self-confidence 

or enjoyment and achievement in EFL oral interaction.

Measures of learner affect were obtained by administering identical question-

naires before and after the interventions. The questionnaires included scales 

selected and adapted from existing scales for measuring WTC (MacIntyre et al., 

2001), self-confidence (Horwitz, Horwitz & Cope, 1986) and enjoyment of EFL 

oral interaction (Wilschut, 2014). Each scale contained a general question (e.g. 

“I enjoy speaking English”) and questions distinguishing interactions in different 

contexts (school and leisure time) and with different audiences (peers and adults). 

As covariates, we made use of the pre-test scores obtained for learners’ vocabu-

lary and experience in EFL oral interaction in Study 3. Finally, we used measures 

of task achievement in EFL oral interaction obtained with the two scripted speech 

tasks administered after lesson nine to determine relations between our affect 

variables and achievement in EFL oral interaction.

Results indicated significant growth of self-confidence for learners in the 

Strategies-Directed Interaction programme. Form-focused instruction and 

practice, whether combined with pre-scripted tasks (FFI) or with information gap 

tasks (LDI) did not generate significant development of self-confidence in EFL oral 

interaction. We furthermore found that growth in self-confidence is related to task 

achievement in trained (professional) contexts, but not in untrained (personal) 

contexts. In all three programmes, willingness to communicate decreased, while 

enjoyment of EFL oral interaction remained unchanged over time. Neither WTC 

nor enjoyment predicted achievement in EFL oral interaction.

  

Discussion of the main results

This section discusses the outcomes of the four studies conducted as part of this 

project.  

EFL course materials for pre-vocational learners

The results obtained in study 1 suggest that oral instruction and practice in Dutch 

coursebooks largely focus on developing language knowledge, but much less 

on learning how to use this knowledge in real-time interaction. Additionally, 

instruction and practice of interactional strategies are lacking. These findings are 

in line with previous research conducted on EFL course materials in non-Dutch 

settings (e.g. Bueno-Alastuey & Luque Agulló, 2015a; Burns & Hill, 2013; Dörnyei 
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and Thurrell, 1994; Faucette, 2001; Tomlinson, 2012; 2013). This study further-

more demonstrated that opportunities to practice interaction in the professional 

context for which pre-vocational learners are prepared, are missing, even though 

previous research indicated that aligning practice contexts with the contexts in 

which learners will engage in (future) interactional encounters is likely to optimize 

the effects of interactional instruction and practice (cf. Lightbown, 2008). 

Overall, the findings in this study show that of the four conditions that play a 

role in achieving oral interaction, i.e., linguistic knowledge, use of this knowl-

edge in real time, use in specific contexts and use of interactional strategies, 

only the first is represented substantially in Dutch EFL coursebooks. Theoretical 

understanding of the oral skill and practical application of this in coursebooks 

thus seem to be weakly linked. These findings are reflective of the weak link 

between theory and practice in non-Dutch EFL materials reported by Masuhara et 

al. (2008), Sheldon (1988) and Tomlinson (2012; 2013).

Assessing interactional ability

The speech tasks presented in study 2 allowed for a reliable measurement of EFL 

speakers’ interactional ability, both at a global and at a more detailed level, and 

regardless of the language function that the task focused on or the context in 

which the task was situated. Furthermore, the speech tasks were robust against 

the influence of co-construction. As such, study 2 addressed an important issue 

in the literature on assessment of interactional ability, namely how to arrive at 

a reliable assessment of individual interactional ability from a discourse that is 

essentially co-constructed (Kramsch, 1986) and vulnerable to interlocutor effects 

(Weir, 2005). This poses challenges to standardization in the assessment of indi-

vidual interactional ability in paired testing formats. 

Previous suggestions for alternative assessment forms in the literature had 

included awarding pairs shared scores for interactional competence (May, 2009), 

and assessing the extent to which speakers achieve fluency across pairs (Ducasse 

& Brown (2009), but not an assessment format that could reliably disentangle 

individual contributions from a paired exchange for the assessment of individual 

ability, and that allowed for standardized testing both of speakers’ linguistic 

ability and strategic ability. These findings bring to light an interesting paradox: 

although the paired format evokes a wide array of interactional functions reflec-

tive of real-life communication (ffrench, 1999), testing interactional ability in an 

individual format is more suited to providing a reliable assessment of achievement 

in oral interaction. As such, this study has added a new perspective to the discus-

sion about suitable formats for assessing L2 speakers’ interactional competence.
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Effects of form-focused vs strategy-focused instruction on ability in EFL oral 
interaction 

The results obtained in study 3 show that explicit instruction in EFL interaction 

has a positive effect on pre-vocational learners’ ability in EFL oral interaction in 

comparison to business-as-usual EFL instruction. The gains of instruction, however, 

only manifested itself in the Business & Administration contexts in which learners’ 

training had been situated, but did not transfer to untrained, personal contexts, 

such as helping a relative plan a visit to the cinema. In these contexts, learners 

who received interaction practice integrated in a business-as-usual EFL curric-

ulum, performed equally well as our experimental groups. This substantiates the 

notion that oral performance is context-bound (Bygate, 1987) and underscores 

Lightbown’s (2008) position that transfer of learnt skills can only take place if the 

training context and the targeted language use situation are closely matched. 

Against the backdrop of current models of interactional ability (e.g. Celce-

Murcia, 2007) and the literature supporting the merits of information gap tasks 

(e.g. Doughty & Pica, 1986; Foster & Ohta, 2005), we had anticipated that learners’ 

oral skills would develop better in programmes that allow for practice in nego-

tiating interactional problems in unpredictable situations (Language-Directed 

or Strategies-Directed Interaction conditions) than in a solely form-focused 

programme (Form-Focused Interaction condition), but we did not find support 

for this hypothesis in study 3. Learners performed equally well in all three experi-

mental groups on all holistic measures for interactional ability. Similarly, occa-

sional effects of explicit instruction targeting professional EFL interaction were 

found on learners’ use of interaction strategies in comparison to business-as-usual 

instruction, but learners in the different experimental groups did not perform 

differently from each other in the application of interaction strategies. 

Previous studies have shown that effects of instruction are often indirect and 

delayed (Long, 2015; Skehan, 1996), that the effects of strategy training tend to 

be very small (cf. McDonough, 1999), and that positive gains of instruction on 

learners’ strategic ability do not always lead to a significant increase of strategy use 

in post-test task performance, even if they do generate an increase in use during 

practice activities (Bejarano et al., 1997; Gallagher-Brett, 2001). It is possible that 

the strategies selected for the Strategies-Directed Interaction programme were 

cognitively and linguistically too complex for the low-proficiency pre-vocational 

learners participating in this study (cf. Green & Oxford, 1995; Lam, 2004), or that 

the intervention was too short for learners to internalize the strategies to such an 

extent that they were readily available for swift retrieval during task performance 

(cf. Lam, 2004; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990).
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Additionally, it is not certain whether study 3 fully captured the potential merits 

of the Language-Directed and Strategies-Directed programmes. Post-lesson 

reflection forms completed by the instructors indicated that the second interac-

tion task (of two) and corresponding reflection task of the lesson were not always 

implemented in lessons delivered in the Language-Directed (89% and 86% imple-

mentation respectively) and Strategies-Directed (92% and 74% implementation 

respectively) conditions. To gain a more in-depth understanding of the poten-

tial merits of the Language-Directed and Strategies-Directed programmes, fully 

implemented programmes should be compared.

Effects of form-focused vs strategy-focused instruction on learner affect 

Study 4 showed a modest but significant effect of the Strategy-Directed Interaction 

programme on learners’ growth in self-confidence. This is in line with the positive 

effects of strategy instruction on measures of self-confidence reported by Cohen, 

Weaver & Li (1996), Forbes & Fisher, (2015) and Lam (2006). The learners in the 

Language-Directed Interaction programme did not show significant growth in 

self-confidence. This might suggest that providing learners with information gap 

tasks and feedback on task achievement alone is not sufficient to spark growth 

in self-confidence, but that learners’ self-confidence only benefits from infor-

mation gap tasks if they have received interactional strategies instruction and 

practice. This is reflective of Foster’s (1998) observation that a substantial need 

for meaning negotiation evoked through tasks does not necessarily leave learners 

feeling more competent. 

In all three programmes, learners’ willingness to communicate decreased. 

Because little research is available on developing WTC through teaching, it is not 

immediately apparent what explains this result. With the exception of MacIntyre 

et al.’s (2002) cross-sectional study on French immersion teaching, little is known 

about the timespan required for boosting levels of WTC, whether developing WTC 

is a linear process, whether it is conditional to the development of other affec-

tive factors, whether increasing WTC relates to individual factors such as age and 

proficiency level, and so on. It is possible that affecting positive change in WTC 

requires a lengthier intervention than the one conducted in this study, or that the 

development of WTC is dependent on the development of self-confidence (cf. 

MacInytre et al., 2002). If this is the case, it is conceivable that the gains of instruc-

tion on self-confidence in our study was not yet large enough yet to instigate an 

increase in WTC. 

Dewaele et al. (2017) report that foreign language enjoyment significantly drops 

around the age of 14-15, and that low-intermediate learners’ enjoyment levels 
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are significantly lower than those of high-intermediate or advanced learners. 

These facts are important in considering why learners’ enjoyment of EFL oral 

interaction did not significantly change in our study.  Therefore, a possible expla-

nation is that the enjoyment of FL oral interaction is a relatively stable feature for 

low-proficiency adolescent learners and less malleable through brief instructional 

programmes, such as ours (cf. Gardner & Tremblay, 1994). 

Finally, our findings regarding WTC and enjoyment might be explained as a 

result of conducting classroom-based research, in which both educational goals 

and research aims must be balanced. Aiming to control as many variables as 

possible in the study resulted in adopting an identical lesson structure for each 

of the nine lessons in each of the three experimental programmes. At task level, 

the design recognized the importance of unpredictability, autonomy, chal-

lenge and risk-taking to boost levels of enjoyment (Dewaele & MacIntyre; 2014; 

Dewaele et al., 2017) by juxtaposing pre-scripted interaction tasks with informa-

tion gap tasks. The absence of variation in the overall lesson structure, however, 

may have rendered the lessons too predictable and monotonous. This may have 

led to boredom or demotivation on the part of the learners, which might have 

hampered their development of enjoyment and, in turn, WTC.

The relation between development in affect and task achievement in EFL 
oral interaction

Further results obtained in study 4 showed that achievement in EFL oral interac-

tion is related to changed levels of learners’ self-confidence. Previous studies had 

already shown self-confidence to correlate both with the quantity (Phillips, 1992; 

Dörnyei & Kormos, 2002) and quality of speech production (MacIntyre, Noels & 

Clément, 1997), and with use of compensation strategies (Liu, 2012; Yang, 1999). 

Study 4 showed that growth in self-confidence also contributes positively to task 

achievement in EFL oral interaction. However, self-confidence only predicted 

achievement in the interaction task that matched the professional Business & 

Administration context in which learners had been trained, but not in interac-

tion tasks that were situated in personal contexts. This substantiates the notion 

that self-confidence is situation-specific (MacIntyre et al., 1998), but also that 

gains of instruction do not automatically transfer from one context to another. 

As discussed above, we had found similar results in study 3. This suggests that not 

only the development of learner ability, but also the development and of learner 

affect is dependent on the extent to which the training context and targeted 

context of use are matched. 



125

6

Combined, these findings shed new light on the results obtained in study 1. This 

study had demonstrated that interactional practice is mainly situated in personal 

and public contexts of use, and that opportunities to practice interaction in profes-

sional contexts, for which pre-vocational learners are being prepared, are lacking. 

The absence of interaction instruction targeting professional contexts may well 

explain why some pre-vocational learners are not equipped for, or too hesitant 

to, interact in vocational settings upon entry into the vocational programmes 

(Jansma & Pennewaard, 2014).

Learner enjoyment of EFL oral interaction did not predict achievement in 

oral interaction. Although previous research had reported positive correlations 

between enjoyment and perceived competence pertaining to all four language 

skills, including speaking (MacIntyre and Vincze, 2017), as well as reading compre-

hension (De Milliano, 2013; Dhanapala & Hirakawa, 2016), study 4 does not 

provide evidence of such an effect on task achievement in oral interaction. 

Changed levels of WTC also did not predict achievement in EFL oral interaction. 

MacIntyre et al. (2001) had argued that higher levels of WTC increase opportunities 

for language practice and usage, which is likely to facilitate the learning process. 

The results obtained in study 4, however, do not support that role of WTC in 

relation to EFL oral interaction. In a laboratory study, MacIntyre, Babin & Clément’s 

(1999) had found WTC to affect university students’ decisions to engage in a diffi-

cult speech task, but not task achievement itself. Instead, task achievement was 

predicted by speakers’ self-confidence. Our study, conducted with pre-vocational 

learners in classroom-based research, seems to underscore these findings.

Suggestions for future research

This research project has produced a range of instruments for researching the 

teaching and testing of oral interactional ability, i.e., a reliable coding scheme to 

evaluate (E)FL course materials, assessment tasks that provide reliable measure-

ment of individual interactional ability and programmes targeting professional 

contexts that include the instruction and practice both of language forms and inter-

action strategies in oral interaction tasks. This section discusses directions for future 

research related to these instruments, and to findings obtained in our study.

Coding scheme

The agreement found between three independent raters suggests that the coding 

scheme developed for study 1 can usefully be employed to analyse oral interac-

tion activities in (E)FL coursebooks. This enables wider application in a variety 

of educational contexts, e.g. different educational tracks, proficiency levels, 
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languages and countries. Such application does not only develop our insights into 

existing oral interaction curricula, but also contributes to further validation of 

this tool. This, in turn, would facilitate a systematic analysis of the oral interaction 

training presented in different coursebooks that is based on the requirements 

for developing interactional ability as proposed in SLA literature, i.e., developing 

linguistic knowledge, practising using this knowledge in real time and in specific 

contexts, and practising the use of interactional strategies.

Assessment tasks

The speech tasks presented in this study address an important issue in the literature 

on assessment of interactional ability, because they are robust against the influ-

ence of co-construction. Our study thus contributes tasks that allow for a reliable 

measurement of individual EFL speakers’ interactional ability reliably, regard-

less of the language function that the task focuses on or the context in which 

the task is situated. The tasks furthermore allow for standardized testing both 

of speakers’ linguistic ability and strategic ability. However, although previous 

studies (e.g. Dörnyei & Scott, 1995) identified a plethora of interactional strate-

gies that support L2 speakers’ interactional ability, the tasks designed in study 2 

operationalized only four: Compensation, Clarification, Meaning Negotiation and 

Correcting Misinterpretation. This limited set may not be sufficiently representa-

tive of strategic ability overall. Furthermore, we were not able to operationalize 

the Clarification strategy in such a way that interlocutors could deliver the prompt 

consistently. Future research can focus on optimising ways to operationalize use 

of the Clarification strategy in scripted speech task, and explore ways to include 

a wider set of strategies. This includes the operationalization of more pro-active 

strategies. In our study, other-supporting behaviour was evoked in reaction to 

a prompt delivered by the interlocutor, e.g. the interlocutor feigning misunder-

standing. As such, pro-active interactional strategies, such as checking common 

ground between the speaker and speech partner (Bygate, 1987) remained 

untested. 

This study was set in the developmental stage (Kane, 2012) of a new assess-

ment form, and thus aimed at justifying the proposed interpretations and uses 

of scripted speech tasks. In this small-scale study, we were able to correlate task 

performance with independent measures of vocabulary size, but it was not 

possible to compare candidate’s performance on the scripted test format with 

performance on another validated test format for oral interaction. Future research 

could provide evidence of additional convergent validity. 

Finally, the assessment tasks introduced in our study were designed 
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exploration of the variables that predict learners’ progress in oral interactional 

ability, i.e., the instructional programme employed, and potentially its interaction 

with individual learner differences, e.g. proficiency level, affective factors, prior 

experience, vocabulary size and gender. 

Moreover, what underlies the design of a curriculum for oral interaction is the 

definition of successful task performance. In form-focused curricula successful 

performance is measured according to linguistic accuracy, whereas in meaning-

focused curricula success is measured according to achievement of the commu-

nicative goal. As a result, the message that learners in the various experimental 

conditions received with regards to successful interaction differed greatly. 

Gilmore (2004) argues that focusing on accurate and problem-free discourse sets 

a standard for L2 interaction that is unattainable for EFL learners and might, as 

a result, demoralize them. This raises a question for future research, namely to 

establish whether a predominant focus on achieving linguistic accuracy negatively 

affects learners’ self-confidence in spoken interaction, and conversely, whether 

defining interactional success along lines of goal achievement contributes more 

positively to learners’ growth in self-confidence. 

Additionally, the mixed results reported in the small body of research that 

currently exists on strategy instruction suggests that much is still unknown about 

effective ways to teach strategies. Future research could thus explore the effects 

of strategy-focused instruction further. First, to ensure that the form-focused 

and strategy-focused programmes were fully comparable in our study, lessons 

in each programme contained a modelling stage, an explicit presentation stage, 

a practice stage and an application stage. However, where control of language 

forms is needed at every stage of the interactional encounter, interactional strate-

gies are only needed at points where communication breaks down. This means 

that the interaction tasks used during the lessons evoked target language forms 

at every turn, whereas the use of target strategies could only be evoked once or 

twice. As a result, repeated practice of strategies throughout each lesson was 

limited. This raises the question whether the time reserved for strategies practice 

should be distributed differently, in order to allow for a more effective develop-

ment of pre-vocational learners’ strategic ability.

 The literature on time distribution in language learning is divided, reporting 

positive gains of distributed practice, e.g. on vocabulary learning (e.g. Bahrick 

et al., 1993; Bloom & Shuell, 1981) and syntax learning (Bird, 2010), as well as 

positive gains of massed practice, e.g. for listening, grammar, vocabulary, lexical 

complexity and oral production on intermediate learners (Serrano, 2011). The 

effect of time distribution on strategies learning has not been researched yet. 

However, instead of delivering more widely spaced and full-focused lessons, some 
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foreign language teachers are currently experimenting with integrating 5-10 

minutes of strategies instruction and practice taken from the Strategies-Directed 

Interaction programme in their lessons, and report good results. Future research 

could explore ways to optimise a strategies-directed programme by comparing 

the effects of massed vs distributed practice. 

As mentioned previously, effects of instruction are often indirect and delayed 

(Long, 2015; Skehan, 1996), and gains of instruction on learners’ strategic ability 

do not always lead to a significant increase of strategy use in post-test task 

performance, even if they do generate an increase in use during practice activi-

ties (Bejarano et al., 1997; Gallagher-Brett, 2001). Detecting effects of strategy 

instruction may thus require a different type of data than collected in our study. 

Future research could focus on collecting recordings and transcriptions of learners’ 

performance of interaction activities in class. Furthermore, coding transcripts of 

speech tasks would allow for a comparison of both type and frequency of strate-

gies used by learners from different instructional programmes and facilitate an 

analysis of learner performance on both evoked and non-evoked turns, as well 

as their use of both targeted and non-targeted strategies. This would provide 

insight into the indirect effects that strategies instruction may have (cf. Lam, 

2004). Finally, an analysis of strategies use in both professional and personal tasks 

could determine whether pre-vocational learners adapt their strategies use to the 

context of language use (cf. Kouwenhoven et al., 2016).

Implications for educational practice

In this final section, we outline some important implications for educational 

practice that result from our study and make suggestions for the future develop-

ment of EFL oral interaction programmes in the pre-vocational track.

Use the coding scheme to evaluate, supplement or design instructional 
programmes

Study 1 has shown that the coding scheme developed for this study can usefully be 

employed to analyse oral interaction activities in (E)FL coursebooks. This provides 

practitioners with a useful tool to evaluate, adapt or supplement their current 

teaching programmes. Since the coding scheme operationalises the require-

ments for developing interactional ability as proposed in SLA literature (linguistic 

knowledge, use of this knowledge in real time, use in specific contexts and use of 

interactional strategies), the scheme can furthermore give curriculum developers 

and practitioners directions in designing instructional programmes for (E)FL oral 
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interaction. This may increase the availability of programmes that provide more 

rounded practice for (E)FL learners and may consequently aid bridging the gap 

between a theoretical understanding of the oral skill and the practical application 

of this in instructional programmes.

Offer contextualised interaction instruction and practice

Strong oral interaction skills are indispensable for pre-vocational learners, who 

will need to interact with non-Dutch speakers as part of their job. It is thus of 

vital importance that these learners gain maximum benefit from the 10-15% of 

activities presently reserved for oral interaction in coursebooks. Coursebooks inte-

grate interaction practice in other activities aimed at developing EFL proficiency 

in general contexts. Our study shows, however, that both the development of 

learners’ interactional ability and self-confidence is related to receiving contex-

tualised instruction. Complementing the general interaction activities found in 

coursebooks with occupation-specific activities that match the learners’ future 

interactional situations may prepare learners better for (future) participation in 

occupation-specific EFL oral interaction. Some schools already complement their 

curricula with activities like the Language Village, where learners partake in simu-

lated real-life interaction, e.g. by buying a loaf at the baker’s or filing a complaint 

at the police station. Such an activity could easily be adapted to accommodate 

more occupation-specific practice. Instead of visiting the baker’s, they could play 

the baker, the car mechanic, the hotel receptionist and so on. Complementing 

existing curricula with activities like these would allow pre-vocational learners 

to develop both the general language skills needed to function in personal and 

public encounters, and the professional language skills needed to function in 

occupation-specific encounters.

Invest in developing learners’ self-confidence

Study 4 has shown that growth in self-confidence is related to learners’ achieve-

ment in interactional performance. Addressing the development of learners’ self-

confidence may thus be a worthwhile investment for practitioners who wish to 

produce learners capable of EFL oral interaction. One way of developing self-

confidence is by adopting strategy-directed instruction that combines information 

gap tasks with strategies instruction. Some coursebooks already include informa-

tion gap tasks, but this is certainly not commonplace. Increasing the number of 

information gap tasks automatically increases practice opportunities for learners 

in tasks that generate substantial, spontaneous L2 interaction during which they 

are likely to come across interactional problems (Pica, Kanagy & Falodun, 2009).
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However, our study showed that learners’ self-confidence only benefits from 

information gap tasks if these are combined with strategy instruction. Some 

coursebooks (e.g. Stepping Stones) include a survey of useful strategies. Such a 

survey provides learners with a useful tool, especially if it is referred to in the prepa-

ration stage of the interaction activity. Awareness of strategies could furthermore 

be raised by studying models of interaction in which strategies are employed (e.g. 

Dörnyei, 1995; Rossiter, 2003; Sayer, 2005), by reflecting and obtaining feedback 

on learners’ own use of strategies during task performance (e.g. Bejarano et al., 

1997; Nakatani, 2005; Yule and Powers, 1994) and by providing direct instruction 

(e.g. Lam, 2004; Nakatani, 2005) and conscious practice of strategies (e.g. Dörnyei, 

1995; Rossiter, 2003).

Provide formative and summative feedback using interactional speech tasks 

Reflection and feedback activities are generally lacking from coursebooks. In 

line with the predominantly form-focused practice activities in the coursebooks, 

the few activities that are included allow for reflection on grammatically correct 

language use, but not on interactional success. This leaves teachers with little 

opportunity to support the development of learners’ interactional ability. The 

interactive speech tasks described in Study 2 provide practitioners with a useful 

diagnostic tool in this regard. These tasks enable teachers to provide learners with 

feedback on all areas relevant to interactional performance, i.e. on task achieve-

ment, linguistic accuracy, interactional resourcefulness and strategic ability. The 

tasks are currently being used as a formative assessment tool by some practitio-

ners in the field. This includes a French teacher, who asks her learners to audio-

tape their performance and self-reflect on their task achievement and strategic 

conduct, so that she can align her feedback to the learners’ perceived success. 

She reports that her learners take pride in their ability to accomplish challenging 

tasks, and that prioritizing task achievement and strategic conduct in her feedback 

has given her learners the self-confidence to experiment more with the French 

language (Van Batenburg & Groeneveld, 2018). 

The interactive speech tasks can also be used for summative assessment purposes. 

Fasoglio (2017) discusses the test formats that EFL teachers most commonly use 

to assess oral interaction in the Netherlands. Reading out loud a written conver-

sation occurs in all educational tracks. In the pre-vocational track, both reading 

a text out loud and having a conversation with the teacher or a peer feature 

frequently. However, in view of interlocutor effects that arise in co-constructed 

discourse, it is difficult to arrive at a reliable assessment of individual learners’ 

interactional ability in such a format. Unlike the test formats currently used by 
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EFL teachers, the assessment tasks presented in this study evoke discourse that is 

both spontaneous and interactive, and that are robust against the influence of 

both co-construction as well as interlocutor effects. This provides teachers with 

an instrument that allows for a more reliable and precise measurement of their 

individual learners’ interactional ability.

Final note

Prior to the start of this research project, our understanding of ways to develop 

learners’ ability and affect in EFL oral interaction through instruction was limited. 

This thesis, then, offered a first exploration of possible approaches to training EFL 

oral skills. Against the backdrop of literature supporting the merits of informa-

tion gap tasks, we had anticipated that learners’ oral skills, WTC, self-confidence 

and enjoyment of oral interaction would develop better in the programmes that 

made use of these tasks (Language-Directed and Strategies-Directed instruction). 

Additionally, on the basis of the small body of literature discussing positive effects 

of strategy instruction on achievement in oral interaction and on self-confidence, 

we had expected learners in the Strategy-Directed group to become more confi-

dent interactors than learners participating in the other groups. However, with 

the exception of the positive effects we found of Strategies-Directed instruction 

on learners’ self-confidence, we did not find support for these hypotheses. Future 

research will have to determine whether other operationalizations of (strategy-

directed) oral interaction instruction are more effective for the positive develop-

ment of ability and affect in interaction.

Furthermore, research into the role that affect plays in foreign language 

interaction instruction is a relative new field. To date, very few classroom-based 

studies have been executed that shed light on instructional factors that might 

affect learners’ emotional states positively. Since affect is known to play an impor-

tant role in all stages of the language learning process, it is essential that more 

research is conducted that focuses specifically on ways to foster positive affect in 

learners in real classrooms. 

Finally, with this thesis we wished to raise awareness amongst language teachers 

and language teacher educators with regards to developing learners’ (E)FL oral 

skills, in particular with regards to the potential gains of offering contextualized 

instruction, and to paying attention to interactional strategies instruction as a 

way to develop learners’ self-confidence. We hope that this thesis sparks discus-

sion amongst practitioners, that it motivates them to review their own curricula 

and, where desired, complement, supplement or adapt these curricula to match 

their learners’ needs. 
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specifically for use with pre-vocational learners enrolled in the advanced Business 

& Administration track. Further research is needed to establish whether scripted 

speech tasks are equally suited for the assessment of learners enrolled in different 

professional tracks and with different proficiency levels. 

Instructional programmes

As a result of our research, contextualized instructional programmes are now 

available that include the instruction and practice both of language forms and 

interaction strategies in meaning-oriented tasks. Our study provides a first evalu-

ation of these programmes’ effects on the development of both ability and affect 

in EFL oral interaction. Further research could provide a more complete evaluation 

of the programmes’ potential gains and focus on optimizing the programmes’ 

design. 

First, practical limitations (e.g. the small size of the base classes which prevented 

making a feasible four-way split, the unavailability of sufficient extra classrooms, 

the cost of recruiting extra research assistants and the regular teachers’ oppo-

sition to delivering the standard curriculum to only a quarter of the learners) 

lead to learners in the business-as-usual condition being taught in intact classes 

consisting of 19-25 learners, whereas learners in the experimental conditions were 

taught in groups of 5-8 learners. Although the results obtained in this study are 

not indicative of this, it is possible that the discrepancy in group size disadvan-

taged learners in the business-as-usual condition. Conducting the study with more 

comparable group sizes would help demonstrate whether the obtained results 

are retained under such circumstances.

Next, the experimental groups in our study were taught by research assistants 

who had been recruited and trained specifically for this purpose. A next step to 

obtaining a more complete picture of the programmes’ potential gains would be to 

investigate the effects of the instructional programmes when applied under day-

to-day circumstances, i.e., when used in regular pre-vocational teaching contexts, 

taught by the regular class teacher and in regular classes. Additionally, future 

research could determine the extent to which the experimental programmes aid 

oral skills instruction in other foreign languages offered in the Dutch pre-voca-

tional curriculum. 

Furthermore, practical limitations (e.g. time-table restrictions at the partici-

pating schools) prevented the measurement of learners’ performance in oral inter-

action prior to the intervention in study 3. For this reason, within-group progress 

in interactional performance could not be established. Obtaining growth scores in 

future research would allow for a regression analysis that facilitates a meaningful 
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Inleiding

In dit proefschrift staat gespreksvaardigheidsonderwijs Engels voor vmbo-kader 

leerlingen centraal. Gespreksvaardigheid wordt gedefinieerd als het vermogen 

van sprekers om in gesprek met anderen de beoogde boodschappen te begrijpen 

en over te brengen, en communicatieve doelen te bereiken. Deze vaardigheid 

steunt op vier pijlers: de taalkennis van de spreker, het vermogen om deze taal-

kennis tijdens gesprekken in te zetten, het vermogen dit te doen op een bij 

de spreeksituatie passende wijze en het vermogen communicatieproblemen 

het hoofd te bieden door middel van interactiestrategieën. Daarnaast bepalen 

affectieve factoren in grote mate of sprekers ook daadwerkelijk overgaan tot 

het voeren van een gesprek. Dit hangt onder andere af van het vertrouwen dat 

sprekers hebben in hun eigen kunnen, het plezier dat zij beleven aan het voeren 

van gesprekken in een vreemde taal en de mate waarin zij bereid zijn met anderen 

in gesprek te gaan.

Voor vmbo-kader leerlingen is het ontwikkelen van mondelinge interactievaar-

digheden onontbeerlijk. Leerlingen in de sector Commercie & Dienstverlening, 

waarop dit proefschrift zich richt, zullen in hun toekomstig beroep bijvoorbeeld 

regelmatig klanten in het Engels te woord moeten staan. Er zijn echter aanwij-

zingen dat vmbo leerlingen bij binnenkomst op het mbo tekortschieten op het 

gebied van accuraat en vloeiend spreken en niet ‘spreekvrij’ zijn. Taaldocenten 

in het voortgezet onderwijs geven aan dat zij de didactische tools ontberen om 

de gespreksvaardigheid van leerlingen effectief te ontwikkelen en toetsen in de 

grote klassen en de beperkte tijd die zij daarvoor tot hun beschikking hebben.

Bij aanvang van dit project was er nog maar weinig onderzoek gedaan naar de 

effecten van gerichte instructie op het ontwikkelen van de gespreksvaardigheid 

enerzijds, en het ontwikkelen van het zelfvertrouwen, spreekplezier en spreek-

bereidheid anderzijds. Daarnaast had onderzoek naar geschikte toetsvormen 

zich tot dan toe met name gericht op belemmerende factoren in het meten van 

gespreksvaardigheid, maar het had nog niet geleid tot de ontwikkeling van een 

betrouwbaar en valide meetinstrument. Doel van dit onderzoeksproject was dan 

ook om ten behoeve van zowel de onderzoeks- als onderwijspraktijk een bijdrage 

te leveren aan de kennisontwikkeling op deze belangrijke punten. 
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Indeling van het proefschrift

In hoofdstuk 1 van dit proefschrift bespreken we de aanleiding, doelen en opzet 

van het proefschrift. Dit wordt gevolgd door een bespreking van vier verschillende 

studies. We beginnen met een evaluatiestudie, waarin het aanbod van gespreks-

vaardigheidsoefening in de drie meest-gebruikte lesmethodes Engels voor vmbo-

kader wordt geanalyseerd (hoofdstuk 2). In het daaropvolgende hoofdstuk 

wordt verslag gedaan van een onderzoek naar een nieuw toetsformat waarmee 

mondelinge interactievaardigheden betrouwbaar kunnen worden beoordeeld 

(hoofdstuk 3). Vervolgens worden twee experimentele studies gerapporteerd. 

Een eerste studie naar het effect van verschillende didactische aanpakken op 

de gespreksvaardigheid Engels van vmbo-kaderleerlingen (hoofdstuk 4), en een 

tweede studie naar de ontwikkeling van leerlingen ten aanzien van de bereid-

heid tot spreken, het zelfvertrouwen en het spreekplezier. Ten slotte wordt ook 

de relatie tussen deze affectieve variabelen en de spreekprestaties van leerlingen 

onderzocht (hoofdstuk 5). In het laatste hoofdstuk vatten we de bevindingen uit 

de verschillende studies kort samen, bespreken we de belangrijkste uitkomsten 

uit deze studies, beschrijven we suggesties voor vervolgonderzoek en doen we 

enkele aanbevelingen voor de onderwijspraktijk (hoofdstuk 6). Hieronder volgt 

een korte samenvatting van onze bevindingen, suggesties en aanbevelingen.

Studie 1: Analyse lesmethodes

Het startpunt van dit proefschrift was een analyse van veelgebruikte lesmethodes 

Engels in het vmbo-kader onderwijs. Aan de hand van een door ons ontwikkeld 

codeerschema dat zich specifiek richt op gespreksvaardigheid, analyseerden 

wij het aanbod van gespreksvaardigheidsoefening in de drie meest-gebruikte 

lesmethodes Engels voor vmbo-kader leerlingen in het derde leerjaar, te weten 

Stepping Stones, New Interface en All right!. 

De resultaten lieten zien dat ca. 10-15% van de activiteiten in deze lesboeken 

zich richt op training van gespreksvaardigheid. De oefeningen richten zich met 

name op het ontwikkelen van de taalkennis van leerlingen en veel minder op 

het leren gebruiken van deze taalkennis tijdens het voeren van een gesprek. 

Leerlingen worden blootgesteld aan nieuwe taalstructuren en oefenen deze 

vervolgens in gesloten spreekoefeningen, waarbij zij hun bijdrage aan het gesprek 

veelal op voorhand voorbereiden. Zij nemen maar zeer zelden deel aan spontane, 

onvoorbereide gesprekken die gericht zijn op een daadwerkelijke uitwisseling 

van wederzijdse boodschappen. Dergelijke gesprekken worden ook niet gemo-

delleerd en aansluitende consolideringsopdrachten (bv. reflectie, feedback, extra 

uitleg of oefening) worden maar weinig aangeboden. Ook  interactiestrategieën 
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worden vrijwel niet gemodelleerd, uitgelegd of geoefend. Daarnaast bieden deze 

lesboeken geen gelegenheid om gespreksvaardigheid te oefenen binnen de voor 

vmbo-leerlingen relevante beroepscontext.

Deze studie laat zien dat van de vier pijlers waarop gespreksvaardigheid 

leunt, te weten de taalkennis, het kunnen inzetten van deze taalkennis tijdens 

gesprekken, het vermogen dit te doen op een bij de context passende wijze, 

en het vermogen om interactiestrategieën te gebruiken, alleen de eerste ruim-

schoots aan bod komt in de lesmethodes. Hiermee sluit deze studie aan bij eerder 

onderzoek, waaruit eenzelfde beeld naar voren kwam, en waarvan de resultaten 

lieten zien  dat in lesboeken doorgaans nauwelijks wordt ingespeeld op inzichten 

uit taalverwervingsonderzoek.

Studie 2: Betrouwbare toetsing van gespreksvaardigheid

Tot nu toe had de literatuur over toetsing zich met name gericht op de belem-

merende factoren bij het meten van gespreksvaardigheid. Een belangrijke belem-

mering is dat geslaagde communicatie tot stand komt door toedoen van beide 

gesprekspartners. Dit trekt een grote wissel op het zuiver en gestandaardiseerd 

kunnen meten van gespreksvaardigheid. Het functioneren van de gesprekspartner 

heeft immers invloed heeft op het functioneren van de te beoordelen kandidaat. 

In deze studie introduceerden wij een nieuw testformat: script-gestuurde spreek-

taken. Dit is een individuele test, waarin de gespreksvaardigheid van de kandidaat 

wordt getest terwijl hij interacteert met een testleider, en waarin de bijdragen 

van de testleider zijn vastgelegd in een script. We ontwikkelden zes taken, gesi-

tueerd in twee verschillende gebruikscontexten (persoonlijk en professioneel) 

en gebruikmakend van de drie meest-voorkomende typen klantgesprekken 

binnen de sector Commercie & Dienstverlening (instructie, advies en verkoop). 

Deze taken werden afgenomen bij derdeklasleerlingen. Video-opnames van deze 

taken werden vervolgens beoordeeld op globale maten (Accuraat Taalgebruik 

en Interactievaardigheid) en op analytische maten (het tijdens specifieke spreek-

beurten gebruiken van de strategieën Compensatie, Betekenisonderhandeling en 

Oplossen van Misverstanden). 

De resultaten lieten zien dat deze nieuwe toetsvorm een betrouwbaar beeld 

geeft van individuele prestaties in gespreksvaardigheid, zowel op globaal als 

analytisch niveau. De globale beoordelingen bleven over de zes taken heen stabiel, 

wat laat zien dat zowel Accuraat Taalgebruik als Interactievaardigheid gemeten 

kunnen worden als taakonafhankelijke en afzonderlijke aspecten van gespreks-

vaardigheid. De interactiestrategieën Compensatie, Betekenisonderhandeling 

en Oplossen van Misverstanden bleken alle drie betrouwbaar te meten  te zijn. 



137

Meting van deze interactiestrategieën kan dus worden ingezet om een gedetail-

leerder beeld te krijgen van de gespreksvaardigheid van leerlingen. De correla-

ties tussen deze analytische maten en Interactievaardigheid lieten zien dat de 

geoperationaliseerde interactiestrategieën onderdeel uitmaken van het centrale 

construct: gespreksvaardigheid. Hierbij moeten wij wel aantekenen dat de 

maat Compensatie bij beoordelaars grotendeels de perceptie van globale inter-

actievaardigheid bepaalde. Het analytisch testen van deze strategie gaf in dit 

geval weinig extra informatie over het interactievermogen van de kandidaat. 

Beoordelingen op de analytische maten Betekenisonderhandeling en Oplossen 

van Misverstanden daarentegen, voegden wel degelijk informatie toe aan het 

globale oordeel. 

De opbrengst van deze studie was een betrouwbaar en valide instrument 

waarmee individuele bijdragen aan co-constructed gesprekken konden worden 

geïsoleerd en gemeten. Als zodanig voegt dit onderzoek een nieuw perspectief 

toe aan de discussie over geschikte toetsvormen voor het beoordelen van de 

interactionele competentie van tweede taalsprekers. 

Studie 3: Effect van instructiefocus en taaktype op gespreksvaardigheid. 

In deze studie evalueerden wij de effecten van drie door ons ontwikkelde lespro-

gramma’s op de gespreksvaardigheidsontwikkeling van vmbo-kader leerlingen. 

Deze programma’s verschilden van elkaar op het gebied van instructiefocus 

(vormgerichte instructie versus strategiegerichte instructie) en taaktype voorge-

structureerde dialogen versus informatieklooftaken). Eerder onderzoek had laten 

zien dat het inslijten van vormaspecten in geleide oefeningen de taalverwerving 

ten goede komt, maar het was niet bekend of een dergelijke focus op vormas-

pecten ook het ontwikkelen van de gespreksvaardigheid positief beïnvloedt. Van 

informatieklooftaken, waarin de taaloefening veel minder geleid en de interactie 

authentieker is, was eveneens bekend dat zij de taalverwerving positief beïn-

vloeden, maar van dit taaktype was het effect op de gespreksvaardigheid zelf 

niet onderzocht. Alhoewel het bekend is dat spreekprestaties per context stevig 

kunnen verschillen, was ook nog niet onderzocht of de effecten van lesprogram-

ma’s afhankelijk zijn van de gebruikscontext waarbinnen deze lesprogramma’s 

zijn gesitueerd. Om deze reden waren onze lesprogramma’s allen gesitueerd 

binnen de context van Commercie & Dienstverlening: gedurende negen lessen 

werden leerlingen getraind in de rol van receptionist in een (fictief) hotel.

Wij evalueerden de effecten van drie programma’s: Vormgerichte Interactie 

(VI), waarin vormgerichte instructie gecombineerd werd met vormgerichte, voor-

gestructureerde spreektaken, Taalgerichte Interactie (TI), waarin vormgerichte 
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instructie gecombineerd werd met informatieklooftaken, en Strategie-gerichte 

Interactie (SI), waarin deze informatieklooftaken gecombineerd werden met stra-

tegie-gerichte instructie. Wij vergeleken deze programma’s met de effecten van de 

dagelijkse lespraktijk, waarin leerlingen onderwezen werden aan de hand van de 

veelgebruikte lesmethoden Stepping Stones of New Interface (zie studie 1). 

De resultaten lieten zien dat de nieuwe lesprogramma’s een substantieel 

effect hadden op de spreekprestaties van leerlingen in getrainde (professio-

nele) gebruikssituaties, maar dat dit effect niet transfereerde naar ongetrainde 

(persoonlijke) situaties. Alle drie de experimentele groepen presteerden signifi-

cant beter dan de ‘business-as-usual’ groep op taakgeslaagdheid, accuraat taalge-

bruik en interactievaardigheid. Daarnaast vonden wij ook enkele effecten op de 

kwaliteit van de betekenisonderhandeling, en – in mindere mate – op de kwaliteit 

van  compensatie en het oplossen van misverstanden. Verschillen tussen de expe-

rimentele programma’s werden echter niet gevonden. 

Bij deze bevindingen moeten we wel aantekenen dat we de potentiele merites 

van het TI en SI programma mogelijk niet helemaal hebben kunnen vangen. Uit 

de lesverslagen bleek namelijk dat in deze condities de tweede spreektaak en 

bijhorende reflectieopdracht niet altijd uitgevoerd zijn in de les. Dit belemmerde 

een optimale onderlinge vergelijking van de experimentele programma’s. Daarbij 

hebben voorgaande studies laten zien dat effecten van instructie vaak indirect en 

niet meteen zichtbaar zijn. Op het gebied van strategie-instructie zijn effecten 

doorgaans klein en positieve effecten op het strategisch handelen die geobser-

veerd worden in de oefenfase, zijn niet altijd zichtbaar bij de nameting. Mogelijk 

ook waren de strategieën die in het SI programma werden aangeboden zowel op 

cognitief als taalkundig vlak te complex voor de deelnemende leerlingen of was 

de interventie voor leerlingen te kort om strategieën zodanig te internaliseren 

dat ze deze ook gemakkelijk konden inzetten bij de post-test.

Al met al laat deze studie zien dat vmbo-leerlingen profijt kunnen hebben van 

gerichte training van gespreksvaardigheid in hun lesprogramma. Met name het 

afstemmen van de oefencontext op de beoogde gebruikscontext lijkt een groot 

effect te sorteren. 

  

Studie 4: De effecten van instructiefocus en taaktype op affectieve factoren 
van gespreksvaardigheid. 

Affectieve factoren, zoals de bereidheid tot spreken (‘willingness to communicate’ 

of WTC), zelfvertrouwen en spreekplezier spelen een belangrijke rol bij het daad-

werkelijk aangaan van gesprekken in een vreemde taal. In studie 4 onderzochten 
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we daarom welke van onze nieuw ontwikkelde programma’s de ontwikkeling 

van deze affectieve factoren het beste ondersteunt. In eerder onderzoek vonden 

we aanwijzingen dat strategiegerichte instructie een positief effect heeft op zelf-

vertrouwen. Over de impact van vormgerichte instructie was echter niets bekend. 

Naar de effecten van vorm- of strategiegerichte instructie op WTC en spreekple-

zier was nog geen onderzoek gedaan. Ook over de effecten van taaktype was 

weinig bekend, al waren er wel wat aanwijzingen dat betekenisvolle taken een 

positievere invloed hebben dan gesloten taken. Een tweede vraag die in deze 

studie centraal stond, was in hoeverre de ontwikkeling van WTC, zelfvertrouwen 

en spreekplezier geslaagde interacties voorspellen. Hierover was nog geen empi-

risch onderzoek voorhanden. 

De resultaten lieten een significante groei in zelfvertrouwen zien voor leer-

lingen in de Strategiegerichte Interactie (SI) conditie. Vormgerichte instructie 

leidde niet tot significante groei in zelfvertrouwen, noch wanneer dit gecom-

bineerd werd met voorgestructureerde taken (VI conditie), noch wanneer dit 

gecombineerd werd met informatieklooftaken (TI conditie). Het lijkt er dus op dat 

de leerwinst niet zozeer zit in de informatieklooftaak zelf, maar in de combinatie 

met strategie-instructie. 

In alle drie de programma’s nam de bereidheid tot spreken (WTC) wat af. Omdat 

er uit de literatuur nog maar weinig bekend is over het ontwikkelen van WTC, is 

dit resultaat niet eenvoudig te duiden. Het is goed mogelijk dat er een langere 

interventie nodig is om WTC bij leerlingen te ontwikkelen, of dat de ontwikke-

ling van WTC afhangt van de mate van ontwikkeling van zelfvertrouwen. Als dit 

het geval is, dan is het mogelijk dat de positieve effecten op zelfvertrouwen in 

onze studie nog te klein waren om ook WTC in positieve richting te laten ontwik-

kelen. Spreekplezier bleef in alle programma’s onveranderd. Uit de literatuur is 

bekend dat plezier in leren afneemt tussen het 14e en 15e levensjaar en dat de 

mate waarin leerlingen plezier beleven sterk afhangt van de mate van beheersing 

van de vreemde taal. 

Het is dus goed mogelijk dat spreekplezier voor adolescente leerlingen met een 

beperkte taalvaardigheid Engels, zoals zij die deelnamen aan ons onderzoek, een 

relatief stabiele factor is, die zich niet zo eenvoudig door onderwijs laat beïn-

vloeden. In het onderzoek hebben wij getracht het spreekplezier te vergroten 

door de inzet van een specifiek taaktype (informatieklooftaken). Het onder-

zoek vereiste echter dat de lesopzet van elk van de negen experimentele lessen 

identiek was. Hierdoor waren de lessen wellicht wat voorspelbaar en eentonig, 

wat de ontwikkeling van spreekplezier en WTC kan hebben belemmerd.

Spreekplezier en WTC bleken geen voorspellers van taakgeslaagdheid. In eerdere 

studies waren hier dan ook geen aanwijzingen voor gevonden. Zelfvertrouwen, 
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daarentegen, bleek wel een voorspeller van taakgeslaagdheid, maar dan alleen in 

de getrainde (professionele) context. Dit duidt er mogelijk op, dat de effecten van 

instructie niet alleen context-gebonden zijn als het aankomt op de ontwikkeling 

van de gespreksvaardigheid zelf (zie studie 3), maar ook op de ontwikkeling van 

affectieve factoren. Gecombineerd met het feit dat de veelgebruikte lesmethodes 

geen oefening aanbieden in de voor vmbo-leerlingen belangrijke beroepscontext 

(zie studie 1), verklaart dit mogelijk waarom vmbo-leerlingen bij aanvang van hun 

mbo-studie zowel onvoldoende gespreksvaardig, als onvoldoende spreekvrij zijn 

(Jansma & Pennewaard, 2014).

De resultaten van deze studie komen overeen met bevindingen uit eerder 

onderzoek waaruit bleek dat strategie-instructie het zelfvertrouwen van leer-

lingen positief kan beïnvloeden. Deze studie geeft bovendien een eerste indi-

catie dat gespreksvaardigheid tot op zekere hoogte wordt voorspeld door groei 

in zelfvertrouwen.

Suggesties voor verder onderzoek

Op grond van de resultaten van de verschillende studies doen wij in het proef-

schrift een aantal aanbevelingen voor verder onderzoek. Wat betreft de analyse 

van lesmethodes stellen wij dat het door ons ontwikkelde codeerschema toege-

past zou kunnen worden bij de analyses van lesboeken in verschillend (inter)nati-

onale educatieve contexten. Dit zou ons inzicht in de positie van gespreksvaardig-

heidsonderwijs in huidige curricula vergroten, en het zou het codeerschema ook 

verder valideren. 

Aangaande toetsing van gespreksvaardigheid, wijzen wij erop dat de door ons 

ontwikkelde toetsvorm het weliswaar mogelijk heeft gemaakt om het strate-

gisch handelen van leerlingen goed in kaart te brengen, maar dat we slechts een 

beperkt aantal interactiestrategieën konden operationaliseren. Met name de wat 

pro-actievere strategieën, zoals de gesprekspartner vragen om verduidelijking, 

waren in ons toetsformat niet goed te operationaliseren. Dit zou in vervolgonder-

zoek nader kunnen worden uitgediept. 

Daarnaast konden wij in dit kleinschalige onderzoek de spreekprestaties van 

leerlingen wel correleren aan hun prestaties op een woordenschattoets, maar 

niet aan hun prestaties op andere, reeds gevalideerde spreektoetsen. Dit zou 

verdere validering van het meetinstrument echter wel ten goede komen. Verder 

zou in vervolgonderzoek onderzocht kunnen worden of de door ons ontwikkelde 

toetsvorm zich ook goed leent voor leerlingen die actief zijn in andere beroeps-

sectoren, en voor leerlingen met een ander niveau van taalbeheersing.

Met betrekking tot de nieuw ontwikkelde lesprogramma’s doen wij een zestal 
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aanbevelingen waarvan er drie gerelateerd zijn aan belemmeringen in de uitvoer 

van het onderzoek en andere meer conceptueel van aard zijn. 

Allereerst was er in studie 3 sprake van sterk uiteenlopende groepsgroottes, 

te weten 19-25 leerlingen in de ‘business-as-usual’ groepen en 5-8 leerlingen in 

de experimentele groepen. Het uitvoeren van de studie met meer vergelijkbare 

groepsgroottes zou helpen om aan te tonen of de verkregen resultaten onder 

dergelijke omstandigheden behouden blijven.

Ten tweede zijn de experimentele lesprogramma’s uitgevoerd door getrainde 

onderzoeksassistenten. Om een vollediger beeld te krijgen van de potentiele voor-

delen van deze programma’s, zouden ze ook in de dagelijkse lespraktijk moeten 

worden uitgevoerd, dat wil zeggen, uitgevoerd door de reguliere docenten en in 

reguliere klassen. Daarnaast kan ook nagegaan worden of dergelijke program-

ma’s mogelijk het gespreksvaardigheidsonderwijs bij de andere vreemde talen 

kan optimaliseren.

Het derde punt betreft het ontbreken van een voormeting op gespreksvaardig-

heid. Hierdoor was het niet mogelijk om groei in gespreksvaardigheid vast te stellen. 

De beschikbaarheid van dergelijke pre-test scores kan een zinvolle verkenning 

van invloedrijke factoren in de ontwikkeling van gespreksvaardigheid faciliteren, 

waarbij ook mogelijke interactie-effecten tussen de lesprogramma’s en individuele 

verschillen zoals vaardigheidsniveau, affectieve factoren, eerdere spreekervaring, 

woordenschatgrootte en geslacht in kaart gebracht kunnen worden. 

Voorts ontvingen de leerlingen in de verschillende experimentele condities 

tijdens de lessen zeer uiteenlopende feedback over hun spreekprestaties, te 

weten feedback gericht op accuraat taalgebruik enerzijds en taakgeslaagdheid 

anderzijds. De vraag is in hoeverre dit een rol heeft gespeeld in het ontwikkelen 

van het zelfvertrouwen van de leerlingen. In toekomstig onderzoek zou kunnen 

worden bekeken of een overheersende focus op accuratesse het zelfvertrouwen 

van leerlingen negatief beïnvloedt en omgekeerd, of een focus op taakgeslaagd-

heid een positievere bijdrage levert aan de groei in zelfvertrouwen. 

In tegenstelling tot taalkennis, waarop tijdens het hele gesprek een beroep 

wordt gedaan, worden interactiestrategieën alleen ingezet als er tijdens een 

gesprek een communicatief probleem ontstaat. Dit levert automatisch een verschil 

op in de hoeveelheid oefening die leerlingen tijdens een les op deze twee punten 

kunnen krijgen. Het is goed mogelijk dat optimale strategieontwikkeling een 

andere aanpak vereist dan taalontwikkeling. Wellicht moet de tijd die hiervoor 

beschikbaar is anders verdeeld worden. Om dit nader te onderzoeken, zouden de 

effecten van massed practice en distributed practice tegen elkaar afgezet kunnen 

worden. 
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Tot slot zouden in toekomstig onderzoek de interacties tussen leerlingen tijdens 

de les opgenomen kunnen worden. Dit biedt kans om de frequentie en het soort 

strategiegebruik van leerlingen uit de verschillende experimentele groepen 

met elkaar te vergelijken. Om vast te stellen of leerlingen hun strategiegebruik 

aanpassen aan de gebruikscontext, zou het strategiegebruik in professionele en 

persoonlijke taken met elkaar vergeleken kunnen worden. Op deze wijze zou 

een meer gedetailleerd beeld kunnen worden verkregen van de effecten van de 

lesprogramma’s op het strategisch handelen van de leerlingen.

Aanbevelingen voor de onderwijspraktijk

Het proefschrift wordt afgesloten met een aantal aanbevelingen en praktische 

handreikingen voor de onderwijspraktijk. Ten eerste adviseren wij docenten 

en materiaalontwikkelaars het codeerschema te gebruiken om de aangeboden 

training van gespreksvaardigheid in hun bestaande curricula te evalueren. Dit kan 

mogelijk richting geven aan het ontwerpen van instructiemethodieken, curricula 

en aanvullende opdrachten die de gespreksvaardigheidsontwikkeling van leer-

lingen ten goede komt.

Vervolgens raden wij docenten en materiaalontwikkelaars aan om bestaande 

curricula aan te vullen met gecontextualiseerde oefening. Voor vmbo-leerlingen 

biedt dit mogelijk een betere verbinding tussen het ontwikkelen van algemene 

taalvaardigheden waarmee zij in de persoonlijke en publieke gebruikscontext 

uit de voeten kunnen en de beroepsspecifieke taalvaardigheden die zij op het 

mbo en in hun toekomstig werk nodig hebben. Dit vereist niet altijd een grote 

ingreep. Denk bijvoorbeeld aan een alternatieve inzet voor het door veel scholen 

gebruikte Taaldorp, waarin levensechte gesprekssituaties worden gesimuleerd. 

Dergelijke activiteiten kunnen eenvoudig worden aangepast om leerlingen ook 

vanuit de beroepsrol te laten oefenen met spreken. In plaats van de bakker of 

automonteur alleen te bezoeken, kunnen zij de bakker of automonteur bijvoor-

beeld ook spelen. 

Ook adviseren wij docenten te investeren in het ontwikkelen van het zelfver-

trouwen, onder andere door huidige curricula aan te vullen met meer betekenis-

gerichte (informatiekloof)taken, en dit te combineren met strategie-instructie. Dit 

kan bijvoorbeeld door de overzichten van interactiestrategieën die in een aantal 

lesboeken reeds aanwezig zijn onder de aandacht van de leerlingen te brengen, 

strategiegebruik te modelleren, uit te leggen en te oefenen met eenvoudige spel-

vormen zoals raadsels en tekendictees en leerlingen te laten reflecteren op hun 

strategiegebruik.
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Als laatste punt adviseren wij docenten om leerlingen niet alleen een summa-

tieve evaluatie te geven, maar ook een formatieve evaluatie met duidelijke 

feedback op hun spreekprestatie. De lesboeken bieden slechts weinig reflectie- 

en feedback activiteiten, maar met de interactieve spreektaken uit ons onder-

zoek hebben docenten een solide diagnostisch instrument in handen. Daarnaast 

kunnen docenten de taken gebruiken om tot een valide en betrouwbare meting 

te komen van de gespreksvaardigheid van hun leerlingen. 

Tot slot

Wij sluiten dit proefschrift af met de wens dat zowel gespreksvaardigheidsdidac-

tiek als de rol die emotie speelt bij het leren, een duidelijke plaats zal krijgen op de 

onderzoeksagenda. Tevens wensen wij dat dit proefschrift aanleiding zal geven 

tot discussie onder docenten over de weg die zij willen inslaan bij het bieden van 

gespreksvaardigheidsonderwijs dat past bij hun leerlingen. 
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Appendix 1A  Coding scheme for coursebook analyis

Section A · General information

Rater ID

Title

Type General English / ESP

Target CEFR level

Language of instruction

Subdivision (number of 
units; sections within units

TEXTBOOK WORKBOOK

Unit Number: 

Theme / topic:

Central language functions:

Number of learning activities (including tasks): ____

Number of speaking activities (in total): ____

Number of interaction activities: ____

Section B · Inventory

Activity

1 simple learning activity (a) or 
complex task (t)

2 pair- (pw), group- (gw), whole-
class (wc) or teacher-directed 
(td) interaction

3 personal (pe), public (pu),             
occupational (oc), educational 
(ed) domain
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Section C · Analysis 

Activity

Activities 
prior to 
interac-
tion

focuses on language forms 
(grammar, chunks, lexis, pronun-
ciation)

focuses on interactional strategies 
practice (e.g. description activi-
ties)

other, namely…

interaction precedes other activi-
ties

Activity

The 
activity

is introduced with a sample dia-
logue

if yes, the dialogue

models no (n), some (s) or a lot (l) 
of target language forms

is inauthentic (i), somewhat      
authentic (s) or considerably     
authentic (a)

models no (n), some (s) or a lot (l) 
of interactional strategies

if so, the dialogue models com-
pensation (c), meaning nego-
tiation (m), or other-supporting 
strategies (os)

is introduced with reference to 
sample phrases or chunks (yes/no)

contains tips for speaking/inter-
acting, or reference to an over-
view of tips (yes / no). 

If yes, please note down:
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Activity

Before 
inter-
acting 
learners 
perform 

controlled language practice (rep-
etition, drill, listen/read informa-
tion or sample dialogue (aloud), 
act out).

guided language practice (trans-
lation, lexical or grammatical 
gap-fill, putting words/chunks/
sentences in the correct order, 
formulate questions / brief re-
sponses).

free language preparation (e.g. 
writing down key words / sen-
tences).

guided content preparation (e.g. 
reading coursebook-generated 
content points)

free content preparation (e.g. un-
derstanding or ranking informa-
tion points, deciding what own 
message is going to be).

interactional strategies practice 
(e.g. description activities).

other, namely…

interaction is not explicitly preced-
ed by preparation of any kind.
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Activity

While 
inter-
acting 
learners 
perform

reproduce speech (repetition, 
drill, read or act out previously 
completed dialogues).

produce coursebook-provided 
speech (e.g. on-the-spot transla-
tion of previously taught lan-
guage).

produce (largely) unprepared 
speech (e.g. key words); course-
book-generated message content 
( ‘say that…’)

produce unprepared speech; 
learner-generated message con-
tent.

it is unclear whether speech is 
prepared beforehand.

know from the onset what their 
speech partners’ message will be.

do not know beforehand what 
their speech partners’ message 
might be.

it is unclear whether messages 
are known beforehand.

focus on accurate language use.

focus on achieving a communica-
tive goal.

focus on using interactional strat-
egies.

other, namely…

it is unclear what learners are 
focused on during interaction.

engage in limited / mechanical 
discourse (e.g. few turns, short 
contributions, cognitively unchal-
lenging).

engage in extended / meaningful 
discourse (e.g. many turns, long 
contributions, cognitively chal-
lenging).
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Activity

After 
inter-
acting 
learners 
perform

reflect / receive feedback on 
the learning process (e.g. task 
completion).

reflect / receive feedback on their 
accurate use of language.

reflect / receive feedback on their 
achievement of communicative / 
interactional goals.

reflect / receive feedback on their 
use of interaction strategies.

it is unclear what learners are 
reflecting on

receive additional language in-
struction / practice.

receive additional strategies in-
struction / practice.

other, namely...

switch roles (unimproved task 
repetition)

switching roles means speakers 
know beforehand what the part-
ner’s message will be

carry out the same or similar task 
(improved task repetition).

other, namely…

no after-interaction activities of 
any kind are included.
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Appendix 1B  

a) Interaction strategies presented in Stepping Stones

Having a conversation

If you don’t understand the other person, you can:

again? I don’t know what that means) 

-
scribe it? / Can you give an example?)

If you don’t know a word, you can:

thermos).
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b) Speaking tips presented in All Right!

1.  The manner in which you say something helps the other person to understand you 
better. For example, if you are happy to receive an invitation, the other should be able 
to notice this by your tone and facial expression. 

2. Always speak calmly and clearly. This helps the other person understand you.

3.  The interaction runs more smoothly if you repeat the other person’s words. For ex-
ample, if someone asks you ’What time does the next bus leave?’, you start with ‘The 
next bus leaves...

4.  Don’t make things difficult for yourself. Mainly use short sentences and words you 
know. This way, you feel more secure when you are speaking. 

5. Let the other person finish before you speak, otherwise you come across as rude.

6.  Listen to each other’s pronunciation. Do you hear a mistake? Correct each other, 
because you will learn from that. 
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Appendix 2A  

Instruction task (1) ‘Key Card’

Task input sheet

The hotel where you work as a receptionist no longer works with keys, but with so-

work. 

Can you explain to the guest how they can open their door, using the key card?

©MeikeMullerVisualiser
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Appendix 2B

Advice task (3)  ‘Hotel Room’

Task input sheet

Something has gone wrong with Mr / Mrs. Jones’ reservation: your colleague has 
booked a single room, instead of a double room. Only two rooms are still available but 
these differ greatly. Mr / Mrs. Jones will have to make a choice. 

Can you explain the difference(s) between these two rooms and provide your guest with 
fitting advice?
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Appendix 2C

Sales task (5)  ‘Board Games’

Task input sheet

You are working in the hotel gift shop today. One of your guests has come in to choose 
a present for their cousin Jada. This guest seems to be interested in two board games. 

You don’t have a permanent contract yet, so you want to show your boss that you are 

Which game do you think your guest should buy? Inform them of the differences be-
tween the games, and persuade them to buy this game from you.
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Appendix 2D Rating scales

Scale 1: overall impression of language accuracy

On a scale of 1-5, indicate the extent to which the candidate expresses himself in 

lexically and grammatically correct English, and can be understood:

1 = barely speaks English / speaks more Dutch than English.

3 =  frequently makes mistakes in sentence construction and / or lexical choice, but 

this does not seriously impede comprehensibility. 

5 =  correct sentence structure and lexical choice. Can be understood easily. 

Scale 2: overall impression interactional ability

On a scale of 1-5, indicate the extent to which the candidate manages to convey 

his message, and to overcome potential communication problems:

1 =  is barely able to convey the message. Cannot solve (mutual) communication 

problems independently in English. 

3 =  the message is not always clear or complete, but attempts to solve (mutual) 

communication problems in English. 

5 =  the message is conveyed clearly. Communication problems do not / hardly 

occur.  

Scale 3: Analytic assessment of each marked contribution

On a scale of 1-5, indicate the extent to which the candidate provides an adequate 

response during each marked contribution: 

1 = no or predominantly Dutch contribution; very weak / inappropriate 

2 =  weak / inappropriate

3 = reasonable

4 = strong

5 =  very strong
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Appendix 2E  Interlocutor script 

Advice task (3) ‘Hotel Room’

ALTERNATIVE ROUTE INTERLOCUTOR EXPECTED            
RESPONSE

STRATEGY

(1)  Good morning / 
afternoon.

Greets and offers 
help

 

(2)  I was told I need 
to make a choice 
between these two 
hotel rooms, is that 
right?

Expresses agreement  

(3) If characteristics are 
given, or questions 
are asked, steer back 
to description

Then I need to know 
more about them. 
Can you first tell 
me a little bit about 
what the rooms look 
like?

Describes rooms  

(4)  Aha, thank you. So, 
tell me, on what 
points do these 
rooms differ?

Compares rooms 
(differences)

 

(5)  OK. I thought the 
Red Room looked 
nice. But how is that 
room kept warm?

Explains radiator Compensation

(6)  Sorry. What is used 
to heat up the 
room?

Clarifies radiator Clarification

(7) Does not seem to 
understand, but 
does not ask-> 
continue with next 
question 

Candidate responds 
with ‘Yes’:->ask “In 
both rooms?  Then 
continue with next 
question.

Thanks, I have an-
other question. My 
nephew will come 
and visit me for the 
day. Will you have a 
cot* for me?

* a small baby bed

Asks for clarification 
or answers question

Meaning negotiation

(8)  Let’s see. I do want 
to make use of wifi 
during my stay. Did 
you say that this 
is possible in both 
rooms?

Compares rooms 
on wifi

 

(9)  OK, so if I want the 
Red Room, I need to 
pay extra for wifi?

Corrects: wifi is free 
in the Red Room

Corrects misinterpre-
tation
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ALTERNATIVE ROUTE INTERLOCUTOR EXPECTED            
RESPONSE

STRATEGY

(10) Gives uninformed 
advice -> Continue 
with “ Well, the 
thing is…”

Alright. Just trying 
to figure out  what 
would be the best 
choice for me. Can 
you advise me?

Asks for relevant 
information

(11) Well, the thing is,     
I only have a limited 
budget, but I do 
need to make use of 
wifi. I’m a very light 
sleeper, so I’d prefer 
a quiet room, if at all 
possible.

Gives partially in-
formed advice or 
asks for more infor-
mation. 

In case of latter:

Interlocutor provides 
information request-
ed only

180 is the limit I 
had in mind

room

whether we sleep 
in a single bed or a 
double bed

important

  Gives informed 
advice

 

(12)
-> Continue to final 
contribution.

And why do you 
think this is the best 
option for me?

Justifies (balancing 
at least cost, wifi 
and need for silence)

 

(13)  Thank you very 
much for your ad-
vice. 

Closes conversation  
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Appendix 3A Example of a speech task from a standard 
curriculum

From: New Interface (Orange Label)
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Appendix 3B Example of a pre-scripted speech task (Sales)      

Hello there. Are you being served?

Not yet, no. I was thinking of buying a jigsaw for my daughter, but I 
can’t decide whether I should get this 2D of Holland, or the 3D 
Windmill. 

Number of pieces
Well, the 3D Windmill has ____________ more pieces than the 2D. 
Ease
But it’s not an easy jigsaw. In fact, the 3D jigsaw is __________________ than 
the 2D of Holland. 
Age
This shows that the 3D Windmill is meant for ________________ children 
than the 2D of Holland. In fact, it’s a 12+ jigsaw. 

She’s twelve, that’s no problem. The Windmill sounds lovely. But is 
it not terribly expensive?

Good choice
That is definitely _______________ choice you could make!

Would you like me to wrap the present for you?

Yes, please. Thanks very much.

Yes, it’s a little more expensive.
Beautiful
But when it’s made, it’s _____________________ beautiful souvenir of Holland. 
Interesting
And with so many pieces, it’s _________________ interesting!

Yes, I guess you’re right. It would be a much better gift for her. 
OK, I’ll take the Windmill.

No problem. I’m glad I could help. 

2D 3D

Pieces 150 260

Ease

Age 6+ 12+
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Appendix 3C.1 Example of an information gap task 

  Speech Card RECEPTIONIST 

 
 
Jij speelt straks de rol van receptionist. 
 

Een van jouw gasten wil graag een puzzel kopen voor zijn / haar nichtje. Jullie hebben net 

3D puzzels binnen gekregen. Daarmee kan je een bouwwerk kan maken waar je mee kunt 

blijven spelen. Deze wil je graag onder de aandacht brengen! Vergelijk de twee puzzels, en 

overtuig de klant om de 3D Windmill bij je te kopen.  

 

 Zorg eerst dat je zelf de informatie over de puzzels weet. 

Kijk hiervoor goed naar het plaatje op de volgende bladzijde.  

 

 Controleer nu of je alle informatie snapt. 

Omcirkel hieronder het goede antwoord en vul de zinnen aan.  

 

 
 Je bent nu klaar om de spreekopdracht uit te voeren.  

Checklist 

 The 2D jigsaw has far more / far fewer pieces than the 3D Windmill. 
 

 Completing the 3D Windmill is a fair bit more / less difficult than completing the 2D jigsaw. 
  

 The 2D jigsaw is suitable for much younger / older children than the 3D Windmill. 
 

 The 2D jigsaw helps you learn a great deal more / less about The Netherlands. 
 

 Some parts of the 3D Windmill can / cannot move when the wind is right.  
 

 The 3D Windmill is a good deal more / less expensive than the 2D jigsaw.   
    A good reason to buy it is …………………………………………………………................ 
    …………………………………………………………………………………………………... 
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Appendix 3C.2 
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Appendix 3C.3

 

Speech Card GUEST 

 
Jij speelt straks de rol van gast.  
 

Je nichtje van 8 is gek op puzzelen. Ze is er ook erg goed in! Je wilt graag een mooi cadeau 

voor haar meenemen. Je ziet dat in de hotelwinkel puzzels liggen. Je wilt kijken of er iets 

geschikts bij zit voor je nichtje.  

Lees eerst de onderstaande informatie goed door. 

 

WISHLIST  
 

 a challenging jigsaw [djik-soh] 
 a jigsaw that your daughter can learn from 
 you really don’t want to spend too much money 
 …………………………………………………………………………. 

 
You want to know 
 

 exactly which part of the 3D Windmill can actually move! 
 

 
 

 Beantwoord dan de onderstaande vraag 
 

Stel je voor dat jij degene bent die op zoek is naar dit cadeautje.  

Welk van de twee onderstaande punten zou je dan toevoegen aan je wensenlijst?? 

 

� You want your niece to have fun while she makes the jigsaw, but also after it’s   

   completed. 

� You want the jigsaw to be just right for her age.   

Voeg jouw keuze toe aan het wensenlijstje.  

 
 Je bent nu klaar om de spreekopdracht uit te voeren. Je kan de volgende startzin 

gebruiken: 
 
 
 

“Hello. My niece is very fond of jigsaws. Would you have something nice 
in store for her?” 
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Appendix 4 Experience scale

mee 
oneens

mee 
oneens

mee 
eens

mee 
eens

Ik heb veel ervaring met Engels spreken.
O O O O O

tweetallen. 
O O O O O

docent.
O O O O O

vrienden.
O O O O O

-
spreksvaardigheid.

O O O O O

met volwassenen.
O O O O O
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Appendix 5A Willingness to Communicate scale

mee 
oneens

mee 
oneens

mee 
eens

mee 
eens

Ik vind het leuk om buiten school Engels 
te spreken met een volwassene.

O O O O O

-
ken, dan pak ik die.

O O O O O

graag in het Engels antwoord.
O O O O O

-
genoten iets in het Engels te zeggen.

O O O O O

Als een toerist in het Engels een vraag 
stelt, geef ik graag antwoord. 

O O O O O

Ik begin op vakantie graag een ge-
O O O O O
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Appendix 5B Self-confidence scale

mee 
oneens

mee 
oneens

mee 
eens

mee 
eens

Als ik Engels spreek met een klasgenoot, 
ben ik bang om fouten te maken.

O O O O O

Ik spreek goed Engels.
O O O O O

Ik vind het vervelend om fouten te 

spreek. 
O O O O O

-
kaar Engels te spreken.

O O O O O

leeftijdsgenoten, ben ik bang om fouten 
te maken.

O O O O O

Als ik Engels spreek, voel ik me zeker 
O O O O O

volwassenen, ben ik bang om fouten te 
maken.

O O O O O

Ik word zenuwachtig zodra ik met ie-
mand Engels moet spreken.

O O O O O

-
genoot.

O O O O O

moet spreken met een volwassene, 
maakt me nerveus. 

O O O O O

uitlachen als ik Engels spreek.
O O O O O

docent, word ik zenuwachtig.
O O O O O
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Appendix 5C Enjoyment scale

mee 
oneens

mee 
oneens

mee 
eens

mee 
eens

Ik vind Engels spreken leuk. 
O O O O O

-
O O O O O

Ik vind het leuk om buiten school Engels 
O O O O O

Ik vind het leuk om Engels te spreken 
O O O O O

Ik vind het leuk om buiten school Engels 
te spreken met een volwassene.

O O O O O
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I'm afraid that
was too fast 
for me.

Could you speak 
more slowly, 
please?
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