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This paper presents the results of how four 
dyads in an online task-based synchronous 
computer-mediated (tb-scmc) interaction 
event use their agency to carry out speaking 
tasks, and how their choices and actions affect 
time spent interacting in the target language. 
A case study approach was employed to anal-
yse the language functions and cognitive and 
social processing that occurred in audio record-
ings of spoken interaction between four dyads, 
alongside other indicators of pre-task behav-
iour, triangulated with results from learner 
questionnaires. The study revealed that whilst 
all cases engaged in overt spoken interaction, 
some cases also avoided the designed task and 
engaged in covert pre-task planning. Learners’ 
ability to reconfigure 1) the time mode of the 
task design; 2) the ways in which technologi-
cal tools were used and 3) language choice, 
all impacted on their time spent interacting 
in the target language. The findings highlight 
tensions between learners’ choices across the 
three dimensions that they had reconfigured, 
raising questions as to how to support time 
in synchronous interaction in the target lan-
guage whilst supporting learners’ agency. The 
implications are presented and discussed.
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1. Introduction

Increasing global access to and wide-
spread use of Information Communication 
Technologies means that new tools to facil-
itate synchronous spoken interaction are 
emerging. This in turn implies potentially 
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new and diverse opportunities for learners to exercise agency whilst practicing their speak-
ing skills. Although the actual impact of practising speaking skills via synchronous com-
puter-mediated communication (henceforth voice-based scmc) has not yet been sufficiently 
examined, oral scmc still provides excellent opportunities for students to practise their 
English with flexibility of time and place (Yang & Chang, 2008). Having enough opportuni-
ties and time to practice speaking is not only a concern for teachers and designers (Appel, 
Robbins, Moré & Mullen, 2012; Hampel & Hauck, 2004; O’Dowd, 2000 & Wang, 2006) 
but also learners (Hurd, 2007). Students can be concerned with developing fluency, hav-
ing enough practice and finding opportunities to talk to others (Hurd, 2007). Therefore, 
maximising opportunities for speaking practice is not only an important goal from these 
perspectives but it is also deemed that language is best learned and taught through interac-
tion, which in turn contributes to language gains (de la Colina & Garcia Mayo, 2007; Gass 
& Mackey, 2006). Specifically, rapid real-time interaction, which is necessary to develop 
fluency, can be facilitated through spontaneous synchronous tasks. Not only can tasks be 
designed to allow for maximum speaking time for students (Stickler, Batstone, Duensing 
& Heins, 2005) but advances in Voice over Internet Protocol (VoiP) and related tools such 
as Skype boost the possibilities to facilitate synchronous peer-to-peer spoken interaction 
in the target language (henceforth tl). Although ’sufficient practice’ can be understood as 
the number of opportunities to speak on offer during a language learning course, it can 
also mean length of time interacting.

Despite the pedagogical and technological factors that contribute to the task design 
to support spontaneous synchronous tasks, learners may make and act on choices that 
may not run in accordance with this goal. Learners may exercise agency in ways that do 
not necessarily optimise opportunities for spoken interaction in the tl, and which appear 
contrary to their own desire to practice as part of their (assumed) goal of learning a lan-
guage. The problem therefore is that although the exercising of agency may have inherent 
value (Schwartz & Okita, 2009) based on the belief that learners are agents who “play a 
defining role in shaping qualities of their learning” (Dewaele, 2009, p. 638), learners may 
use agency in ways that may not make optimal use of the opportunities to interact orally 
with others in the tl.

This study attempts to explore how students exercise agency in two online tasks and 
how this affects time spent interacting in the tl. It describes a task-based scmc event 
for spoken interaction and the choices learners make in relation to the ‘task-as-workplan’ 
(Breen, 1987) or task (design) expectations for synchronous, spontaneous interaction. Some 
learners’ choices result in a reconfiguration of task dimensions that run contrary to task-
as-workplan. These are: 1) language choice of either first language (l1) and/or the tl; 2) 
choices relating to technological tools and 3) choices relating to time mode (i.e. synchro-
nous and/or asynchronous). Specifically, we are interested in learners’ choices and actions 
in relation to each dimension and how they intersect. Because the interaction time in the 
tl is important for teachers, designers and learners, we also focus on how these three 
dimensions affect this task outcome.
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2. Theoretical Framework                          

2.1 Learner agency, speech and task-based learning

There is a plethora of definitions regarding learner agency. Martin’s (2004) definition as 
“the capability of individual human beings to make choices and act on these choices in a 
way that makes a difference in their lives” (p. 135) is used here over the more common 

“socioculturally mediated capacity to act” (Ahearn, 2001, p. 112). Although many agree that 
an individual’s capacity to act is socioculturally, contextually and interpersonally mediated 
(Mercer, 2011), Martin’s definition allows for a focus on agency as intentional behaviour 
during task processes. It goes beyond the conceptualisation of agency as a capacity to being 
a property of the individual. Agency is a fundamental construct in understanding learning 
processes and learner identities (Miller, 2012), and many perspectives agree that language 
plays a central role in current thought on agency. At the level of speech, language can be 
used as an action or process (Swain, 2006) alongside which, learners can use their motor 
and sensory systems in order to carry out agentic actions (Bandura, 1999). In online tasks, 
this may mean using language for problem solving or responding to textual instructions, 
as well as physically navigating through a task for task completion. 

Regarding tasks, Breen (1987) highlighted differences between ‘task-as-workplan’ (con-
cerned with expectations and intentions of task design) and ‘task-in-process’ (what learners 
actually do). Conceptualising pedagogical tasks in these two ways helps to highlight “the 
notion that learners, as active agents in learning processes, can modify activities according 
to their own intentions – modifications which may or may not be in direct accordance with 
the initial intentions of that ‘task-as-workplan’” (Dooly, 2011, p. 72). Task design intentions 
and the expectations arising from them can also be conceptualised as ‘lines of desire’, an 
arquitectural term that Lukin and Du Boulay (2003) apply to technology-use to highlight 
the path or trajectories that people make but which are often shortcuts that ignore the 
given route.

2.2 Language choice and language avoidance as choice

Sociocultural perspectives of language learning have suggested that students learning a 
new language can use their l1 to serve a variety of functions, which can ultimately support 
learning processes and outcomes. This can include task management (Macaro, 1997), scaf-
folding while working on a task (Kötter, 2003), identity negotiation (Myers Scotton, 1983), 
discussing unknown language words (Knight, 1996) and social interaction (Tarone & Swain, 
1995). Language choice and control of language use, including codeswitching between lan-
guages, can be understood as a naturally occurring expression of learner agency (Garcia, 
2009) forming part of students’ multilingual repertoire for different or identical practices. 
Some research indicates that multilingual practices can contribute to the eventual construc-
tion of a final monolingual output (Dooly, 2011) scaffolding cognitive and communicative 
activities which eventually allow speakers to participate in monolingual activities at the 
end of the process (Borràs, Canals, Dooly, Moore, & Nussbaum, 2009). Some researchers 
have found that multilingual language learners working towards monolingual task accom-
plishment tend to shift between different types (or stages) of l1 and target language use 
(Borràs et al., 2009; Masats, Nussbaum, & Unamuno, 2007). Their codeswitching allows 
them to overcome communicative obstacles, facilitating a final stage where the learner can 
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maximise the use of the tl (Dooly, 2011). A learner’s plurilingual repertoire can be under-
stood as “resources for practicing agency, that is, the right to make and to enact their own 
linguistic choices, in goal-orientated and context-embedded situations” (Vitanova, Miller, 
Gao & Deters, 2014, p. 8). Through language use multilingual subjects can exercise agency 
(Kramsch, 2009). 

Reasons cited for learners choosing to use the l1 as outlined above may fall within what 
Schwartz and Okita (2009) call “causal-focused and rights-focused applications of agency” 
(p. 7). Whereas the former is concerned with what conditions foster learning, the latter is 
concerned with protecting or enabling people’s access to a particular form or expression 
of learning.

Other research that is concerned with the conditions that foster learning includes stud-
ies that conceptualises language choice as an avoidance strategy. For example, in Musk’s 
(2014) research on learners’ language choices and use of Google translation tool he found 
that learners made incremental choices that avoided the tl (or favoured the l1) during 
computer-assisted project work: learners acted upon their language preference, opting to 
read in their l1. He also noted that learners tended to be product-oriented, drawing on their 
previous experience to get the job done quickly and efficiently, including their experience 
of and familiarity with the technological tools. He proposed that different learners rely 
more on their need or choice to translate and use translation tools because of differences 
in confidence and reading proficiency in the tl. Musk (2014) suggests that the study of 
language choice may have been impacted by Tarone’s (1978) study, which groups language 
switching not as an avoidance strategy but rather as a subcategory of conscious language 
transfer: the conscious judgement that something in the native language – most typically 

– and something in the tl are similar, if not actually the same (Odlin, 1989). 
We now present other studies that involve factors relating to choice and avoidance. This 

is in order to extend the literature review to include studies that are also concerned with 
what conditions foster learning. 

2.3 Avoidance, spoken interaction and off-screen behaviours

Learner avoidance of interacting in the tl is commonly studied as a communication strat-
egy during spoken interaction as learners avoid syntactic or lexical items, and topics and 
concepts that pose language difficulties or pronunciation issues (from Tarone’s framework, 
1981) including in scmc oral tasks (e.g. Kim, 2014). Within studies of avoidance as a com-
munication strategy, Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope (1986) suggested a relationship between 
unwillingness to interact verbally and Foreign Language Anxiety. Research suggests that 
this tendency is influenced by factors such as personality traits or overall unwillingness to 
communicate (Levine, 2003). The current study, however, focuses on avoidance of carrying 
out the ‘task-as-workplan’ because this provides us with a more complete understanding 
of avoidance in online tasks.

Avoidance and tool use were noted by Appel, Robbins, Moré and Mullen (2012), who 
explored how different interface versions affected spoken interaction tasks designed for 
spontaneous, synchronous interaction. They found that over 60% of the learners had looked 
at the materials and prepared beforehand, therefore avoiding the synchronous mode of 
the task. Students reported being more nervous when working with the interface ver-
sion (Tandem tool), which required “a degree of improvisation and spontaneity which put 
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additional pressure on the students” (Appel, Robbins, Moré & Mullen, 2012, p. 18), over 
another interface version, which allowed preparation. 

No other specific studies of avoidance of oral cmc tasks were identified in the research 
literature. However, there are a number of studies of off-screen and out-of-class behav-
iours, which are complementary in the sense that they give insight into learner processes. 
Studies of learners’ off-screen behaviours with cmc largely fall into two groups (Suzuki, 
2013): online contexts where learners are in dyads with other learners and native speakers 
of the tl (González-Lloret, 2011; Tudini, 2010), or in their physical environment (Kitade, 
2008; Leahy, 2004). In the latter group, Suzuki (2013) studied one learner in front of the 
computer during a teacher-led synchronous Japanese class mediated by audio-based confer-
encing software, where class participants’ behaviour in their physical environments were 
not observable to others. Results revealed that the learner gained significant affordances 
from the online/off-screen course format, allowing her to create her own learning oppor-
tunities including actively taking private turns in her physical environment without being 
heard by others. 

Hafner, Li and Miller (2015) studied university learners’ non-online out-of-class behav-
iours in an English course project work. They found that students’ computer-mediated 
interactions (Facebook, WhatsApp and email) were plurilingual, with students drawing 
on English, Chinese and mixed code to different extents. Different languages were used 
strategically: whereas l2 was used more in the construction of the final project product, l1 
was used more to promote group cohesion.   

Hampel and Stickler (2012) also noted off-task conversations between students in a 
videoconferencing session which they stated usually occurred in the mode other than the 
one the teacher was using. 

Other factors related to language avoidance pertain to learner attitudes and beliefs 
about l1 use in the classroom. Learners’ attitudes can affect the extent and function of 
own-language use in the classroom and its potential contribution to learning (Hall & Cook, 
2012). Beginner university learners were found to prefer l1 use for classroom management 
and suggested that its use reduces anxiety confirming a positive affective role that l1 use 
can play (Rolin-Ianziti & Varshney, 2008).

2.4 Interaction time, time mode preference and planning time for tasks

Interaction has long been acknowledged as one of the most influential factors contributing 
to language learning (Boonsue, Jansem & Srinaowaratt, 2015). Although many studies on 
scmc have focused on the number of turns taken as an indicator of the amount of inter-
action taking place (Blake, 2005; Jepson, 2005), other researchers have used the amount of 
time in interaction as a measure of user engagement in the tl (Stickler, Batstone, Duensing 
& Heins, 2005). Interaction time has been considered by various researchers, (although not 
using this exact term), in relation to the tension between time spent in the l1 or the tl. 
Whilst some argue that there is a case for using the l1 in the classroom as learners change 
languages and l1 use can be very time-efficient in certain situations (Üstünel & Seedhouse, 
2005) others argue that speaking in the tl in the classroom should occur as much as 
possible (Moeller & Roberts, 2013). Levine (2011) proposes that a plurilingual pedagogy, 
including the positive use of l1 as a language choice, would increase the total interaction 
time in the tl. He proposes that while the absolute ratio of tl to l1 communication might 
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decrease, the absolute amount of time spent communicating in the tl would increase 
because students would talk more.

Apart from the issue regarding learners’ l1 use in the language classroom, time interact-
ing in the tl is an important goal in scmc contexts from learners’ (Hurd, 2007), teachers’ 
and designers’ perspectives (Appel, Robbins, Moré & Mullen, 2012; Hampel & Hauck, 2004; 
O’Dowd, 2000; Wang, 2006). 

Regarding time mode, scmc is not flexible (Levy & Stockwell, 2006) since learners 
engage in ‘live’ communication with partners, so they must schedule specific times for study. 
Some researchers consider scmc or asynchronous (acmc) time modes as being learner 
preferences or learning styles (Benbunan-Fich & Hiltz, 2003; Wang, Wang, Wang & Huang, 
2006). These are behaviours related to the psychological, cognitive, and affective domains 
of interaction within learning environments, which also involve learners’ preferred ways 
to receive, process, and recall information during instruction (Aragon, Johnson & Shaik, 
2002). Shahabadi and Uplane (2014) found distinct differences in learning styles between 
learners in different time modes. 

The off-screen or private talk (Suzuki, 2013) that learners engage in during online inter-
action can also be understood in terms of planning time and learner performance in the tl. 
Types of task planning are differentiated based on when planning occurs namely pre-task 
planning and online planning (Ellis, 2005). The planning pertinent to this current study is 
pre-task planning which can be ‘strategic planning time’ (i.e. deliberation of content and 
code) or ‘rehearsal time’ (i.e. a practice run through of the task), both of which can occur 
prior to task performance (Ortega 1999; Ellis 2005). Planning allows learners to attend 
to language as form and studying planning gives an insight into what learners attend 
to, and what effect it has on the way they use language (Ellis, 2005). Although research 
suggests that planning affects ways in which learners perform a task, there is very little 
research about what learners actually do when they plan (Ellis, 2005). Batstone (2005) 
takes a sociocognitive view of planning highlighting that learners can approach tasks in 
two ways:  requiring economical and efficient communication or providing opportunities 
for engaging in learning activities. Furthermore, with respect to agency and planning, 
Batstone suggests that some language learners are more ‘face sensitive’ (Batstone, 2005; 
Aston, 1986) than others and “exploit principles of clarity/economy to the hilt out of a 
concern with self-protection rather more than with self-expression” (Batstone, 2005, p. 
288). Ellis (2005) suggests that the context of tasks also shapes how learners plan for and 
perform tasks such as testing conditions. 

With regard to pre-task planning, studies have largely demonstrated a benefit for com-
plexity (the use of more advanced or more diverse tl features), accuracy (the avoidance of 
error during production) and fluency (real-time rapid language production), with studies 
of accuracy being less consistent (Sauro & Smith, 2010). In spontaneous synchronous spo-
ken interaction tasks, the affordance lies in offering opportunities to develop fluency, or a 
learner’s capacity to mobilize his or her system to communicate in real time. However, some 
studies have highlighted learners’ perceived deficiencies in modalities resulting in anxiety 
about speaking with synchronous video or audio tools, which give learners little time to 
rehearse their statements and which can thus create anxiety (Hampel & Stickler, 2012).
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3. Purpose of the study 

The aim of this study is to explore the relationship between agency and avoidance by focus-
ing on three dimensions of learner choices relating to technological tools, time mode and 
language use. We aim to understand why some learners may have chosen to avoid the 
synchronous spoken interaction tasks, which we understand was a form of planning and 
as a way for learners to exercise their agency. We aim to give some insight for future design 
for synchronous spoken interaction tasks, and into how online learners may be scaffolded 
better. The research questions are:
1.	 How do learners exercise their agency in a synchronous online spoken interaction event 

in relation to choice and control of a) technological task features; b) language used; c) 
time modality?

2.	 How do the choices intersect?
3.	 What effect do the choices have on time spent in the tl?

4. Methodology

Participants

The participants were students in an English as a Foreign Language (efl) class as part of 
their degree programme at a fully virtual university. The learners were in a B2.1 level (lower 
intermediate) group. Eight adult students, three male and five female, aged between 26–55 
years old were engaged in a virtual synchronous peer-to-peer speaking task. Students were 
bilingual (Catalan and Spanish) with English as an additional language. 

Materials

Learners were asked to complete two previously unseen tasks. They had the same text-based 
instructions and photo for partners A and B, as well as the means to navigate. Each dyad 
had to collaborate to complete two out of four tasks on the topic of ‘travelling’. The first 
was an information gap task (spot-the-difference) and the second was an opinion sharing 
task. Learners had four differences to find. The second task used the same photo as the 
first, accompanied by an open question: What kind of activities can people do in a holiday 
destination like this? General instructions and guidelines were available to students as 
online documents but some instructions were also offered in text form on the interface 
screen hosting the task. Tasks were compulsory course assignments and there was no time 
limitation for tasks. 

Design

The study adopted an exploratory case study approach where students form four dyads. Case 
studies in language learning facilitate an understanding of learners’ issues, experiences, 
developmental pathways, insights, or performance within a particular linguistic, educa-
tional or social context (Duff, 2014).  The dyads came from a data set from a previous study 
by Appel, Robbins, Moré, and Mullen (2012) that explored the effect of different interfaces 
within a technological tool in which the results from a learner questionnaire indicated that 
some learners had scripted or pre-prepared their spoken interaction beforehand. Therefore, 
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a purposive sampling approach was used to further explore this phenomenon and its effect 
on spoken interaction. Cases that showed evidence of engaging in spontaneous speech (e.g. 
interuptions, shorter turns) and those that did not (e.g. longer stretches of speech without 
interruption or overlap and far fewer turns) were included in the sample. 

Procedure

Recordings of peer-to-peer spoken interaction was captured using a plug-in for Skype, a free 
video and audio conferencing tool, and started from the start of the first task until the end 
of the second resulting in approximately 23 minutes of data. Recordings were transcribed 
and converted to a text document. The transcriptions were then coded using the analytical 
framework of peer group interaction developed by Kumpulainen and Muntanen (1999). 
This supported a microanalysis of evolving peer interactions, focusing on three analytical 
dimensions: the functions of verbal interaction, cognitive processing and social process-
ing. The functions of verbal interaction supported analysis of what learners are doing with 
language using codes such as Informative, Expositional, and Organisational. The analysis 
of cognitive and social processing focused on interactive dynamics as they occurred across 
the participants. The cognitive processing focused on ways in which students approached 
and processed learning tasks, highlighting working strategies, situating positions towards 
knowledge and learning and towards themselves as problem solvers using exploratory or 
procedural speech, for example. The social processing characterised the social relationship 
and types of participation in peer groups, such as collaborative and individualistic. 

5. Results and Discussion

In order to understand the results and analysis, first we present a descriptive summary of 
two different general trajectories taken by the four cases outlined in Table 1 below, which 
highlights how learners used their agency to follow ‘task-as-workplan’ (Breen, 1987) or form 
their own workplan, trajectory or ‘line of desire’ (Lukin & Du Boulay, 2003). 

The descriptions of the two main trajectories were based on the results from learner 
questionnaires where some learners indicated they had pre-prepared or scripted their inter-
action. The coding process of the cognitive dimension revealed that the code ‘exploratory 
talk’ was absent in the transcripts of cases 2, 3 and 4, yet learners would have needed to use 
exploratory talk to find the differences. The coding process also revealed that in cases 2, 3 
and 4, turns for negotiation for organisational purposes were largely absent compared to 
case 1, who made a number of negotiated turns for organizational purposes. This confirmed 
that organization had already taken place for cases 2, 3 and 4 before the recordings. Cases 2, 
3 and 4 also used the uncommon word “awnings” in their talk, indicating they had looked 
up the word meaning. In contrast, Case 1 used circumlocution to express their intended 
meaning when they did not know the lexical item as can be seen in example 2 below. 

Other indicators and qualitative differences, noted in the interactions, were also evident 
in the transcripts, which we will subsequently demonstrate. These indicators were deemed 
sufficient evidence that covert planning for cases 2, 3 and 4 had taken place and that case 
1 had engaged directly in overt synchronous interaction.

Indicators included the complete absence of the l1 in the transcripts of cases 2, 3 and 4, 
but which is present in the transcript of case 1 as can be seen in the examples below. The 
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presence of the l1 (as in case 1) is to be expected in the interaction of bilinguals (Macaro, 
2006) at an intermediate level, with whom learners share the same l1.

Example 1 from Case 1: Spot-the-difference task

M: ¿Pues empezamos en inglés?    [translation: Shall we start in English?]

H: OK. I’m ready to start in English

M: OK. Me too.

H: Um er... Who a start? You or me?

M: You can start if you want.

Example 2 from Case 1: Spot-the-difference task

M: …then at the bottom of the building I can see ...mmm... I’m sure it’s not called 
umbrella, but you know that part to make the entrance of stores or something darker?

H: Yes.

Example 3 from Case 2: Spot-the-difference task

L: I see on my picture that there are some window shops with some green awnings 
about these windows...

N: Er, in my picture the awnings are red so it must be the third difference.

Vocalised forms of private speech were also absent, which can also be expected in con-
versations intermediate level learners as an aid in the mastery of task-related difficulties 
(McCafferty, 1994). In case 1 private speech occurred when one learner was mumbling the 
written instructions to himself as shown in example 4 below, before entering into interac-
tion with his partner.

Example 4 from Case 1: Spot-the-difference task

M: OK… (mumbles reading the instructions) you can see the same picture. There are 
four differences. Then I don’t know, er, I think this is a tube station, er, because of the 
signs, er, on the corner of the building…

Expressions of task difficulty were also absent in cases 2, 3 and 4, but present in case 1 as 
shown in example 5 below.  

Example 5 from Case 1: Spot-the-difference task

M: Oh yeah yeah yeah yes mine is a little bit white and yours is blue...

H: Yes. Wuff...

M: Wuff...

H: Very tough
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Table 1 below outlines the trajectories of the four dyads until the start of task one. Case 1 
and their choices (choices 1–3) reveal one trajectory, evident in the transcripts. The covert 
trajectories regarding choices of cases 2, 3 and 4 are unknown, so they are considered as 
one trajectory. We recognise, however, that each dyad and learner will approach the task 
in unique ways. The description of the trajectories of cases 2, 3 and 4 is based on the fact 
that they had a common need to make certain choices, and acted on them in order to get to 
the point of recording. It is a trajectory that is not overtly evident in the transcripts, apart 
from the indicators that planning had occurred and which are described above. Therefore, 
choices 1–7 of cases 2, 3 and 4 are descriptions of covert choices taken before recording 
started, but are not necessarily an exact representation of the actual order of choices taken. 

Table 1. Dyad trajectories until the start of the first task

Case 1 Cases 2, 3 and 4

1. Choose not to look at the answers/press 
the button with the technological tool to start 
recording

2. Choose language to start interacting in (L1)  

3. Choose when to change language code to TL 
(Spanish to English) 

Learners continue to sustain synchronous spoken 
interaction in English while attempting to resolve 
information gap task in TL (English)

1. Choose to look at the answers with the 
technological tool. The spot-the difference task 
is made redundant because learners have seen 
answers. Now the task is how to perform the 
task as if they had not looked at answers.

2. Choose language for discussion in the planning 
stage (L1 Spanish and/or Catalan and/or TL) 

3. Choose (negotiate) time mode preference 
to manage the interaction for planning 
(synchronous/asynchronous or both) 

4. Choose whether to script or prepare 
performance in L1 and/or TL (exact strategies 
unknown)

5. Choose to look up an uncommon word in 
English “awnings” (one of the differences in the 
photo) 

6. Choose how to carry out the performance 
(language choice(s) unknown)

7. Choose to perform the task completely in the 
TL

1a) How do learners exercise their agency in relation to choice and control of technologi-
cal task features? 

Case 1 followed ‘task-as-workplan’ (Breen, 1987) which involved pressing the button 
to invite their partner to start the task, and checking answers during task-processes with 
virtual buttons in the tool. Navigational choices in relation to the tool highlight learners’ 
agentic actions using their “motor systems” (Bandura, 1999, p. 4). Their interaction results 
in a total of 11 minutes 43 seconds in synchronous spoken interaction, with two seconds 
interacting in the l1. Cases 2, 3 and 4 did not follow ‘task-as-workplan’ but instead followed 
their own workplan. They chose to use the tool features to look at the answers, resulting 
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in much less time interacting synchronously in the tl: between 1 minute 38 seconds and 
3 minutes 34 seconds. This choice, however, afforded dyads both ‘strategic planning time’ 
(i.e. determination of content and code) to be presented and ‘rehearsal time’ (i.e. a practice 
run through of the task) (Ellis, 2005). It is not known to what extent and how much time 
was dedicated to either type of planning time. 

In addition, other foci for planning apart from rehearsal and strategic planning (Ellis, 
2005) would have needed to be present for cases 2, 3 and 4 in order for the participants to 
have completed the task. Although they are unknown, the planning foci would need to have 
included a number of choices: to choose whether to follow ‘task-as-workplan’ or to look at 
the answers; to choose how to manage the task once they had looked at the answers (e.g. to 
script or prepare, and which time mode and tools would be used to communicate with each 
other); to choose who was going to say what and in what order depending on the degree 
of scripting vs. spontaneity they had planned and to decide on the co-ordination of their 
actions around how and when to record their interaction and to choose how to collaborate 
together so that it appeared that their recorded interaction was spontaneous. Based on this 
deduction, the number of choices for cases 2, 3 and 4 in relation to technology and man-
agement of their language performance appear to be extended and more complex than for 
case 1. Although their time interacting synchronously in the tl for the pedagogical task is 
less than in case 1 (see Table 2), their covert interaction and related behaviour means that 
they spent some considerable time managing the task in their own way. We cannot con-
firm, however, whether they were more active verbally offline (as in Suzuki’s study in 2013) 
or if they interacted orally/textually, or synchronously/asynchronously during that time.

1b) How do learners exercise their agency in relation to choice and control of language used? 
The two trajectories revealed learner language choices as being different, but both tra-

jectories relate to l1 use for organisational purposes or ‘task management’ as observed by 
Macaro (1997). Case 1 codeswitches from Spanish to English in order to negotiate an orga-
nizational move whilst simultaneously starting the task. The fact that case 1 codeswitched 
in the recording (knowing the teacher will evaluate it) implies a positive attitude to l1 use. 
The amount of interaction time in the tl was greater than in the other dyads. This supports 
Levine’s (2011) suggestion that if a plurilingual approach is employed (in this case by learn-
ers during the task itself) learners can have more interaction time in the tl, because they 
are generally talking more. The code switch supported task processes (collaboration and 
negotiation) and task outcomes (task completion and time interacting in the tl). However, 
if cases 2, 3 and 4 also employed their l1 in the pre-task planning we could also say that 
a plurilingual approach was employed by learners leading to a final monolingual output 
(Dooly, 2011; Hafner, Li & Miller, 2015)

Cases 2, 3 and 4 do not use their l1 during the recordings. Their organisation of the task 
has occurred in the planning stage. We do not know what language(s) they used in pre-
task planning, but the fact that the l1 is totally absent in the recordings can be explained 
by beliefs or attitudes towards l1 use (Hall & Cook, 2012) or not needing to use the l1 for 
language purposes such as lexical problem solving. The second explanation, however, is 
unlikely, given their language level; some l1 use was to be expected because in learning 
activities, the language of thought for all but the most advanced user of the language is 
inevitably in their l1 (Macaro, 2006). 

It is unknown whether cases 2, 3 and 4 used their multilingual repertoires to control 
two (or more) languages in authentic communication (Kramsch, 2009) in the planning 
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stage. While preparing their performance they may have written their preparatory work, 
individually or together or in a combination of both. This process, however, suggests some 
involvement of both their l1 and tl. The choice to use different languages for different pur-
poses can be understood as a strategic choice by learners as found by Hafner, Li and Miller 
(2015) with tl use being used for the final product (Musk, 2014; Hafner, Li & Miller, 2015).

Cases 2, 3 and 4 prepared their contributions to perform in English rather than to com-
pletely abandon the task, suggesting that the avoidance strategy allowed them to scaffold 
their orientation towards task completion while working on the performance. Importantly, 
then, task avoidance is not a final choice but rather temporary until they start recording 
and begin the pedagogical task. The time it took for these cases to script or prepare for the 
recording is unknown. Despite this, a sustained amount of time is implied by the choices 
they would have needed to negotiate alongside the scripting and planning of the content 
itself. From this perspective, l1 use in the planning stage can be considered an efficient 
language choice as found in studies by Musk (2014) and Üstünel and Seedhouse (2005) to 
get the job done (Musk, 2014) as they manage the task implying the use of language for 
management, which they have not studied (Macaro, 2006). Case 1 also uses the l1 within 
a codeswitch also related to task management purposes.

Furthermore, the recordings of the interactions had to be sent to a forum and shared 
with other peers. Therefore, the choice to avoid a direct recording of their spontaneous 
interaction being made public (including potential errors and conversation in the l1) may 
be explained by any one or more of the performance anxieties: a fear of negative evaluation, 
communication apprehension or test anxiety (Horwitz et. al 1986).

1c) How do learners exercise their agency in relation to choice of time modality? 
Case 1 engaged in the synchronous task mode while cases 2, 3 and 4 reconfigured the 

time mode to asynchronous or, alternatively, a hybrid version. Although the asynchronous 
mode afforded learners planning time, the choice to reconfigure the time mode meant that 
they also reconfigured the language outcome from shared rapid real-time spoken interac-
tion, to speech resembling individual spoken production. In doing so, they reconfigure 
a task designed to develop fluency into one in which they could focus on accuracy and 
complexity in their utterances (although whether they achieved it or not is not measured). 
Given that the recordings were to be evaluated by teachers, this reconfiguration is perhaps 
not surprising, and highlights Ellis’ (2005) observation that context, such as test conditions, 
can shape planning. The asynchronous time mode afforded rehearsal time and strategic 
planning. It also afforded time for non-linguistic aspects of the task such as social reasons 
(Ellis, 2005) or technologically related reasons such as tool familiarity. Furthermore, the 
mode gave learners a way of reducing any potential anxiety because they were no longer 

“on the spot” (Hurd, 2007, p. 13).

2) How do these choices intersect? 
The results suggest that learners’ overarching choice to carry out the ‘task-as-workplan’ 

or to work according to their own workplan affected other subsequent choices. Choices 
relating to the three dimensions of agency analysed suggest that each dimension was (re)
configured in order to carry out the task according to dyads’ own workplan. Although the 
exact trajectories and choices of case 2, 3 and 4 during the planning stage are unknown, 
what is known is that the relationship between the choices across the three dimensions was 
mutually supportive. The choices were made in pairs, confirming that avoidance as a choice 
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can be collaboratively co-constructed by participants… as a topic of interaction (Markee, 
2011) as well as non-avoidance. The mutual use of both the l1/tl and the ability to interact 
in a non-recorded asynchronous or synchronous time mode afforded learners time to plan 
the task in their own way until they were willing and ready to engage in synchronicity 
in the tl. Although avoidance in cases 2, 3 and 4 is not a communication strategy as in 
Tarone’s (1981) typology, it can be considered a communication strategy of a kind: learners 
controlled the tool and time-mode in order to secure temporary avoidance, which may be 
an emerging communication strategy specific to scmc spoken interaction tasks. 

3) What effect do these choices have on time spent in the tl?
We do not know if and how much time was spent interacting orally in the tl in the plan-

ning stage. Case 1 had the longest time interacting in the tl and cases 2, 3 and 4 resulted 
in minimal time interacting in the tl, as seen in Table 2 below.

Table 2. Total interaction time in the target and first language

Interaction time 
in L1

Interaction time 
in TL (spot-the-
difference) 

Interaction time 
in TL (open 
question)

Total Interaction 
time in TL

Case 1 Dyad 
(answers not 
seen)

2 seconds 
(in task 1 
spot-the-difference)

9 mins 
13 seconds

2 minutes 
28 seconds

11 mins 
41 seconds

Case 2 Dyad 
(answers seen)

unknown 2 mins 
18 seconds

2 minutes 
49 seconds

5 mins 7 seconds

Case 3 Dyad 
(answers seen)

unknown 1 minute 
38 seconds 49 seconds

2 minutes 27 
seconds

Case 4 Dyad 
(answers seen)

unknown 3 minutes 
34 seconds 59 seconds

4 minutes 33 
seconds

6. Conclusion 

The findings highlight that there may be a whole host of factors as to why cases 2, 3 and 4 
avoided the ‘task-as-workplan’, but they remain unknown. The analysis revealed that rea-
sons for task avoidance (or choosing to plan) transcended the cognitive explanations that 
have been a primary research focus in the field of sla. Avoidance as a learning strategy 
(Musk, 2014) should also take into account other possible social and contextual factors. 
These include a possible need to be familiar with a peer (who is effectively a stranger) to 
establish a shared perspective on the task and/or to establish group identity. l1 use may 
have been used to establish group cohesion as found by Hafner, Li and Miller (2015), or to 
induce a positive affective role as found by Rolin-Ianziti and Varshney (2008), particularly 
if anxiety was present. The lack of visibility of paralinguistic features (such as gaze and 
gesture), specific to audio-based synchronous communication, may also heighten the need 
to engage in peer familiarisation as an attempt to compensate for the lack of body language 
(Hampel & Hauck, 2004) or a way to counter the effects of a communication process that 
can be depersonalized (LeCourt, 1999).

Contextual factors may include the online modality. Given that online learners report 
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that they have difficulties in finding time to invest in activities (Romero & Gentil, 2014), 
learners may be inclined to approach tasks economically and efficiently (Batstone, 2005) in 
order to get the job done quickly. Similarly, conceptualising online language learning as a 
social practice, which is concerned with situating language and learning practices in the 
broader social practices of everyday life (Burton & Potts, 2013), might highlight that these 
learners’ typical social practice is to collaborate asynchronously in other subjects in their 
l1, and to prepare and produce a joint outcome in the form of projects and assignments. 
Therefore, planning can be understood as an extension of their normal social practice. 
Familiarisation of both the technological tool and the peer with which they will carry out 
the task may contribute to an increased sense of technical expertise with the tool, prepar-
ing themselves for the experience beforehand and being supported through it (Hampel & 
Hauck, 2004). 

In relation to technology, Kress and van Leeuwen (2001) emphasise that multimodal 
technology makes demands on learners who have to operate several modes (e.g. speech and 
writing). Indeed, Satar and Özdener (2008) concluded that the (multi-)modality provided by 
various cmc tools should be considered in relation to divergent groups of learners, espe-
cially when differences such as anxiety and proficiency levels are at stake. The task in this 
study involves learners managing speech, images (icons) and text (instructions) relating to 
pedagogical and technological aspects of the task alongside navigational demands requir-
ing physical touch. This expanded multimodal scenario may induce more anxiety or need 
for familiarisation, for example. Alternatively, students may want to use one mode or space 
for talk between themselves, which is a different mode or space to the one the teacher uses, 
a behaviour identified by Hampler and Stickler (2012). Testing conditions (Ellis, 2005) may 
have also been a factor considering the interaction was to be evaluated. 

Affective factors may have included fear of negative evaluation, communicative appre-
hension, test (evaluation) anxiety, anxiety of the synchronous mode (Hampel & Hauck, 
2012) or anxiety caused by tool use. Individual differences may also have been a factor 
including perceived or actual low proficiency level as found by Musk (2014), asynchronous 
learning styles as identified by Shahabadi and Uplane (2014), and a need for a private 
space (Suzuki, 2013) and for practice or being ‘face sensitive’ (Batsone, 2005; Aston, 1986). 
Considering that learners were going to be evaluated on their interaction, learners may 
have focused on accuracy over fluency, seeking to avoid making errors as a face-saving 
strategy. Learner beliefs regarding l1 use during tasks may have also been at play.  

Other factors the authors believe may have been present include learners having a dif-
ferent perceived task outcome to the one intended; they may have perceived that it was 
important to find all the four differences correctly, rather than engage in the interaction 
in order to do so. 

The covert behaviour is central to this study and has consequences for learning (Suzuki, 
2013). Results do not wholly support the beneficial role of covert behaviours in other cmc 
studies however, as found in Sauro and Smith (2010) and Smith (2008). The difference 
may exist because these studies focused on synchronous text-based cmc, which afforded 
learners some think-time during interaction. Similarly, factors in Suzuki’s (2013) study, 
although focused on synchronous oral-based cmc, may also have afforded students think-
time as the interaction occurred in a teacher-led, multi-party class of learners, possibly giv-
ing learners more think-time than peer-to-peer interaction in pairs. Although all of these 
technological-interactional configurations may aim and help to develop learners’ fluency 
in real-time (or as near to real-time interaction as possible), the presence of think-time may 
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modify the on-the-spot pressure felt by learners whilst interacting. Although think-time 
can be seen as an affordance in these studies, because learners could participate and main-
tain their ability to interact, it may not be desirable if the aim of the task is to simulate 
real-time “on the spot” (Hurd, 2007, p.13) rapid interaction. Real-time interaction is what 
many learners face in one-to-one, face-to-face non-online scenarios, given that this is where 
most spoken interaction occurs. The learners’ choice to avoid rapid-real time interaction in 
order to potentially gain think-time therefore, may be to their detriment as it eliminates 
the valuable practice of real-time interaction solely with another person. Suzuki (2013), in 
her discussion of the pilot study for her main study questions whether regular, active off-
screen behaviour in an online course setting provides merit for l2 acquisition. If time spent 
spontaneously interacting in the tl in the overt stage is a measurement of task success and 
is significantly less than in the planning stage, then we might conclude that some off-task 
behaviour (looking at answers and scripting) is not always beneficial. This conclusion is 
despite the fact that research on pre-planning suggests that pre-planning results in more 
fluent and more complex language (Foster & Skehan, 1996). 

Once the reasons for avoidance are known, ways to scaffold learners could be intro-
duced. Anxiety appears to be the most probable cause, given that the task involved many 
anxiety-inducing factors. Offering time to rehearse the same task type rather than exactly 
the same task may support familiarisation with their peers and task type, and tools to 
help “bridge the gap” (Hurd, 2007, p. 15) between private practice or rehearsal and the real-
time task. This can “promote comfort and confidence” (Hurd, 2007, p. 15). Reassurance for 
learners who are less proficient, less confident or fear negative evaluation for l1 use may 
be needed. The evaluation of the interaction also need not take place until lots of practice 
has occurred and the tool use becomes normalised. Signalling a shift towards the impor-
tance of task process rather than task completion (finding the answers) may also need to 
be emphasized in courses. Introducing peer-to-peer evaluation may also help to move the 
focus away from the task as a performance to the quality of the task process, helping to 
reduce any performance-related anxiety related to teacher and other peers listening to them.

7. Implications

With such a range of opportunities for agency across the three dimensions, learners can 
almost completely reconfigure the terms and conditions in which they prefer to and are 
able to interact. Not all learners’ choices relating to technology, language or time-mode lead 
them to time interacting synchronously and spontaneously in the tl, which is necessary 
for developing fluency. Despite the fact that these online learners work primarily within 
an asynchronous mode, it is still important to provide opportunities for fluency because 
they offer the conditions that resemble (as closely as possible) the real time face-to-face 
interactions in the tl that many learners face in their non-virtual lives. The task time mode, 
however, may not match the learning style of many online learners who have chosen or 
prefer asynchronicity. If this is the case, this creates a particular challenge for designers 
of synchronous tasks. Indeed, this study brings into question whether one can effectively 
design fluency activities that are going to be evaluated by the teacher in the context of an 
online course in efl. Further research is needed to identify factors contributing to the 
temporary avoidance of synchronous speaking tasks. Contextual, affective, social or indi-
vidual factors need consideration as well as cognitive factors; these may be technology or 
tool-related, and specific to online learners.



182

The jalt call Journal 2017: Regular Papers

Acknowledgements 

A big thankyou to Doris Stanger, Martyn Baker, Diego Blasco, Dean Wang, Suzanne Córdova 
Martínez and the Institute for Multilingualism, uic, for support with writing this paper.

References 

Ahearn, L. M. (2001). Language and Agency. Annual Review of Anthropology, 30, 109–137.
Appel, C., Robbins, J., Moré, J. & Mullen, T. (2012). Task and tool interface design for l3 

speaking interaction online. In L. Bradley & S. Thouësny (Eds.), call: Using, Learning, 
Knowing, eurocall Conference, Gothenburg, Sweden, 22–25 August 2012, Proceedings 
(15–19). Dublin: Research-publishing.net. doi: 10.14705/rpnet.2012.000019.

Aragon, S. R., Johnson, S. D., & Shaik, N. (2002). The influence of learning style 
preferences on student success in online versus face-to-face environments. The 
American Journal of Distance Education, 16(4), 227–243.

Aston, G. (1986). Trouble-shooting in interaction with learners: the more the merrier? 
Applied linguistics, 7(2), 128–143.

Bandura, A. (1999). A social cognitive theory of personality. In L. Pervin, & O. John (ed.), 
Handbook of personality (pp. 154–196). New York, ny: Guilford Publications. 

Barton, D., & Potts, D. (2013). Language learning online as a social practice. tesol 
Quarterly, 47(4), 815–820.

Batstone, R. (2005). Planning as discourse activity: A sociocognitive view. In R. Ellis (Ed.), 
Planning and task performance in a second language (pp. 277–295). Amsterdam: John 
Benjamins.

Benbunan-Fich, R., & Hiltz, S. R. (2003). Mediators of the effectiveness of online courses. 
ieee Transactions on Professional Communication, 46(4), 298–312. 

Blake, R. J. (2005). Bimodal cmc: The glue of language learning at a distance. calico 
Journal, 22(3), 497–511.

Boonsue, W., Jansem, A., & Srinaowaratt, S. (2015). Interactional Patterns in Face-to-face 
and Synchronous Computer-mediated Communication in Problem-based Learning 
Contexts. Journal of Language Teaching and Research, 6(1), 99–110.

Borràs, E., Canals, L., Dooly M., Moore, E., & Nussbaum, L. (2009). dylan WorkPackage 
3: Educational Systems. Deliverable 4: Creativity & Innovation. Unpublished 
manuscript.

Breen M. P. (1987). Learner contributions to task design. In C. Candlin, & D. Murphy 
(Eds.), Language learning tasks. Lancaster practical papers in English language education, 
Volume 7 (pp. 23–46). Englewood Cliffs, nj: Prentice Hall International.

de la Colina, A. A., & García Mayo, M. P. (2007). Attention to form across collaborative 
tasks by low-proficiency learners in an efl setting. In M. P. García Mayo (Ed.), 
Investigating tasks in formal language learning (pp. 91–116). Clevedon: Multilingual 
Matters. 

Dewaele, J. (2009). Individual differences in second language acquisition. In W. C Ritchie, 
& T. K. Bhatia (Eds.), The new handbook of second language acquisition (pp. 623–646). 
Bingley, uk: Emerald Group Publishing. 

Dooley, M. (2011). Divergent perceptions of telecollaborative language learning tasks: 
Task-as-workplan vs. task-as-process. Language Learning & Technology, 15(2), 69–91. 



183

Knight & Barberà: Learner agency and its effect on spoken interaction time

Duff, P. A. (2014). Case study research on language learning and use. Annual Review of 
Applied Linguistics, 34, 233–255.

Ellis, R. (Ed.). (2005). Planning and Task Performance in a Second Language. Amsterdam: 
Benjamins.

Foster, P., & Skehan, P. (1996). The influence of planning and task type on second 
language performance. Studies in Second language acquisition,18(03), 299–323.

Garcia, O. (2009). Education, multilingualism and translanguaging in the 21st century. 
In A. K. Mohanty, M. Panday, R. Phillipson, & T. Skutnabb-Kangas (Eds.), Multilingual 
Education for Social Justice: Globalizing the local (pp. 140–158). New Delhi: Orient 
BlackSwan. 

Gass, S., & Mackey, A. (2006) Input, interaction, and output: An overview. aila Review, 19 
(1), 3–17.

González-Lloret, M. (2011). Conversation analysis of computer-mediated-
communication. calico Journal, 28(2), 308–325.
Hafner, C. A., Li, D. C., & Miller, L. (2015). Language Choice Among Peers in Project-

Based Learning: A Hong Kong Case Study of English Language Learners’ Plurilingual 
Practices in Out-of-Class Computer-Mediated Communication. Canadian Modern 
Language Review, 71(4), 441–470.

Hall, G., & Cook, G. (2012). Own-language use in language teaching and learning. 
Language teaching, 45(03), 271–308.

Hampel, R., & Hauck, M. (2004). Towards an effective use of audio conferencing in 
distance language courses. Language Learning & Technology, 8(1), 66–82. 

Hampel, R., & Stickler, U., (2012). The use of videoconferencing to support multimodal 
interaction in an online language classroom. Recall, 24(2), 116–137.

Hurd, S. (2007). Anxiety and non-anxiety in a distance language learning environment: 
The distance factor as a modifying influence. System, 35(4), 487–508. 

Horwitz, E. K., Horwitz, M. B., & Cope, J. (1986). Foreign language classroom anxiety. The 
Modern language journal, 70(2), 125–132.

Jepson, K. (2005). Conversations – and negotiated interaction – in text and voice chat 
rooms. Language Learning & Technology, 9(3), 79–98.

Kim, H.,Y. (2014) Learning opportunities in synchronous computer-mediated 
communication and face-to-face interaction, Computer Assisted Language Learning, 
27(1), 26–43. 

Kitade, K. (2008). The Role of Offline Metalanguage Talk in Asynchronous Computer-
Mediated Communication. Language Learning & Technology, 12(1), 64–84. 

Knight, S. (1996). Dictionary use while reading: The effects on comprehension and 
vocabulary acquisition for students of different verbal abilities. Modern Language 
Journal, 78(3), 285–299.

Kötter, M. (2003). Negotiation of meaning and codeswitching in online tandems. 
Language Learning & Technology, 7(2), 145–172. 

Kramsch, C. J. (2009). The multilingual subject: What foreign language learners say about 
their experience and why it matters. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Kress, G. R., & Van Leeuwen, T. (2001). Multimodal discourse: The modes and media of 
contemporary communication. London: Arnold.

Kumpulainen, K., & Mutanen, M. (1999). The situated dynamics of peer group 
interaction: An introduction to an analytic framework. Learning and Instruction, 9(5), 
449–473. 



184

The jalt call Journal 2017: Regular Papers

Leahy, C. (2004). Observations in the computer room: l2 output and learner behavior. 
Recall, 16(1), 124–144.

LeCourt, D. (1999). Writing (without) the body: Gender and power in networked 
discussion groups. In K. Blair, & P. Takayoshi (Eds.), Feminist cyberscapes: Mapping 
gendered academic spaces (pp.153–175). Stamford, ct: Ablex. 

Levine, G. S. (2003). Student and instructor beliefs and attitudes about target language 
use, first language use, and anxiety: Report of a questionnaire study. The Modern 
Language Journal, 87(3), 343–364.

Levine, G. S. (2011). Code choice in the language classroom. Bristol: Multilingual Matters. 
Levy, M., & Stockwell, G. (2006). call dimensions: Options and issues in computer-

assisted language learning. Mahwah, nj: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Lukin, R., & Du Boulay, B. (2003). Lines of desire: the challenges of interactive 

educational tv. In 11th international conference on artificial intelligence in education 
(aied2003). Sydney, Australia.

Macaro, E. (1997). Target language collaborative learning and autonomy. Clevedon: 
Multilingual Matters. 

Macaro, E. (2006). Codeswitching in the l2 classroom: A communication and learning 
strategy. In E. Llurda (ed.), Non-native language teachers: Perceptions, challenges and 
contributions to the profession (pp. 63–84). Amsterdam: Springer. 

Markee, N. (2011). Doing, and justifying doing, avoidance. Journal of Pragmatics, 43(2), 
602–615. 

Martin, J. (2004). Self-regulated learning, social cognitive theory, and agency. Educational 
Psychologist, 39(2), 135–145. 

Masats, D., Nussbaum, L., & Unamuno, V. (2007). When activity shapes the repertoire of 
second language learners. In L. Roberts, A. Gürel, S. Tatar, & L. Marti (Eds.), eurosla 
yearbook 7 (pp. 121– 147). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

McCafferty, S. G. (1994). The use of private speech by adult esl learners at different 
levels of proficiency. In J. P. Lantolf, & G. Appel (Eds.), Vygotskian Approaches to Second 
Language Research (pp. 117–134).  Norwood, nj: Ablex. 

Mercer, S. (2011). Understanding learner agency as a complex dynamic system. System, 
39(4), 427–436.

Miller, E. (2012, Sep 2). Chapter proposals: Agency and sla. http://linguistlist.org/
issues/23/23-3666.html 

Moeller, A. J., & Roberts, A. (2013). Keeping it in the target language. In S. Dhonau (Ed.), 
The 2013 Central States Conference on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (pp. 21–38). Eau 
Clarie, wi: Crown Prints.

Musk, N. (2014). Avoiding the target language with the help of google: Managing 
language choices in gathering information for efl project work. tesol Quarterly, 
48(1), 110–135. 

Myers Scotton, C. (1983). The negotiation of identities in conversation: A theory of 
markedness and code choice. International journal of the sociology of language (44), 
115–136.

Odlin, T. (1989). Language transfer: Cross-linguistic influence in language learning. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

O’Dowd, R. (2000). Intercultural learning via videoconferencing: A pilot exchange project. 
Recall, 12(1), 49–61. 

http://linguistlist.org/issues/23/23-3666.html
http://linguistlist.org/issues/23/23-3666.html


185

Knight & Barberà: Learner agency and its effect on spoken interaction time

Ortega, L. (1999). Planning and focus on form in l2 oral performance. Studies in Second 
language acquisition, 21(1), 109–148.

Rolin-Ianziti, J., & Varshney, R. (2008). Students’ views regarding the use of the first 
language: An exploratory study in a tertiary context maximizing target language use. 
The Canadian Modern Language Review / La revue canadienne des langues vivantes 65(2), 
249–273. 

Romero, M., & Gentil, C. (2013). Characterizing Online Learners’ Time Regulation: 
Comparative Case Studies of Virtual Campuses in France and Spain. In E. Barberà, & P. 
Reimann (Eds.), Assessment and evaluation of time factors in online teaching and learning 
(pp. 91–110). Hershey: Information Science Reference. 

Satar, H. M., & Özdener, N. (2008) The Effects of Synchronous cmc on Speaking 
Proficiency and Anxiety: Text vs. Voice Chat. The Modern Language Journal, 92(4), 
595–613.

Sauro, S., & Smith, B. (2010). Investigating l2 performance in text chat. Applied 
Linguistics 31(4), 554–577. 

Schwartz, D., & Okita, S. (2009). The productive agency in learning to learning by 
teaching. Unpublished manuscript. http://aaalab.stanford.edu/papersProductive_
Agency_in_Learning_ by_Teaching.pdf  

Shahabadi, M. M., & Uplane, M. (2014). Learning styles and academic performance of 
synchronous E-learning students. Asian Journal of Research in Social Sciences and 
Humanities, 4(5), 148–161. 

Smith, B. (2008). Methodological hurdles in capturing cmc Data: The case of the missing 
self-repair. Language Learning & Technology, 12(1), 85–103. 

Stickler, U., Batstone, C., Duensing, A. and Heins, B. (2005) Distance and virtual distance. 
Preliminary results of a study of interaction patterns in synchronous audio graphic 
cmc and face-to-face tutorials in beginners’ language tutorials. In Proceedings of 
the 2004 International Symposium on Applied Linguistics and Language Teaching (pp. 
740–750). Beijing and Shanghai: University of Northern Iowa Press.

Suzuki, S. (2013). Private turns: A student’s off-screen behaviors during synchronous 
online Japanese instruction. calico Journal, 30(3), 371–392. 

Swain, M. (2006). Languaging, agency and collaboration in advanced second language 
proficiency. In Byrnes, H. (Ed.), Advanced Language Learning: The contribution of 
Halliday and Vygotsky (pp. 95–108). London: Continuum. 

Tarone, E. (1978). Conscious communication strategies in interlanguage: A progress 
report. In H. D. Brown, C. Yorio, & R. Crymes (Eds.), On tesol ‘77: Teaching and 
Learning English as a Second Language (pp. 194–203). Washington, dc: tesol.   

Tarone, E. (1981). Some thoughts on the notion of communication strategy. tesol 
Quarterly, 15(3), 285–295.

Tarone, E., & Swain, M. (1995). A sociolinguistic perspective on second language use in 
immersion classrooms. The Modern Language Journal, 79(2), 166–178.

Tudini, V. (2010). Online second language acquisition: Conversation analysis of online 
chat. London, uk: Continuum. 

Üstünel, E., & Seedhouse, P. (2005). Why that, in that language, right now? Code‐
switching and pedagogical focus. International Journal of Applied Linguistics, 15(3), 
302–325. 

http://aaalab.stanford.edu/papersProductive_Agency_in_Learning_%20by_Teaching.pdf
http://aaalab.stanford.edu/papersProductive_Agency_in_Learning_%20by_Teaching.pdf


186

The jalt call Journal 2017: Regular Papers

Vitanova, G., Miller, E., Xuesong, G., & Deters, P. (2014). Introduction to theorizing and 
analyzing agency in second language learning: Interdisciplinary approaches. In P. 
Deters, X. Gao, E. R. Miller, & G. Vitanova (Eds.), Theorizing and analyzing agency in 
second language learning: Interdisciplinary approaches (pp. 91–110). Bristol, England: 
Multilingual Matters.  

Wang, Y. (2006). Negotiation of meaning in desktop videoconferencing-supported 
distance language learning. Recall, 18(1), 122–145. 

Wang, K. H., Wang, T. H., Wang, W. L., & Huang, S. C. (2006). Learning styles and 
formative assessment strategy: Enhancing student achievement in Web-based 
learning. Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 22(3), 207–217.

Yang, Y. T. C., & Chang, L. Y. (2008). No improvement – reflections and suggestions on the 
use of Skype to enhance college students’ oral English proficiency. British Journal of 
Educational Technology, 39(4), 721–725.

Author biodata

Elena Barberà is currently Head of the Doctoral Program in ict and Education of the 
Open University of Catalonia in Barcelona (Spain). She is also an adjunct professor for the 
international doctorate in Nova Southeastern University in Florida (usa). Her research 
activity is specialised in the area of educational psychology, a field in which she has several 
publications, conferences and educational courses, relating in particular to knowledge-
construction processes and educational interaction in e-learning environments, evaluating 
educational quality and assessing learning, distance learning using ict and teaching and 
learning strategies.

Janine Knight is currently carrying out her doctorate at the Open University of Catalonia 
in Barcelona (Spain) in learner agency and online spoken interaction tasks in the field of 
sla. She is also a teacher trainer and English teacher at the Universitat Internacional de 
Catalunya also in Barcelona.

http://www.multilingual-matters.com/display.asp?K=9781783092888
http://www.multilingual-matters.com/display.asp?K=9781783092888
http://www.multilingual-matters.com/display.asp?K=9781783092888
http://www.multilingual-matters.com/display.asp?K=9781783092888
http://www.uoc.edu/portal/castellano/elearncenter/doctorat/index.html
http://www.uoc.edu/

	OLE_LINK1
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	h.4cu9u386jsdn
	h.kndgoiuyvkt9
	h.setrwca5knep
	h.wrwhucmwd8g
	h.hfgfz1lrk6fk
	h.jhzng06f1zro
	h.qhr8f9rb5a89
	h.8gz6eob5vcns
	h.q8kzzb6fbwcw
	h.bvcyyhk81ccn
	_GoBack

