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Electronic supplement

Negotiated interaction in the L2 classroom: A replication study
Johannes Eckerth, King’s College London
This electronic supplement provides additional data and discussion which for reasons of space could not be included in the printed paper. Notes in the printed paper refer the reader to the relevant parts in the electronic supplement. Please note that the numbering of the headings, tables and transcripts is identical in the printed paper and in the electronic supplement. 
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3.4

Data collection

Table 1 (copied from the printed paper for easier reader orientation within the electronic supplement) shows the composition of learner dyads and their distribution across tasks.

Table 1: Recorded learner dyads across tasks
	Learner dyad
	Consciousness-raising 

task
	Referential tasks

	
	
	optional

info-exchange
	required

info-exchange

	Nino-Macit
	X
	X
	X

	Esin-Tamuna
	X
	X
	X

	Olga-Yusuf
	X
	X
	X

	Prerana-Ismail
	X
	
	

	Sanie-Odeta
	X
	
	

	Nancy-Ismail
	
	X
	X

	Sanie-Fatih
	
	X
	X


3.6
 Stimulated recall

In a study similar to the one replicated in this paper, Foster & Ohta (2005: 425) acknowledge the usefulness of stimulated recall as ‘an avenue for exploring what a speaker understood, did not understand, or may have intended by a particular utterance’. However, they consider such a methodology as not suited for classroom-based research: ‘Stimulated recall is a time-consuming procedure (…). It is most accurate when the post-task interview is immediate. As such, it would be difficult to use for a classroom study’ (Foster & Ohta 2005: 428). In the replication study reported in this paper, learners’ task-based interactions were listened to overnight and selected sequences were then used as recall stimuli the next day. These stimuli included a simplified transcription of the selected sequences as well as the original audio recording itself. Transcripts and audio tapes were chosen since multi-modal stimuli are reported to increase the validity of the data (e.g., Faerch & Kasper 1987; Gass & Mackey 2000: 54; Mackey 2006: 371). Furthermore, the use of two salient stimuli was judged as a suitable means to compensate for the time lag of one day. Such a procedure appeared to be particularly appropriate since the focus of the recall was not on largely automated cognitions such as, e.g., syntactic processing, but rather on task perception and on conscious and/or potentially conscious task-completion strategies, thus involving intentional decisions as well as focal attention (Ericsson & Simon 1980: 235).
As the focus of the stimulated recall procedure was on characteristics of task-based dyadic interaction rather than on features of speech production, the learners who had worked together on a task the day before were interviewed as pairs. As recent task-based research shows, the social context and learner factors can and do influence task-based interactions (Pica 1987, Plough & Gass 1993, Oliver 2000). Therefore, it was assumed that a pair-recall procedure would be better suited to reflect the dynamic nature of the dyadic task-completion process. During the interview, students were asked non-suggestive questions, typically referring the interviewee(s) to one of their utterances. In fact, prompts such as ‘okay, here she says X and then you say Y’ were typically sufficient to elicit a comment from one or of both of the students on their previous interactions. Research shows that having the subjects just listen to the recordings of their previous interactions typically results in very low frequencies of self-initiated comments (Mackey et al. 2000). Non-suggestive other-initiated prompting was therefore preferred, notwithstanding, though, the opportunity for students to self-initiate comments.

Finally, recall sessions of approximately 20-25 minutes were conducted and audio-recorded with each of the 7 dyads. All interviews were transcribed in full length. Transcript sequences were indexed, but not coded. Due to the slightly inconsistent composition of student pairs (Sanie’s and Ismail’s interlocutors were not identical across all three tasks; cf. Table 1 below), over the observed period of three weeks 10 of the 12 students were interviewed once and two of them twice. As the class met four times a week for approximately three hours, such a brief single interview was felt not to compromise the naturalness of the classroom data. Additional support for such an assumption came from the students themselves. Although the researcher offered to conduct the recall sessions in their mother tongue whenever he was competent enough to do so, all of the students preferred to use the L2. Asked about the motivation for their language choice, all of them referred to the interview as a valuable occasion to practice the target language. Moreover, the interviews typically ended with students’ requests for advice on individual L2 learning problems. Though most of the students appeared to be rather verbose, communicative, and sufficiently proficient to conduct an ordinary conversation in the L2, many of them reported having few target language contacts beyond the language class. The fact that the students considered the interview as a relevant learning opportunity and did not have to be ‘pushed’ in any sense to participate in it was taken as a token for the relaxed and non-threatening atmosphere of the recall setting and the talks, thus counteracting potential biases resulting from unequal social status between interviewer and interviewees. It was also interpreted as evidence for students’ perception of the stimulated recall as a sort of ‘language practice talk’ and thus, a natural extension of the actual classroom activities. 
4.1

Language production

Table 2: Number of c-units produced by each dyad (cf. Foster 1998, Table 1)

	Learner dyad
	Consciousness-raising 

task
	Referential tasks
	Total

	
	
	optional

info-exchange
	required

info-exchange
	

	Nino-Macit
	128
	167
	171
	466

	Esin-Tamuna
	139
	219
	171
	529

	Olga-Yusuf
	109
	165
	123
	397

	Prerana-Ismail
	171
	-
	-
	171

	Sanie-Odeta
	 89
	-
	-
	89

	Nancy-Ismail
	-
	153
	96
	249

	Sanie-Fatih
	-
	165
	109
	274

	Total
	636
	869
	670
	        2175


Table 3: Number of c-units produced by each student in the dyads 







(cf. Foster 1998, Table 3)
	Learner 1 - 2
	Consciousness-raising

task

       n1      n2      %
	Referential tasks

	
	
	optional
info-exchange
n1      n2      %
	required
info-exchange

n1      n2      %

	Nino-Macit
	61      67      91
	68      99      69
	82      89      92

	Esin-Tamuna
	62      77      81
	     97     122      80
	72      99      73

	Olga-Yusuf
	64      45      70
	    111      54      49
	77      46      60

	Prerana-Ismail
	    101      70      69
	-
	-

	Sanie-Odeta
	42      47      89
	-
	-

	Nancy-Ismail
	-
	99      54       55
	50      46      92

	Sanie-Fatih
	-
	   108      57       53
	58      51      88

	(
	                    80
	                           61
	                          81


n1, n2 = number of c-units produced by learner 1 and learner 2; % = percentage of c-units produced 
by the verbally more reluctant learners as compared to their interlocutors.
4.2

Comprehensible input
Table 4: Number of negotiated input moves as % of total c-units 






(cf. Foster 1998, Table 4)
	Learner dyad
	Consciousness-raising 

task

n         %
	Referential tasks 

	
	
	optional

info-exchange

n         %
	required

info-exchange

n         %



	Nino-Macit
	2          1.6
	3           1.8
	8           4.7

	Esin-Tamuna
	     10          7.2
	    16           7.3
	     13          7.6

	Olga-Yusuf
	6          5.5
	    10           6.1
	     17         13.8

	Prerana-Ismail
	4          2.3
	-
	-

	Sanie-Odeta
	2          2.3
	-
	-

	Nancy-Ismail
	-
	8          5.2
	7          7.3

	Sanie-Fatih
	-
	8          4.8
	9          8.3

	(
	     24          
	     45           
	     54            

	(
	           3.8
	            5.2
	            8.1


Table 5: Number of negotiation moves produced by each student in the dyads 




 
   (cf. Foster 1998, Table 5)
	Learner 1 - 2
	Consciousness-raising

task

       n1      n2      %
	Referential tasks

	
	
	optional
info-exchange
n1      n2      %
	required
info-exchange

n1      n2      %

	Nino-Macit
	    2        0          0
	    3        0          0
	    7          1        14

	Esin-Tamuna
	    4        6        67
	    3      13        23
	    3        10        30

	Olga-Yusuf
	    5        1        20
	    7        3        43
	   15         2        13

	Prerana-Ismail
	    3        1        33
	              -
	                -

	Sanie-Odeta
	    1        1      100
	              -
	                -

	Nancy-Ismail
	              -
	    5        3        60
	    5         2        40

	Sanie-Fatih
	              -
	    1        7        14
	    2         7        29

	(
	                        44
	                        28
	                         25


n1, n2 = number of negotiation moves produced by learner 1 and learner 2; % = percentage of 

negotiation moves produced by the verbally more reluctant learners as compared to their interlocutors.
Examples of negotiated input 

No effort has been made to select examples of interactional sequences systematically or to choose negotiation moves according to specific criteria, for example their degree of ‘typicality’. The only principle that guided the selection was the desire to show at least one interactional sequence from each of the learner dyads in the corpus (cf. Table 1 above, which lists all dyads and their distribution across tasks).
For the purpose of this paper, all transcripts have been translated from German. Transcription conventions: a period indicates a pause of approximately one second, a question mark indicates raising intonation, CAPITALS indicate marked emphasis, italics identify words that are read from the worksheet, ‘O’ and ‘Y’ etc. are the initials of the interacting students. Score transcription has been used in order to better account for pauses and overlapping turns.

1. Comprehension check

Transcript 1

Nancy & Ismail, referential task with optional information exchange
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1

N


milk powder coffee powder mat-ches . do you know what that is . matches?
I
                                                                                                                               matches
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2

N


                   these these little you make [gesture] light                 okay . batteries 

I



don’t know                                                                  uhum I see 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2. Clarification request

Transcript 2
Nino & Macit, referential task with optional information exchange
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1

N


okay then dried fruits we don’t need them . okay? no dried fruits no .. okay? or yes?
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2

N





                                                  fruits you don’t know?          really?        fruit




M


I know dry but fruits what is fruits?                                    uhum         uhum
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

3

N


vegetables something like that . for example                       for eating




M


                                                                      food? or what?                 . okay
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

3. Confirmation request

Transcript 3
Prerana & Ismail, consciousness-raising task
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1

I


you have changed                                           you yourself?




P

                             you have changed yourself                     yes . you yourself . you have 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2

I





                                              [inserts yourself on the work sheet] changed yourself



P


changed yourself over the last years

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

4.3

Modified output

Table 6: Number of modified output moves as % of total c-units 






(cf. Foster 1998, Table 7)
	Learner dyad
	Consciousness-raising 

task

n         %
	Referential tasks 

	
	
	optional

info-exchange

n         %
	Required

info-exchange

n         %



	Nino-Macit
	0          0
	2          1.2
	0            0

	Esin-Tamuna
	3        2.2
	9          4.1
	3          1.8

	Olga-Yusuf
	0          0
	4          2.4
	1          0.8

	Prerana-Ismail
	0          0
	-
	-

	Sanie-Odeta
	0          0
	-
	-

	Nancy-Ismail
	-
	4          2.6
	1          1.0

	Sanie-Fatih
	-
	4          2.4
	1          0.9

	(
	        3          -
	      23           -
	       6            -

	(
	  -         0.4
	        -          2.6
	        -          0.9


Table 7: Number of modified output moves produced by each student in the dyads 






(cf. Foster 1998, Table 8)
	Learner 1 - 2
	Consciousness-raising

task

       n1      n2      %
	Referential tasks

	
	
	optional
info-exchange
n1      n2      %
	required
info-exchange

n1      n2      %

	Nino-Macit
	    0        0          0
	    2        0          0
	    0          0          0

	Esin-Tamuna
	    2        1        50
	    6        3        50
	    2          1        50

	Olga-Yusuf
	    0        0        20
	    3        1        33
	    1          0          0

	Prerana-Ismail
	    0        0          0
	              -
	                -

	Sanie-Odeta
	    0        0          0
	              -
	                -

	Nancy-Ismail
	              -
	    3        1        33
	    1         0          0

	Sanie-Fatih
	              -
	    1        3        33
	    0         1          0

	(
	                        14
	                        30
	                         10


n1, n2 = number of modified output moves produced by learner 1 and learner 2; % = percentage of 
modified output moves produced by the verbally more reluctant learner as compared to his interlocutor.
Examples of output modification 
Out of the total 32 output modification moves in the corpus, one was phonologic, two morphologic, one syntactic. The remaining 28 output modification moves were semantic.
1. Semantic output modification

Transcript 4
Esin & Tamuna, referential task with optional information exchange
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1

T

walkie-talkie                          that is radio         that is radio we need that
E

            walkie-talkie is . uhm                   radio?
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2. Morphologic output modification
Transcript 5
Olga & Yusuf, referential task with optional information exchange
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1

O


                better vitamin tablets okay? . sleeping bag                                big?



Y


fresh fruits                                                                  big*** sleeping bag      yes big
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2

O
                                       may be . but I don’t know where we will be living

Y


uhm . big sleeping bag
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

*** The first three instances of the German adjective groß (big; in line 1) are not grammatically inflected, whereas the fourth instance (in line 2) is correctly inflected for 3rd person singular masculine (großer).
3. Phonologic output modification,

Transcript 6
Nancy & Ismail, referential task with required information exchange
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1

N


I see she smile and . she has big*** hair                                               [laughs]
I



                                                                big hair? how big? like that? [gesture]
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2

N


no . SHORT hair***




I



                           short hair I see . is she wearing a necklace?
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

*** On the tape, the first instance of the German word groß (big) sounds similar to kurz (short).

4. Syntactic output modification 

Transcript 7
Sanie & Fatih, referential task with optional information exchange
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1

S

sleeping bag?                                                                                                        summer?

F

                      yes we need that . but if . when is in summer . when is in summer

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2

S

                                                                                          yes but we don’t know weather 

F

when is .. when it is summer . we don’t need sleeping bag

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

3

S

in other country

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Examples of missing output modification
Foster (1998) reports 87 negotiation moves followed-up by 20 output modifications. The remaining 67 negotiation moves received unmodified repetitions of the problem utterance, simple yes/no responses, or no verbal response at all. In the present study, a total of 123 negotiation moves is followed in 32 cases by an output modification. The remaining 91 negotiation moves received 1. unmodified repetitions of words or utterances (59%), 2. yes-/no-answers (28%) und 3. no verbal responses (13%) (cf. electronic supplement, section 4.3, transcripts 8-10).
1. Unmodified word repetition

Transcript 8
Nino & Macit, referential task with required information exchange
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1

M


she has black hair            long and straight                straight                 
N
                                  black?                             long and?             straight uhum
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2. Yes-no-answers

Transcript 9
Nino & Macit, referential task with optional information exchange
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1

N


dried fruits                        uhum

M
                         ist hat food?
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

3. No verbal response

Transcript 10
Olga & Yusuf, referential task with optional information exchange
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1

O

coffee powder milk powder matches . what is matches?



Y

                                                                                           batteries uh . are important
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2

O
                              batteries okay ... matches?
Y


for walkie-talkie                                              matches uhm matches uhm uhm [gesture]
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

3

O


oh I see matches        but I am not sure . do we need them?
Y


                         matches

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

5. Discussion

Transcript 11
In Transcript 11 (below), the students Olga and Yusuf are working on a referential task with required information exchange at a point of time when Yusuf is supposed to describe a picture to Olga. The sort of communicative pressure imposed upon Yusuf which finally urges him to produce ‘pushed output’ (Swain 1995, 2005) is typical for a one-to-one situation, where the necessity to respond cannot be satisfied by further interlocutors.

Transcript 11

Olga & Yusuf, referential task with required information exchange

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1

O

… tell me something . you have the brunets . yes? women?                 or shall I ask you?



Y
  

                                                                                           yes ............

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2

O

       okay .. which . which haircut has your woman? . long or short? ..........



Y

yes                                                                                                                  sorry?

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

3

O

which kind of hair? long or short .. has your woman? …. you have to select one woman 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

4

O

okay?     you have already?     which kind of hair has your woman . long or short?



Y
            yes                            yes                                                                                    long

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Transcripts 12-15
The following data (Transcripts 12-15) from task completion as well as from stimulated recall demonstrates how students may deal with communication problems during task-work in the L2 classroom. Transcript 12 shows the students Esin and Tamuna working on a referential task with required information exchange.

Transcript 12 

Esin & Tamuna, referential task with required information exchange 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1

E

my woman has short curly hair                                yes . curly .. not straight .        



T

                                                  … short curly hair?                                          uhum

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Based on Transcript 12, Tamuna’s repetition with raising intonation (‘short curly hair?’) seems to qualify as a clarification request, responded to by a semantically modified output move of her interlocutor. However, the straightforward coding of such an utterance as clarification request might not always be warranted. Transcript 13 is taken from the stimulated recall interview that was conducted one day after the interaction reported in Transcript 12 took place.

Transcript 13

Esin & Tamuna, stimulated recall

1

I


okay ... here Esin says . ‘my woman has short curly hair’ 

2




and then you Tamuna say . ‘short curly hair?’ .. 

3

T

I wanted to . to find this woman with short . short curly hair 
4




[searching gesture of a finger on a worksheet]

5

E

while you say so for example short curly hair you can look for it

As can be seen from Transcript 13, the stimulated recall revealed not a comprehension problem, but a discourse strategy, allowing Tamuna to smoothly carry on the conversation (‘conversational lubricator’; Edmondson 1987: 1084) while holding the turn (‘holding device’; Bygate 1988: 71) and gaining time (‘uptake’; Edmondson 1981: 84) to do whatever the task requires her to do − in this case, searching for and identifying a face on a worksheet. Such incidents occurred in four out of the seven interviewed dyads and can be taken as evidence for the students’ tasks perception and task orientation.

With respect to learners’ task orientation, Foster (1998) suggests that while trying to understand each other and to express themselves, students’ focus is on the efficient execution of the task and the smooth development of the conversation rather than on the negotiation and modification of linguistic forms or functions. Transcript 14 (‘desert trip’ task) and 15 (stimulated recall) exemplify two students’ foci when working on an information-gap task:

Transcript 14

Sanie & Fatih, referential task with optional information exchange 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1

S


and in desert we need wa/ wa-ter

wa-ter-pu-ri-fi-ca-tion tablets




in the desert



F






















 water


















   uhum

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2

S


.. but there is no water you know [laughs] no water in desert
 no water in the desert





F









































I see

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

3

S


… but IF we find water we have to use these tablets


 because dirty

because water 



F




































  uhum







yes

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

4

S


is dirty we have to pu/ pu-ri-fy






















  yes we need that



F






















  so we need that yes? we need that?

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

5

S


.. but you . you understand? because water for example is dirty . is not clean we need

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

6

S


the tablets for . for cleaning … but there is no water in Sahara . so if we take with us 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

7

S


. if we take water with us it is not dirty .. but if we find water .. yes one CAN find water 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

8

S


then we need to clean it










yes we need that



F

















so we need that?










okay .. next one walkie-talkie

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

It is rather impressive to see how Sanie mentally constructs and verbally formulates her reasoning in a step-by-step manner, sorting out and weighting her pros and cons with respect to the usefulness of taking water purification tablets on a desert trip. However, it is less clear from the transcript whether Fatih follows his partner’s reasoning; throughout the whole exchange his back-channeling is as affirmative as it is undetermined. Whether and to what extent Fatih did or did not understand his interlocutor becomes more clear during the stimulated recall.

Transcript 15

Sanie & Fatih, stimulated recall

1

I


and then you Tamuna say very slowly wa-ter-pu-ri-fi-ca-tion tablets …

2

S


yes .. I know puri/ pu-ri-fi-ca-tion but it is hard . hard to say . to pronounce

3

I


… yes .. and then you explain . you explain why these tablets are useful in the desert

4




.. and you Fatih you . you are a bit . a bit quiet here

5

F

 
yes I . I am not . I was not sure 

6

S

 
you think these cleaning tablets not a good idea?

7

F


yes . no .. I . I don’t understand this word but now . now I know from dictionary 

8




but yesterday I . I can . I could not understand

9

S


you could not understand?

10
F


now I understand from dictionary but yesterday I . I thought is not important because 

11



ten things we need for desert . ten words . I not have to understand every word I .. 

12



I don’t I didn’t ask because asking . asking always is also difficult

13
S


.. yes . learning is good with partner . and asking .. but sometimes too much

Several issues are noteworthy in these two transcripts. First, from an analysis of task performance, one can suspect that there is a lack of understanding on the hand of Fatih. However, rather than asking his interlocutor for clarification, he pretends to comprehend and tries to bring the exchange to a successful closure, successful both in terms of maintaining face and in meeting the task requirements (i.e., making a yes/no-decision and proceeding to the next task issue). Second, the stimulated recall data confirms the assumptions of lacking comprehension. Interestingly, as Fatih reports having looked up the word in question after task completion, it is not lack of learning interest or poor learning motivation which prevents Fatih from requesting the meaning of a word. Rather than indicating cognitive impassivity or attitudinal indifference the recall data reveal social aspects of dyadic task accomplishment (cf. lines 12-13 in Transcript 15). Therefore, it seems that considerations other than learning gains and pedagogical advancement are at play here, though the learners don’t spell them out (and haven’t been pushed to do so during the recall session). On the basis of this evidence it might be justified to assume that other driving factors were relevant, such as the effort to maintain a harmonious personal relationship among the interactants; the smooth flow of the conversation; and the efficient and successful completion of the task. Such a view of classroom-based task completion is in line with Slimani-Rolls’ (2005) findings that students’ meaning-negotiation appears to be motivated by their interest to complete the task rather than clarify real cases of lacking comprehension. Furthermore, in the retrospective interviews, the learners express their concerns that interrupting one’s interlocutor too often renders the communication difficult and that requests for clarification can be quite embarrassing (Slimani-Rolls 2005: 205-06).
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Appendix A: Consciousness-raising task ‘text repair’
Task description:

Completing a text repair task in​volves inserting items such as articles, reflexive pro​nouns, or verbal complements, and inflecting pronouns and verbs appropriately. For example, the sentence 
‘Früher du haben [infinitive] immer ärgern [infinitive] meine Ex-Freunde’ had to be transformed to the sentence ‘Früher hast [2nd person singular] du [inversion] dich [reflexive pronoun] immer über [prepositional complement] meine Ex-Freunde geärgert [past participle]’ (‘before, you have always been annoyed about my ex-boyfriends’). 
The task used in this study focused on verbs with prepositional complements. Here is an example (in contrast to the original worksheet, infinitives are in bold type): 

Ein Abschieds​brief: 

‘Lieber Martin, 

ich mögen von du verabschieden. Du haben in die letzten Jahre sehr verän​dern. Früher du haben immer ärgern meine Ex-Freunde. Heute du aus​gehen oft andere Frauen und du kümmern kaum noch ich. Früher ich haben nie beklagen dein Ver​halten, aber jetzt ich ge​nug haben. Ich nicht mehr können du verlas​sen. Deshalb ich ent​scheiden haben anderer Mann. 

Irene’ 

A farewell letter: 
‘Dear Martin, I want say good-bye. You have in the last years very much change. Before, you always annoy about my ex-boyfriends. Now you go out often other women and you hardly worry I. Before, I com​plain never your behaviour, but now I enough have. I no longer can rely you. Therefore I decide have in favour another man. Irene’). 
(The English version given here is suggestive of the original only – a word-for-word translation would not work for expository purposes).
Appendix B: Assembly task ‘women’
Instruction:

· You and your partner have each received a worksheet showing enumerated pictures of blond and brunet women. Please describe them to each other in turns. If you have received worksheet A, please describe the blond women. If you have received worksheet B, describe the brunet women.

· Choose one picture and describe it to your partner until s/he can identify the picture that you are describing. While you are describing, your partner can also ask questions about the picture.

· If you have identified one of the described pictures, mark it on your worksheet. The task is accomplished as soon as all pictures have been identified.
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Appendix C: Decision-making task ‘desert’
Part 1:
Together with your partner you want to take part in a guided trip through a desert. The tour guide advised you not to take too much luggage with you. From the following list, chose the 8 items which appear to be the most useful to you.

Give reasons for your decision and mark the selected items with a +.




-  maps















-  water purification tablets




-  pocket knife









-  walkie-talkie




-  vitamin tablets







-  coffee powder




-  sleeping bag









-  milk powder




-  fresh fruits










-  matches




-  dried fruits










-  batteries




-  compass












-  drinking water




-  diary















-  first-aid kit

Part 2:

Your tour guide has died from the bite of a snake. Now you have to find your way to the next oasis on your own. As there are now only the two of you, you cannot carry as much luggage as before. Therefore, from the 8 issues you have chosen before, select the 4 most important which you wish to take along.

Give reasons for your decision and mark the selected items with a +.

� A more detailed discussion of stimulated recall and the debate about the use of introspection and retrospection in L2 research can be found in Ericsson & Simon (1993), Green (1998) and Gass & Mackey (2000). The validity of concurrent data-elicitation procedures such as think-aloud protocols is investigated in Leow (2004). For recent research using verbal protocol analysis in task-based research see Roehr (2006).
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