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CHAPTER 6 

DATA ANALYSIS, FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS 
 

        This chapter is devoted to primarily present the data analysis, and to reveal the main 

findings related to the research questions on the students’ involvement in group 

interaction, the types of information used by the students in their attempts to understand a 

text and the way the students ask for as well as get assistance from peers. It also elaborates 

the findings by discussing them further with regard to the theoretical perspectives of 

related literature.  
 

6.1 Obtained Data 
        As mentioned in [4.4.11.2], the data in this study are obtained from 4 out of 6 Jigsaw 

sessions or on sessions 4-7 of the second half of the semester when the Jigsaw technique is 

implemented. The obtained data for analysis are then those four transcripts labeled Data 1, 

Data 2, Data 3, and Data 4 (Appendix 12)  demonstrating the student interaction in their 

expert team in the four Jigsaw sessions. 

        In the data analysis, both quantitative and qualitative measures are taken although 

this study is primarily a qualitative study. Therefore, the data analysis presented in the 

next sections will cover both quantitative and qualitative measures.  
 

6.2 Students’ Involvement in Group Interaction 
        This section is presented to deal with the first research question “To what extent are 

students involved in group interaction?” It will first point out the results of data analysis 

and present the findings and discussions on the findings. 
 

6.2.1 Data Analysis 

        The transcribed data, as stated in Chapters 4 and 5, were initially classified into their 

types of episodes. One of the four transcribed data sets was randomly chosen to be coded 

for episode classification. The first coder collaboratively coded the first half of the 

transcript with the second coder. The rest of the script and the other transcribed data were 

coded independently, and the codings were compared to determine the level of inter-rater 

agreement. 
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        Inter-rater reliability ranged from 90% to 100% across the occurrence of episode 

types (i.e., content, 90.0%; organization, 91.3%; off-task, 100%). The average level of 

agreement was then 93.8% for the classification of the four transcribed data sets. Where 

there was disagreement in the coding, discussion was, as stated in Chapter 4, held to arrive 

at unanimous decisions. Data about which there were ‘tough’ disagreements were not 

included in the analysis. It occurred only in Data 3 for Turns (henceforth, T.) 286-292 

which amounted to less than 5% of the whole data set. 
 

Transcript classification 

        In Data 1, 2, 3 and 4 there were 20, 22, 31 and 32 episodes respectively. In Data 1, 

the 20 episodes were distributed in 11 episodes of content, 8 organization and 1 off-task.  

In Data 2, the 22 episodes were distributed in 10 episodes of content, 10 organization and 

2 off-task. In Data 3, the 31 episodes were distributed in 16 episodes of content, 12 

organization and 3 off-task. Meanwhile in Data 4, there were 13, 16 and 3 episodes of 

content, organization and off-task respectively. Figure 6.1 presents the result of the very 

first interaction analysis – termed ‘macro analysis’ in Chapters 4 and 5 – in percentages:  

 
55.0%

40.0%

5,0%

45.5% 45.5%

9,1%

51.6%

38.7%

9,7%

38.7%

51.6%

9,7%

47,7%
43,9%

8,4%

0,0%

10,0%

20,0%

30,0%

40,0%

50,0%

60,0%

Data 1 Data 2 Data 3 Data 4 Average

Content episodes
Organization episodes
Off-task episodes

 
                   Figure 6.1 Data Classification (in percentages) 
         
        It is clear from the data presented in Figure 6.1 that content and organization episodes 

formed the majority.  Off-task episodes constituted the lowest percentage over the data. 

Put simply, the on-task episodes consisting of content and organization episodes were 

consistently maintained at a much higher percentage than the off-task ones over the data. 
 

General IRF moves analysis 

        As the data classification resulted in the appearance of content, organization and off-

task episodes, further analysis was carried out to find the students’ involvement with 
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regard to the common pattern of IRF discourse (this is essential as the length of episodes – 

not the number of episodes – will more accurately determine the actual involvement of 

students in group interaction). The first and second coders collaboratively coded some 

episodes identified in Data 1 to see the IRF moves appearing in each episode. The rest of 

the episodes were coded independently, and the codings were compared to determine the 

level of inter-rater agreement. Where there was disagreement in the coding, discussion 

was held to arrive at unanimous decisions. Inter-rater reliability ranged from 86.8% to 

92.0% across the occurrence of moves, i.e., Initiation, 90.2%; Response, 92.0%; Feedback, 

86.8%. The average inter-rater agreement with regard to the occurrence of moves in this 

study was 89.7%.  

        In Data 1, there were 249 content on-task moves, 32 organization on-task moves and 

1 off-task move compared with 282 moves overall. In Data 2, there were 163 content on-

task moves and 91 organization on-task moves and 4 off-task moves. In Data 3, content 

on-task moves, organization on-task moves and off-task moves amounted to 241, 72 and 5 

respectively. In Data 4 content on-task moves decrease to 191 but the organization on-task 

moves and off-task moves increased to 84 and 8 respectively. Figure 6.2 presents the data 

on students’ interaction with regard to the IRF moves in percentages. 
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                     Figure 6.2 Students’ Moves in Group Interaction 
 
       The data in Figure 6.2 indicate that the content moves had a range from 63.2% to 

88.3% (with the average percentage of 73.7%). The organization moves comprised the 

percentage range from 11.4% to 35.3% (with the average percentage of 24.7%). 

Meanwhile the off-task moves ranged from 0.4% to 2.8% resulting in the average 

percentage of 1.6%  – the smallest of all. Overall, the data predominantly indicated that 
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on-task moves (consisting of content and organization moves) surpassed the off-task 

moves.  

         The result of further analysis of the identified episodes with regard to its IRF moves 

is shown in Table 6.1: 
          

Table 6.1 IRF Moves in Group Interaction 
Data 1 Data 2 Data 3 Data 4 Average  

Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % 
Initiation 145 51.4% 120 46.5% 148 46.5% 139 49.1% 552 48.4% 
Response 118 41.8% 114 44.2% 130 40.9% 113 39.9% 475 41.6% 
Feedback  19 6.7% 24 9.3% 40 12.6% 31 11% 114 10% 

Total  282 100% 258 100% 318 100% 283 100% 1141 100% 
 
        In descending order of frequency, Initiation was, as seen in Table 6.1, the most 

frequent move, followed by Response and Feedback (at 51.4%, 41.8%, 6.7%) in Data 1. 

Similar pattern is found in Data 2-4. The most frequent move was Initiation followed by 

Response and Feedback. The most frequent move was Initiation (reaching almost 50%) 

and the least one was Feedback (at 10%).  It is then evident that in student interaction 

Initiation (with the range of 46.5%–51.4%) and Response (with the range of 39.9%–

44.2%) remained consistently high over Data 1-4 while Feedback remained consistently 

low (with the range of 6.7%–12.6%).  
 

Each Student’s IRF Moves Analysis  

        The analysis on each student’s IRF moves in group interaction is summarized in 

Table 6.2. 
 

Table 6.2 Students’ Involvement 
Data 1 Data 2 Data 3 Data 4 Average  

Count % Count % Count % Count % Count %
KI1 (HA1)  -- -- 112 43.4% 78 24.5% 53 18.7% 243 21.3% 
KI2 (HA2) 127 45.0% 56 21.7% 59 18.6% 42 14.8% 284 24.9% 
KI3 (MA1) -- -- 41 15.9% 112 35.2% 48 17.0% 201 17.6% 
KI4 (MA2) 99 35.1% 28 10.9% 69 21.7% 86 30.4% 282 24.7% 
KI5 (LA) 56 19.9% 21 8.1% -- -- 54 19.1% 131 11.5% 
 282 100% 258 100% 318 100% 283 100% 1141 100% 

   Note: ‘--’ does not mean that the respective student does not participate in the discussion; it shows  
   that the respective student is absent; KI = Key Informant; HA: High-achiever; MA: Middle-achiever; 
   LA: Low-achiever. 
 
KI1’s moves decreased steadily from 43.4% in Data 2 to 24.5% and 18.7% in Data 3 and 4 

respectively resulting in the average of 21.3%. Instances of moves made by KI2 decreased 

from 45.0% in Data 1 to 21.7%, 18.6%, and 14.8% in Data 2, 3, 4 respectively resulting in 

the average of 24.9%. KI3’s moves increased from 15.9% in Data 2 to 35.2% in Data 3 
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but dropped to 17.0% in Data 4 resulting in the average of 17.6%. Instances of moves 

made by KI4 decreased quite sharply from 35.1% in Data 1 to 10.9% in Data 2 but then 

increased steadily to 21.7% and 30.4% in Data 3 and 4 respectively resulting in the 

average of 24.7%. Meanwhile KI5’s moves were the fewest. They dropped from 19.9% in 

Data 1 to 8.1% in Data 2 but in Data 4 KI5 gained back her percentage of moves (19.1%) 

– slightly the same as the one in Data 1 – constituting the average of 11.5% which was the 

lowest among all the students’ moves.  
 

Table 6.3 Students’ Involvement With Regard to Different Ability Levels 
Data 1 Data 2 Data 3 Data 4 Average  

Count % Count % Count % Count % Count %
HA 127 45.0% 168 65.1% 137 43.1% 95 33.6% 527 46.2% 
MA 99 35.1% 69 26.7% 181 56.9% 134 47.4% 483 42.3% 
LA  56 19.9% 21 8.1% -- -- 54 19.1% 131 11.5% 
Total 282 100% 258 100% 318 100% 283 100% 1141 100% 

        Note: ‘--’ does not mean that the respective student does not participate in the discussion; it shows  
        that  the respective student is absent; HA: High-achiever (n=2); MA: Middle-achiever (n=2); LA:  
        Low-achiever (n=1). In the discussion, HA, MA, and LA are considered as a single group each. 
 
        Derived from the average column in Table 6.3 it became clear that HA and MA made 

more or less equal (46.2% and 42.3%) moves compared to LA who reached less than 12%. 

A closer look at the result of data analysis presented in the table also shows that HA’s 

moves rose from 45.0% in Data 1 to 65.1% in Data 2 but then dropped again to 43.1% in 

Data 3. HA’s moves reached its lowest percentage (33.6%) in Data 4. Indicated in the 

same table is that MA’s moves decreased a bit from 35.1% in Data 1 to 26.7% in Data 2. 

MA made the most moves reaching almost 57% in Data 3 and fewer moves amounted to 

47.4% in Data 4. LA’s moves in all data (except in Data 3 as there was no LA in the group 

discussion) were less than 20%. To be exact they amounted to 19.9%, 8.1% and 19.1% in 

Data 1, Data 2 and Data 4 respectively. LA’s involvement was steadily the lowest among 

all – as shown in Table 6.3, LA’s moves was only about one tenth of the whole percentage 

on average. 
 

Each student’s IRF moves analysis related to the roles assigned 

        Referring to Table 6.2 (excluding the ‘average’ column) and also Table 4.2 (in 

[4.4.7]) highlighting the roles executed by the key informants, we can get another insight 

for student participation in group interaction which is role-oriented. It is indicated in 

Figures 6.3–6.6:  
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        Figure 6.3 Group Interaction by Roles (Data 1) 
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Figure 6.4 Group Interaction by Roles (Data 2) 
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            Figure 6.5 Group Interaction by Roles (Data 3) 
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Figure 6.6 Group Interaction by Roles (Data 4) 
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        From a global perspective, two different patterns of interaction seemed to have 

emerged in the group. For example, Data 1, 2 and 3 showed that the captain was the most 

active, while Data 4 did reveal a different pattern of interaction. The captain was not the 

most active but the second most active in group interaction. Put in another way, the non-

captain roles (speaker, secretary, time keeper and encourager) constituted consistently the 

second most active in Data 1, 2 and 3 but not in Data 4.  

         When further analysis is performed, a different picture emerges. Figures 6.3–6.6 

reveal to what extent role assigning influences the interaction pattern. As the roles are not 

equally distributed to each student, different data should be referred to to know the extent 

each role influences the group interaction. 

        To see to which extent a captain role influences the interaction pattern, we can refer 

to all data. In Data 1 and Data 2 (see Figures 6.3 and 6.4) the captain was a high-achiever. 

In Data 3 (Figure 6.5), the captain was a middle-achiever. In Data 4 (Figure 6.5), the 

captain was a low-achiever. She did not make the most moves. When HA and MA got a 

captain role, they contributed the highest percentage of moves in the group interaction.  It 

is also seen that LA had the lowest involvement in all group interaction. Nevertheless 

when the LA was a captain, she could get the second highest percentage as seen in Data 4. 

        Only Data 2, 3 and 4 are used to see to which extent the role of time keeper 

influences the interaction pattern. In Data 2, the time keeper was a low-achiever. In Data 

3, the timer was a high-achiever. Both time keepers made the fewest moves.  In Data 4, 

the time keeper was also a high-achiever, but unlike in the previous data, he did not make 

the fewest moves.  

        Only half of the data (Data 2 and 4) can be used to describe to which extent the roles 

of secretary, speaker and encourager influence the interaction pattern. In Data 2, the 

secretary was a middle-achiever and she was ‘in the middle’ contributing about 15% of the 

total moves. In Data 4, the secretary was a high-achiever contributing at about 15% – 

putting her in the last position in the rank. In Data 2, the speaker was a high-achiever and 

she occupied the second position (the second highest). In Data 4, the speaker was a 

middle-achiever occupying the second position from the lowest. In Data 2, the encourager 

was a middle-achiever and she got the second lowest percentage of moves. In Data 4, the 

encourager was a middle-achiever. She contributed the highest percentage of moves, the 

first position taking over the floor of the captain – a role which consistently occupied the 

first over Data 1–3. 
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6.2.2 Findings and Discussions 

        In this section, the sequence of presenting the findings and discussions will similarly 

follow the organization of the formulated sub-questions of the first research question – 

firstly, the global involvement; secondly, the involvement with regard to IRF moves; 

thirdly, the one with regard to the ability levels, and lastly, the one with regard to the roles 

assigned to the students. 
 

Students’ involvement with regard to the whole group interaction 

        As depicted in Figure 6.1 the average of off-task episodes amounts to less than 10% 

of the whole episodes. There is more student interaction that is task-related, and less of the 

interaction is off-task, either actively (e.g., in terms of fooling around as seen in Data 3, 

T.253) or passively (e.g., in terms of being distracted as found in Data 4, T.199-203). 

Likewise, further analysis as presented in Figure 6.2 shows that the average off-task 

amounts to even less than 2% of the whole moves. The data give evidence that the 

students perform the expected task, in this study, the reading task assigned to a large 

extent. Put simply, this result suggests that peer interaction is found to be very much on-

task oriented.  

        With regard to the on-task interaction itself, it is found that the content-oriented 

interaction is almost three times the percentage of the total organization-oriented 

interaction (see Figure 6.2 showing the average percentage of content moves reaching 

almost 74% compared to 24.7% for  organization one). This indicates that the students are 

indeed involved in the discussion of the content of the text. The minimized procedural 

discussions are most likely to be due to the clear task structure which appears in the 

worksheets provided. The students in general know the way in planning and organizing 

the reading task. They therefore attend to the substantive issues more.  
 

Students’ involvement with regard to IRF moves 

        With regard to the common pattern of IRF classroom discourse, a pattern of moves is 

consistent in the data (see Table 6.1). The students are constantly involved much more in 

initiating and responding than in providing feedback to one another. Excerpt 6.1 

exemplifies this finding qualitatively:  
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Excerpt 6.1: (Appendix 12; Data 3) 
186 KI4  : (I) 

(I) 
What other question? ((KI1’s humming)) 
‘When New York became bigger?’ ((laughter)) 

187 KI3  (I) Is that OK?   
188 KI4 : (R) No, you can find the another question.  
189 KI1 : (I) Er …   
190 KI3 : (I) ‘What is … the story about?’ ((laughter)) 
191 KI1 : (F) Ya ya ya. 
192 KI2 : (I) Er what? /Er pardon?/ 
193 KI3 : (R) ‘What is the story about?’    
194 KI1 : (I) I think it should be the first question  
195 KI4 : (R) ‘What is the story about?’ …. ((completing the worksheet))  

         
        Excerpt 6.1 starts with KI4’s initiating a discussion for the ‘question making’ section 

– the expert team’s task to make questions to take to the home team later. In T.186 she 

makes two initiations. First she initiates by asking “What other question?”, but before she 

gets a response from her friends, she makes another initiation by a simple assertion 

informing others about the question she finds “When New York became bigger?”. KI3 

reinitiates – another type of Initiation which is different from the one of KI4. KI3’s 

initiation is not a simple question but a confirmation check as she might wonder if it is a 

good idea to keep such a trivial question. The first response move is made by KI4 who 

answers, “No, you can find another question” indicating that KI4 offers the chance for KI3 

to have her own question – the one that might be better. In T.189 KI1 starts an initiation 

but it is not completed. As only “Er …” appears, KI3 takes the initiation to present her 

question “What is the story about?”. KI1 then as seen in T.191 provides feedback by 

accepting it. To this point, it is shown that the basic IRF structure has been extended to I-I-

I-R-I-I-F (T.186-91). What follows immediately is the I-R-I-R pattern. In T.192 KI2 

makes an initiation by asking for clarification – a simple ‘Pardon?’ as she does not quite 

follow what has been formulated as a question to keep. KI3 then makes a response by 

repeating the question she has made. KI1’s further initiation in T.194 shows he initiates by 

informing others that ‘What is the story about?’ should become the first question to keep 

for the home team. In fact he is contributing an important idea for the group. The episode 

ends with KI4’s response in repeating the question to write in the group worksheet as she 

is the one responsible for keeping notes in the group. As witnessed in Excerpt 6.1, the 

students are indeed initiating and responding in group interaction but they do not provide 

feedback much to each other.  

        Excerpt 6.1 indicates that peer interaction results in an extended version of IRF which 

is, in many ways, comparable to what Boulima (1999) refers to as negotiated interaction. 
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The common IRF classroom discourse has been extended resulting in negotiated 

interaction because of: (1) no answer to the very first initiation (as seen in T.186), (2) a 

comprehension check (T.187), (3) another member’s attempt to participate, though not 

completed (T.189), (4) a request for clarification (T.192), and (5) an additional 

explanation to the issue being discussed (T.194). 

Otherwise, the excerpt would have looked like the following:  
 

Excerpt 6.2: 
KI4  : (I) What other question?  
KI3 : (R) ‘What is … the story about?’  
KI1 : (F) Ya ya ya. 

 
revealing to some degree the traditional routinized pattern of IRF classroom discourse. 

Overall, it appears that the learning structure in group interaction is far more complex than 

the basic IRF teaching structure. 
 

       The infrequent use of Feedback moves – at a much lower percentage, i.e., only one 

tenth compared to the frequent use of Initiation and Response moves – might indicate that 

students do not have the courage to evaluate or provide feedback to one another. Another 

possible explanation is that when students initiate by asking questions, their questions are 

in fact not display questions, as often identified in typical teaching discourse where 

teachers pose questions of which they know the answers and at the same time of which 

they want to provide feedback. The discourse in Excerpt 6.3 is a typical one showing a 

display question by the teacher who already has the answer:  
 

Excerpt 6.3: (White, 2003:4) 
1    Teacher  :   We have the fisherman. What is he saying to himself? 
2    Student   :   He is saying…“I got it.” 
3   Teacher   :   Okay. Sure. He is saying, “I got it.” 

 
        As demonstrated in Excerpt 6.3, the initiation of the teacher (T.1) is responded by the 

student (T.2) who immediately gets feedback from the teacher (T.3).  The teacher is 

predominantly asking a question for which he or she knows the answer beforehand. The 

teacher is quite obviously checking the students’ comprehension and in a sense posing a 

question designed to get the student to produce language.  

        On the other hand, in group interaction students ask a different sort of questions – 

information-seeking type, commonly referred to as referential questions as opposed to 

display questions. The students ask questions for which responses are not predetermined 
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by the interaction content as depicted in the previous Excerpt 6.1 and also in the following 

Excerpt 6.4:  

Excerpt 6.4: (Appendix 12; Data 2) 
56 KI2 : (I) (What’s the meaning of) Distinct?  
57 KI1 : (R) Distinct (means) different 
58 KI3 : (R)                            --different.  
59 KI1 : (F) ‘Distinct’ is the synonym … of ‘difference’. 
60 KI2 : (R) Ya, thank you.  

       
        Excerpt 6.4 largely shows that KI2 is seeking information from her friends. She does 

not understand the meaning of ‘distinct’. When she eventually gets it, she does not give 

feedback but a response by an acknowledgement ‘Ya’ and a ‘thank you’ ending. 

Otherwise, the excerpt will end with KI2’s feedback saying ”OK, good. That’s correct.”  

instead of “Ya, thank you”. This is confirmed by the supplementary data – the semi-

structured interview. When asked whether she was checking her friends’ knowledge about 

the word, KI2 denied it stating she was genuinely asking for help as she did not know the 

meaning. In conclusion, students’ initiations and responses come naturally from trying to 

interact not to provide feedback – resulting in a rare occurrence of the Feedback move. 
 

Students’ involvement with regard to the ability levels 

        As for students’ involvement with regard to the ability levels, the data as shown in 

Tables 6.2 and 6.3 indicate that more proficient students tend to be involved more than the 

less proficient ones in group interaction. This finding seems to support another study by 

Doughty & Pica (1986). Their study shows that, in group work, more proficient students 

tend to dominate the interaction and structure the discourse. Our study somewhat 

substantiates the finding in that HA is involved the most and that MA is involved more 

than LA. Both HA and MA outperform LA to a large extent in being involved in group 

interaction. One possible explanation for this is that higher proficiency students have more 

to share and are more willing to share. The lower proficiency students might have felt 

pressured to work with the more proficient learners who act as the expert, substituting the 

teacher’s role. It should be kept in mind that individual differences like being introverts-

extroverts might be another influential factor.  
 

Students’ involvement with regard to the roles assigned  

        The data as shown in Figures 6.3–6.6 eventually suggest that when HA and MA 

become a captain, they show the tendency to be involved the most in group interaction.  
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We can also see the minimum involvement of LA in group interaction. The trend found is 

that the low achiever in this study becomes the member showing the least participation 

when the roles assigned to her are non-captain roles. Nevertheless when she is a captain, it 

is surprisingly found that she can occupy the second position placing all the other HA 

below her as seen in Figure 6.6.  

        As mentioned in Chapter 4, the predetermined roles for the key informants were not 

executed as expected because each key informant was not consistently present when the 

data were collected. Due to this circumstance, it might be hard to conclude the influence 

of each role confidently especially the role of encourager as this is the only role, as 

mentioned in Chapter 4, that is not distributed equally to the key informants. Nevertheless, 

we can quite convincingly say as the result of our findings that when high achievers get 

the time keeper role, their involvement is decreased greatly as they occupy either the 

lowest or the middle position in the rank. It is also found that the secretary, speaker, and 

time keeper roles can prevent HA from dominating the interaction. As for the captain role, 

we can also argue that it is powerful in increasing the participation of low achievers.  

        It can then be concluded that high-achievers’ dominating the interaction can be 

lessened by the non-captain roles and that the low-achievers’ minimum involvement can 

be increased by the captain role assigned to them. Therefore, rotating roles is helpful in 

increasing low-achievers’ involvement. It is also helpful in balancing the involvement of 

high-achievers and middle-achievers. It is yet important to note that this particular finding 

is based on very limited data as the data are obtained from merely 4 sessions of student 

interaction where one student executes a certain role only on one session. 
 

6.3 Types of Information Used to Understand a Text 
        As mentioned in [3.4], the students’ discussion was not triggered by the 

comprehension questions commonly following a text. To know what types of information 

the students use in order to understand a text, we focus on the content episodes and 

analyse them by referring again to Table 5.1 (Chapter 5). 
 

6.3.1 Data Analysis 

        In the whole data set revealing content episodes, four types of episodes are obtained: 

main idea-oriented, inference-oriented, fact-oriented and question making episodes. Inter-

rater reliability ranged from 86.7% to 100% across the occurrence of the episodes, i.e., 
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Main Idea, 100%; Inference, 86.7%; Fact, 87.5% and Question making, 100%. The 

average inter-rater agreement with regard to the occurrence of  these episodes was 93.5%. 

When each episode is analysed with regard to its overall IRF moves, the result is as 

follows:  
 

Table 6.4 Types of Information in Text Understanding Interaction 
Data 1 Data 2 Data 3 Data 4 Average  

Count % Count % Count % Count % Count %
Main 
Idea 56 23.0% 39 23.9% 31 12.8% 62 32.3% 189 22.3%
Inference 68 27.9% 60 36.8% 98 40.5% 51 26.6% 278 32.9%
Fact  83 34.0% 36 22.1% 52 21.5% 29 15.1% 201 23.8%
Question-
making  37 15.2% 28 17.2% 61 25.2% 50 26.0% 177 20.9%
       Total  244 100% 163 100% 242 100% 192 100% 844 100%

         
        The data in the last row of Table 6.4 show that the most frequent interaction by far 

(32.9%) was inference-oriented interaction. The next most frequent (23.8%), on average, 

fell into fact-oriented interaction. This was followed by main idea-oriented interaction at 

slightly the same percentage as fact-oriented interaction. The least frequent, on average at 

20.9%, was question-making oriented interaction.  
 

6.3.2 Findings and Discussions 

        With regard to the opportunity given to the students to set their own types of 

information to use in order to understand a text, it is found that the students are primarily 

dealing with main ideas, inferences, facts and question-making. This might to a large 

extent be due to the task structure which assigns students to find the main idea, implied 

information, and facts and to make questions (see [4.4.9]).  

        It is revealed that the average percentage of inference-oriented discussion is the 

highest among all the issues discussed (see Table 6.1). This implies that the students are 

concerned more with the issues implied in the text than with the main idea, facts or 

question making. However, as the students in this study are given texts with implied main 

ideas – hence the task to find the main idea is actually the one to find implied information, 

we can even argue that the majority of the student interaction (see Table 6.4 the average 

column; 22.3%+32.9% which amounts to more than half of the total) is actually inference-

oriented discussion. The task to find implied information in a text triggers more student 

interaction than the one to find factual information. This finding supports the argument 
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pointed out by Gass et al. (2005). The data they collected suggest few differences in 

interactional patterns between the interaction observed in classroom and laboratory 

settings. Instead, they find there are differences depending on the type of task that the 

learners carried out. Therefore their soft claim “ … interaction may be more task-

dependent …” (Gass et al., 2005:601) can be changed into a stronger one saying 

“interaction is task-dependent”.  

        With regard to the opportunity given to the students to set their own issues to discuss 

in the group, the lowest average percentage falls into question-making oriented episodes 

as this might be again due to the task structure – the students are individually asked to 

prepare issues to discuss while the task to formulate questions is the task for the students 

as a group – a later task completed after the main group discussion. Though the percentage 

of question making is the lowest (see Table 6.4), it is not very different from the ones of 

the main idea and factual discussion (ranging from 20.9% to 23.8%). This likely indicates 

that the students also think that making questions is as important as the other tasks of 

finding main ideas, implied and factual information because the questions formulated will 

assist them in ensuring the home team member’s understanding later. 
 

A case revealed from the secondary data 

        When the secondary instrument, i.e., the individual students’ worksheet is observed, 

it is found that in fact more factual issues are jotted down by the majority of the students. 

However the transcribed data show that there is a shift. It is found that the inference-

oriented interaction tends to be longer than the others as the average percentage of 

inference discussion is the highest among all (see Table 6.4). One example is worth 

depicting here. In her worksheet (the supplementary data), KI2 jots down the followings:  

“Webster wants the American language improved” (par. 2 line 13-15)  
“Webster is a teacher”  
“Webster American spelling book is a good book”  

 
        The transcribed Data 2 show that after the first two inference issues jotted down by 

KI2 are discussed, the respective student does not want to miss the opportunity to discuss 

more – taking the last inference issue noted down in her worksheet to start a discussion 

which eventually becomes a complete discourse as seen in Excerpt 6.5:  
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Excerpt 6.5: (Appendix 12; Data 2) 
164 KI2 : (I) Er ... can I add an inferences ... inference ...? 
165 KI1 : (R)                                                   --Ya, ya, of course. 
166 KI2 : (I) Er … I think I found one inference from paragraph 2 line 10 up to … er … 12  

when we consider that his American Spelling book (was used in thousands 
of schools over a great many years) Er I think we can er we can say that 
Webster’s American Spelling Book is a good book. 

167 KI1 : (R) Oh ya ya. [[showing that KI1 is following what KI2 says previously]] 
168 KI2  : (I )      --Because it is used by (thousands of schools).  
169 KI1 : (R)                        --it is used by … yaaaaa thousands of schools.  
170 KI2 : (I ) Webster’s American Spelling Book is a good book.  
171 KI1 : (R) Webster … 
172 KI2 : (R) Webster’s American Spelling Book is a good book. 
173 KI1 : (F) Webster’s American Spelling Book was a good book.  ((long silence)) 
174 KI5 : (I) ‘Was’ a good book or ‘is’ a good book? 
175 KI1 : (R) ‘Is’ a good book … Because they still use it up to now, I think. ‘Is’ a good 

book. Xx  
   Note: Segments underlined indicate the sentence(s) appearing in the text. 
 
        Excerpt 6.5 initially indicates KI2’s intention to highlight what she has written in her 

worksheet. When her question “Er ... can I add an inferences ... inference ...?” (T.164) is 

responded with an enthusiastic “Ya, ya, of course.” (T.165), she directly takes the chance. 

She does not however just read it. She even explains in details what she has found as her 

understanding of the text (as shown in T.166 which is continued in T.168). The discussion 

then changes into a language item discussion on ‘was’ and  ‘is’ – making it a much longer 

interaction.  
 

 Form-focused interaction found 

        Excerpt 6.5 somehow exemplifies how the inference discussion gets the first rank. It 

furthermore shows another interesting trend. As seen in the last section of the excerpt 

(T.172-175), the discussion on ‘was’ and  ‘is’ appears as the result of the feedback given 

by KI1 (T.173) who indirectly corrects KI2’s previous sentence. This triggers KI5 to 

initiate by checking confirmation: “‘Was’ a good book or ‘is’ a good book?” (T.174). This 

confirmation check then results in a modified output by KI1 who initially produces 

“Webster’s American Spelling Book was a good book” (T.173). He eventually knows a 

better one “Webster’s American Spelling Book is a good book” (as implied in T.175) and 

even provides further explanation why it is ‘is’.  

        Implied in the ending part of Excerpt 6.5 is that the students are constructively 

involved in talking about the language they produce. It appears spontaneously when the 

message-centered discussion takes place. This particular form-focused interaction also 

appears quite consistently when the students formulate questions as shown in Excerpt 6.6:   
 



CHAPTER 6 142 

Excerpt 6.6: (Appendix 12; Data 3) 
153 KI3 : OK, now … er we make comprehension question. 
154 KI4 : ‘When the first … the first Roosevelt came to New York?’  
155 KI1 : Yeah, yeah. 
156 KI3 : ‘When was?’ Iya? /Is it ‘When was’?/ 
157 KI4 :                    --Ya, ‘When was …’ ((long silence; writing)) 
158 KI3 : Eh /sorry/ ‘When was’ apa ‘When did’ ya? /Is it ‘When was’ or ‘When did’?/ 

‘When did’ ya? /Is it ‘When did’?/   
159 KI1 : ‘When … the first’ …   
160 KI3 : ‘When did’ …   
161 KI1 : Yeah, ‘When did’ … 
162 KI3 : (there is) ‘come’ here. ‘When did … the first Roosevelt come to New York?’ 

 
        Excerpt 6.6 reveals the episode of making questions to be taken to the home team. 

The students appear to understand that the factual information related to the time the first 

Roosevelt came to New York contributes to the main idea of the text. They take it as a 

question to keep for the home team. The question of KI3 “(Is it) ‘When was’?” (T.156) 

and  “(Is it) ‘When was’ or ‘When did’?” (T.158) have then led them to focus on the 

language they produce. The first ungrammatical question ‘When the first Roosevelt came 

to New York’ initially becomes another ungrammatical one ‘When was the first Roosevelt 

came to New York’. The grammatically correct question ‘When did the first Roosevelt 

come to New York’ is eventually produced. Both Excerpts 6.5 and 6.6 exemplified above 

seem to support Williams’ (1999) study that finds learners working together in meaning-

centered class spontaneously attend to form. In all, our data somehow reveal a type of 

interaction where one student’s simple appeal provides the occasion for others to be 

involved and, more remarkably, the interaction unexpectedly yields an instance of 

negotiation which may be essential to, as argued by Long (1981), the promotion of 

language acquisition.  
 

Concluding remarks 

        The substantive student interaction occurring in our data might be related to the 

positive interdependence and individual accountability which are enforced in the class. 

The task which is structured to promote student interaction and the group composition 

which is quite cohesive (i.e. 3.2 of 4 in this key informant group) might also contribute to 

the high degree of students’ involvement.  

        This particular finding is in line with what Rulon & McCreary (1986) find. Without 

assistance from the teacher, students in a small group can cover as much content as are 

students working in a large one which is teacher-fronted.  
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6.4 Helping Behavior in Group Interaction 
        To address the third research question “How do students help one another in group 

interaction?” we focus on the students’ content discussion. To be more explicit, the 

statement units in each of the identified content episodes are examined more closely for its 

scaffolding categories.  
 

6.4.1 Data Analysis 

        The first coder initially coded the content episodes identified in Data 1 and 2 to find 

the scaffolding categories. The coding scheme was gradually refined through interaction 

with the identified episodes as well as by referring to the earlier interaction analysis 

categories established. When the scaffolding categories could sufficiently describe the 

data, all the transcripts were recoded using the final modified scheme as presented in 

Table 5.3. The coding of all content episodes was then carried out by the first and third 

coders independently. 

        Inter-rater reliability in this last coding process ranged from 80.8% to 100%  detailed 

as follows: ‘Direction maintenance’, 85.0%; ‘Simple referential question’, 89.7%; 

‘Clarification request’, 89.6%; ‘Confirmation check’, 90.9%; ‘Comprehension check’, 

100%; ‘Simple assertion’, 84.9%; ‘Further assertion’, 86.3%; ‘Feedback assertion’, 80.8%; 

‘Other assertion’, 87.0%; ‘Extended explanation’, 91.2%; ‘Indirect correction’, 93.8%; 

‘Direct correction’, 100%; ‘Modified output’, 100%; ‘Nomination’, 90.8%; ‘Positive 

Group Maintenance’, 88.8%; ‘Negative Group Maintenance’, 90.9%;  ‘Erroneous 

explanation’, 100%; and  ’Assertion with no clear function’, 100% – constituting the 

percentage of 91.6% for average inter-rater agreement. 

        Of 1108 utterances coded in all Data 1-4, only 3 were detected as ‘Unidentified 

assertions’. Since they were assertions having vague function and since they amounted 

to .3% of the whole data set, they were disregarded. Further analysis was performed to 

recalculate the percentage of the occurrence of the scaffolding categories. The result is 

presented in Table 6.5. 

        Immediately apparent in Table 6.5 is that an average of 28.5% (the highest) of 

scaffolding categories fell into Fur.As ‘Further assertion’, and 10.8% (the second highest) 

Sim.As ‘Simple assertion’. The remaining categories each of which accounted for 6%-8% 

on average were Ref.Q ‘Simple referential question’, Cla.R ‘Clarification request’, 

Conf.Ch ‘Confirmation check’, Fb.As ‘Feedback assertion’, Ext.Exp  ‘Extended 
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explanation’, Nom ‘Nomination’, Gr.M+ ‘Positive Group Maintenance’, while the ones 

constituting less than 3% were DM Direction maintenance’, Com.Ch. ‘Comprehension 

check’, Oth.As ‘Other assertion’, Ind.Cor ‘Indirect correction’, Dir.Cor ‘Direct 

correction’, Mo.Op ‘Modified output’, Gr.M- ‘Negative Group Maintenance’ and Err.Exp 

‘Erroneous explanation’.  

Table 6.5 Scaffolding Categories 
Data 1 Data 2 Data 3 Data 4 Average 

 count % count % count % count % count % 
1 Dir.M 5 1.6% 3 1.3% 10 3.4% 2 0,.7% 20 1.8%
2 Ref.Q 17 5.3% 17 7.6% 26 8.8% 18 6.7% 78 7.1%
3 Cla.R 21 6.6% 19 8.5% 12 4.1% 15 5.6% 67 6.1%
4 Conf.Ch 31 9.7% 8 3.6% 23 7.8% 15 5.6% 77 7.0%
5 Com.Ch 1 0.3% 1 0.4% 1 0.3% 1 0.4% 4 0.4%
6 Sim.As 13 4.1% 28 12.6% 39 13.2% 39 14.6% 119 10.8%
7 Fur.As 109 34.2% 56 25.1% 89 30.1% 61 22.8% 315 28.5%
8 Fb.As 17 5.3% 11 4.9% 27 9.1% 23 8.6% 78 7.1%
9 Oth.As 9 2.8% 5 2.2% 2 0.7% 7 2.6% 23 2.1%

10 Ext.Exp 33 10.3% 26 11.7% 16 5.4% 16 6.0% 91 8.2%
11 Ind.Cor 2 0.6% 3 1.4% 5 1.7% 6 2.2% 16 1.4%
12 Dir.Cor 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.3% 1 0.4% 2 0.2%
13 Mo.Op 1 0.3% 2 0.9% 6 2.0% 4 1.5% 13 1.2%
14 Nom 16 5.0% 20 9.0% 18 6.1% 22 8.2% 76 6.9%
15 Gr.M+ 18 5.6% 21 9.4% 18 6.1% 23 8.6% 80 7.2%
16 Gr.M- 12 3.8% 3 1.4% 2 0.7% 5 1.9% 22 2.0%
17 ErrExp 14 4.4% 0 0.0% 1 0.3% 9 3.4% 24 2.2%

 Total  319 100% 223 100% 296 100% 267 100% 1105 100%
    
 Note:  

Dir.M Direction maintenance. Ext.Exp Extended explanation. 
Ref.Q Simple referential question. Ind.Cor Indirect correction. 
Cla.R Clarification request. Dir.Cor Direct correction.  
Conf.Ch Confirmation check. Mo.Op Modified output. 
Com.Ch Comprehension check.  Nom Nomination. 
Sim.As Simple assertion. Gr.M+ Positive Group Maintenance. 
Fur.As Further assertion. Gr.M- Negative Group Maintenance. 
Fb.As Feedback assertion. ErrE Erroneous explanation. 
Oth.As Other assertion.   

                  

        To investigate how students actually helped one another in group interaction, we 

disregarded the additional codes (see Table 6.4 rows 13-17) Mo.Op ‘Modified output’, 

Nom ‘Nomination’, Gr.M+ ‘Positive Group Maintenance’, Gr.M- ‘Negative Group 

Maintenance’ and Err.Exp. ‘Erroneous explanation’ – which accounted for 1.2%, 6.9%, 

7.2%, 2.0%, 2.2% respectively constituting on average the total percentage of slightly 

below 20%. Mo.Op ‘Modified output’ was excluded as it was not related much to this 

study; it indicated a result of interaction. Nom ‘Nomination’, Gr.M+ ‘Positive Group 
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Maintenance’, Gr.M- ‘Negative Group Maintenance’ were excluded as they were related 

more to the affective aspect of interaction – also not the concern of this study. Err.Exp. 

‘Erroneous explanation’ accounting for only 2.2% of the whole data set was also excluded 

(these data are actually worth analyzing; they are not analysed further in this study 

because of time restrictions).  

        The main scaffolding categories which remained were grouped into 2 parts. The first 

included Ref.Q ‘Simple referential question’, Cla.R ‘Clarification request’, and Conf.Ch 

‘Confirmation check’. They were grouped together as those scaffolding categories 

naturally accounted for the need of assistance in interaction. The second covered more 

scaffolding categories: Sim.As ‘Simple assertion’, Fur.As ‘Further assertion’, Fb.As 

‘Feedback assertion’, Oth.As ‘Other assertion’, Ext.Exp ‘Extended explanation’, Ind.Cor 

‘Indirect correction’, and Dir.Cor ‘Direct correction’. The second group of scaffolding 

categories were those accounting for assistance support (this implies that Dir.M ‘Direction 

maintenance’ constituting to 1.8% is excluded; it could not be put into any of the groups 

as it actually showed a sort of procedural matters within a content discussion).  The 

analysis based on the new categorizing appears in Tables 6.6 and 6.7. 
 

Table 6.6 Scaffolding Categories Revealing Need of Assistance 
Data 1 Data 2 Data 3 Data 4 Average 

 count % count % count % count % count %
Ref.Q 17 24.6% 17 38.6% 26 42.6% 18 37.5% 78 35.1%
Cla.R 21 30.4% 19 43.2% 12 19.7% 15 31.3% 67 30.2%
Conf.Ch 31 44.9% 8 18.2% 23 37.7% 15 31.3% 77 34.7%
 69 100% 44 100% 61 100% 48 100% 222 100%

     Note: Ref.Q: Simple referential question; Cla.R: Clarification request; Conf.Ch: Confirmation check. 
 

Table 6.7 Scaffolding Categories Revealing Support of Assistance  
Data 1 Data 2 Data 3 Data 4 Average 

 count % count % count % count % count %
Com.Ch 1 0.5% 1 0.8% 1 0.6% 1 0.6% 4 0.6%
Sim.As 13 7.1% 28 21.5% 39 21.7% 39 25.3% 119 18.4%
Fur.As 109 59.2% 56 43.1% 89 49.4% 61 39.6% 315 48.6%
Fb.As 17 9.2% 11 8.5% 27 15.0% 23 14.9% 78 12.0%
Oth.As 9 4.9% 5 3.8% 2 1.1% 7 4.5% 23 3.5%
Ext.Exp 33 17.9% 26 20.0% 16 8.9% 16 10.4% 91 14.0%
Ind.Cor 2 1.1% 3 2.3% 5 2.8% 6 3.9% 16 2.5%
Dir.Cor 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.6% 1 0.6% 2 0.3%
 184 100% 130 100% 180 100% 154 100% 648 100% 

   Note: Com.Ch: Comprehension check; Sim.As: Simple assertion; Fur.As: Further assertion;  
   Fb.As: Feedback assertion; Oth.As: Other assertion; Ext.Exp: Extended explanation;   
   Ind.Cor: Indirect correction; Dir.Cor: Direct correction. 
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        It is obvious from Table 6.6 that the three types of questions were used almost 

equally at about one third each. It is seen  from the average column in Table 6.7 that the 

four most frequently used scaffolding categories to provide assistance were Sim.As 

‘Simple assertion’; Fur.As ‘Further assertion’, Fb.As ‘Feedback assertion’, and Ext.Exp 

‘Extended explanation’. Those categories contributed to over three quarters of the 

scaffolding categories with regard to support of assistance. The other categories 

comprising less than 4% each were, in descending order, Oth.As ‘Other assertion’, 

Ind.Cor ‘Indirect correction’, Com.Ch. ‘Comprehension check’ and Dir.Cor ‘Direct 

correction’.  
 

6.4.2 Findings and Discussions 

        From the analysis presented in section [6.4.1] it is found that the students help one 

another by showing the need of assistance and by providing support to the need of each 

other. With regard to the need of assistance, the students make use of ‘Simple referential 

question’, ‘Clarification request’, and ‘Confirmation check’ more or less equally about 

one third each (Table 6.6, average column). With regard to assisting behavior, the students 

use various types of assertions: simple as well as extended explanation. They also help one 

another by, though only to a very limited extent, checking comprehension and giving 

corrections. 

        A closer examination of the data presented in Table 6.6 reveals that the students use 

clarification requests, and confirmation checks constituting almost 65% of all the 

questions posed. Implied is that student interaction in our study yields quite frequent use 

of meaning negotiation – a finding which does not support Foster’s study. Foster (1998) 

finds that negotiation takes place rarely in L2 classroom. 

        The frequent occurrence of these features of meaning negotiation in this study is 

likely due to the task given to the students. In this home team (as the characteristic of 

Jigsaw) the students are asked to be the ‘expert’ of a small part of a material; they are then 

responsible for sharing their expertise to their home team members later. Another possible 

explanation is that individual accountability and positive interdependence is enforced in 

this study – the teacher persistently reminds the students to help one another and to learn 

from friends. The students are also reminded of the quiz to be administered at the end of 

the class session and that individual quiz scores will be used along with the group scores 

to be included in the final assessment. This can be the reason why our finding is different 
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from Foster’s (1998) which did not enforce the essential components of cooperative 

learning.  

        With regard to the frequent use of negotiation features, our finding is akin to the one 

by Lim (2000) who reports that clarification requests appear the most in her data. 

However, with regard to corrections, this study contradicts Lim’s study where making 

corrections occurs the second most frequently in student interaction. In Lim’s study, the 

students are involved in the interaction where they are required to reconstruct a text – a 

task which compels students to engage in meta-talk, a form-oriented task, while in this 

study the task given is more meaning-oriented. This is the possible explanation why the 

findings are different.   
 

Extensive peer assistance in group interaction 

        On average, a total of 222 questions, and 648 scaffolding categories indicating the 

responses of the questions asking for assistance have been found in the data (see Tables 

6.6 and 6.7). It implies that one request for assistance leads to about three scaffolding 

categories revealing support of assistance. The one third proportion between the two 

suggests the extensive assistance appearing in group interaction. The students help one 

another by responding substantially to the questions posed.  

        Excerpt 6.7 is presented to somewhat qualitatively describe the above striking 

finding.  
 

Excerpt 6.7: (Appendix 12; Data 1) 
38 KI2 : Ref.Q Another one, (what is your fact) KI4? ((long silence)) 
39 KI4 : Ref.Q What what do you think about Welsh? Welsh is the kind of 2 language 

or … what do you think?  
40 KI2 : Cla.R Welsh? 
41 KI4 : Fur.As Welsh ... Welsh … 
42 KI5 : Cla.R Which … line? 
43 KI4 : Fur.As 2nd line. 
44 KI5 : Cla.R 2nd line from the? 
45 KI4 : Fur.As From the top. ((long silence)) 
46 KI2 : Fur.As Er … maybe Welsh is … the kind of the example of the Celtic … 

languages    
47 KI4 : Fur.As So Welsh is a language.  
48 KI2  : Fur.As 

Cla.R
Er ... I think Welsh is a language. …   
What about you, KI5? … ((intended to be: What do you think? Is 
Welsch a language?)) 

49 KI5 : Fur.As Welsh … I think … 
50 KI2 : Conf.Ch It’s the name of country?  
51 KI5  : Fur.As                            --Yeah, it’s a name of country and … it’s a name of a 

language. 
52  KI2 : Fur.As  --a language. …  
53 KI4 : Fur.As The name of the language.  
54 KI5 : Fur.As The name of country.   
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55 KI4 : Conf.Ch The name of the country?  
56 KI2 : Fur.As I think it’s the name of a language, but KI5 said that it is the name of a 

country. ((laughter))      
57 KI5  : Ext.Exp Because er … protect the status of Welsh now. So Welsh have the law. 
58 KI4 : Ext.Exp 

 
I think Welsh is a kind of ancient language, something like that, so and 
… there is seldom people speak … well … and then … I don’t know. 

59 KI2 : Ext.Exp I think Welsh is the language, but their country is Wales itu  
w-a-l-e-s (the one written as W-a-l-e-s is the county)  

60 KI4 : Fur.As      --Wales ((pronounced [wəls]))  
61 KI2 : Ext.Exp 

Fur.As
Er ... paragraph 6 the last part.  
So Welsh is the language. 

62 KI5 : Fb.As I agree.  
         
        As we can see in Excerpt 6.7, the part showing the need of assistance is indicated in 

the students’ request by using simple referential questions at the beginning of the episode 

as seen in T.38-39 (i.e., “Another one, (what is your fact) KI4?” and “What what do you 

think about Welsh? Welsh is the kind of 2 language or … what do you think?” 

respectively). The need of assistance is also shown in the students’ asking for clarification 

as seen in T.40, T.42, T.44, and T.48 (i.e., “Welsh?”, “Which … line?”, “2nd line from 

the?”, and “What about you, KI5?” respectively). Checking confirmation as seen in T.50 

and T.55 (“It’s the name of country?”, and “The name of the country?” respectively) also 

indicate there is a need of assistance. Obviously, 7 questions are asked.  

        Meanwhile the support to the need of assistance is indicated in the scaffolding 

categories of further assertion as seen in T.41, T.43, T.45-49, T.51-54, T.56, T.60, and 

T61. Other support is seen in the form of feedback assertion, i.e., “I agree.” (T.62) and 

extended explanation as seen in T.57, T.58, T.59, and T.61. Totally there are 18 instances 

of scaffolding categories. Compared to the need of assistance, the support is relatively 

great as it constitutes almost 3 times the instances of need of assistance.  

        Excerpt 6.8 shows another instance that even a single need of assistance, i.e., a single 

request for confirmation is responded by various types of assistance, i.e., ‘Further 

assertion’, ‘Feedback assertion’, ‘Comprehension check’, and ‘Extended explanation’.   
 

Excerpt 6.8: (Appendix 12; Data 2) 
147 KI4 : Sim.As  

Conf.Ch
Webster is a teacher.  
It is factual, right? 

148 KI1 : Fur.As No. 
149 KI2 : Fb.As (No, it’s not) We can infer that (we make an inference, so it’s not a 

fact) 
150 KI1 : Ext.Exp                                   --When he turned to teaching 
151 KI2 : Ext.Exp When he turned to teaching
152 KI1 : Com.Ch 

Ext.Exp 
He … so he must be a teacher, right?  
‘When he turned to teaching’ so he must be teacher. He turned to 
teaching (so) actually (it can be concluded that he is) a teacher. 

153 KI2 : Fb.As Ya. 
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        Excerpt 6.8 starts with KI4’s initiating a discussion. She makes a simple assertion 

followed directly with a request for confirmation to what she has found from the text “It is 

factual, right?” – the only question asking for assistance in this particular interaction. The 

remaining instances are all the support she gets from her friends. It varies from ‘Further 

assertion’ as seen in T.148 (a simple “No”), ‘Feedback assertion’ as revealed in T.149 and 

T.153 “((No, it’s not) We can infer that (we make an inference, so it’s not a fact)” and 

“Ya.” respectively). The other support is in the form of a comprehension check “He … so 

he must be a teacher, right?” and of an extended explanation from her friends as revealed 

in T.150-52. The sentence from the text, i.e., “When he turned to teaching” is repeated 

again and again to give more explanation confirming that “He must be a teacher” is 

implied from the text. 
 

Knowledge construction revealed 

        Besides revealing the answer to the third research question, both Excerpts 6.7 and 6.8 

appear to imply that peer discussion certainly has its merit in providing the opportunity for 

students to scaffold one another. As shown especially in Excerpt 6.7, knowledge 

construction occurs in the discussion on Welsh. The initial question posed by KI4 (T.39) 

“What what do you think about Welsh? Welsh is the kind of 2 language or … what do you 

think?” becomes the trigger leading to a substantive interaction where students are 

encouraged to verbalize their thoughts and ideas. ‘Welsh’ which is firstly confusing for the 

students can eventually be understood more forcefully.  The students can jointly solve the 

problem – whether Welsh is a language or a country – as the result of interaction which is 

triggered by the comprehension checks “It’s the name of country?” (T.50) and “The name 

of the country?” (T.55). The data somehow give evidence that the construction of 

knowledge does exist as a social entity, as has been argued by, among others, Ellis (2009), 

Hertz-Lazarowitz et al. (1992), Mercer (1995), Lantolf, 2000; Lantolf & Pavlenko (1995); 

Gass & Selinker (2008) and Williams & Burden (1997).  
 

A case revealed from the secondary data 

       Supplementary data obtained from the stimulated recall is worth presenting as they 

reveal more insights about students’ scaffolding (codes are added for the sake of 

discussion: {A} refers to one high-achiever’s note; {B} middle achiever’s; {C} low-

achiever’s) 

        KI2, one of the high-achievers involved in this study writes in her note as follows:  
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{A.1} - I was helping my friends in line 99, by explaining the vocabulary to KI4 with my 

own word. 

{A.2} - I also helped KI4 in line 45 when she didn’t understand about Welsh. I proved 

some sentences that belonged to the passage. 

{A.3} - In line 76 KI5 helped me when I and KI4 confused about the Romansch. 

{A.4} Sometimes I was helped by my friend and sometimes their answers made me 

satisfied. More or less, I got the explanation from them.  

        Meanwhile KI4, one of the middle-achievers notes down:  

{B.1} On the script of "saving language" in line 95-100 I got difficulty in understanding 

the word "reviving", then I asked to my friends. and KI2 tried to help me but after I had 

read repeatedly I guessed that I got the answer of it. [I also tried to guess and I got the 

answer] 

{B.2} On the Webster script in line 1-12, when KI1 asked the main idea of the text to KI3 

and that time I think KI3 hadn't got the answer yet, so KI2 and I tried to help her by given 

[giving] our opinion. 

{B.3} On the script of saving language, especially in line 1 - 10, first I  reminded my 

friends about the time that we had. but when I got difficulty on finding the main idea I was 

helped by KI2. That time KI1 and KI3 were absent. 

        And KI5, the low achiever writes: 

{C.1} Saving language: Lines 41-3 I think KI4 helped me. I don’t know which line tell 

about language and she told me where is the line. 71-4 I think at the first time I still 

confused about what is Romansch (language or name of place). KI4 told me that she think 

Romansch is a name of language and after I read again the text I know that Romansch is a 

language. 

{C.2} Webster: 153-55 I think KI1 helped me. He tried to explain about the right 

grammar between ‘was’ and ‘is’ and in the and he said that the right one ‘is’ because they 

still use it until now. 

        Having been examined, the supplementary data imply that the students use assertions 

in the form of providing opinions as seen in {B.2} “… when KI1 asked the main idea of 

the text to KI3 …, so KI2 and I tried to help her by given [giving] our opinion”. They also 

make use of extended explanation to help one another. They rephrase and show the clue 

taken from the text to clarify further, as seen in {A1} “… by explaining the vocabulary to 

KI4 with my own word.”; {A.2} “… I proved some sentences that belonged to the passage 
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[I make use of the sentences in the text to explain].”; {C.1} “I don’t know which line tell 

about language and she told me where is the line.”  

        Similarly, the supplementary data obtained from the structured interview indicate that 

the students help one another by correcting, as reported by one key informant: “I correct 

my friends’ pronunciation. I just repeat and my friends follow.”, and by rephrasing, “I use 

my own words to explain”. 

       The supplementary data from the stimulated recall as presented above unexpectedly 

show that both KI2 and KI4 realize they contribute in the discussion by providing 

assistance, as shown in the phrase “I was helping …”I also help …” “…I tried to help…” 

in {A.1}, {A.2}, and {B.2} respectively. Meanwhile they also indicate that they get 

assisted in the discussion as seen in the phrase “Sometimes I was helped” “… I was 

helped” in {A.4} and {B.3} respectively. Yet, interestingly, KI5, the low achiever, only 

highlights the assistance she gets from her friends as observed in her note (see {C.1} and 

{C.2}). She does not say anything about her share in providing assistance which is limited 

– the one without her realizing it.  

        As seen in the data (see Excerpt 6.7), KI5, the low-achiever, makes two further 

assertions showing she is participating in the on-going discussion (in T.49 “Welsh … I 

think …”) and another assertion as the completion of her previous assertion (in T.54 “The 

name of a country). With her limited share, she unconsciously prompts more interaction 

eliciting her peers (as seen in T.58 of KI4 and T.59 of KI2 respectively) to provide an 

extended explanation – the one showing the opportunity to ‘teach’. She does not realize 

that though her share is very limited, the result surpasses it – the solution of the problem 

discussed.  

        Similarly, the supplementary data obtained from the structured interview indicate that 

the majority of students like group work. One of the high-achievers said, “I like the idea of 

group work. More relax[ing] … working with friends. I can’t study in a formal way. 

Sometimes summing up is difficult. My friends have their [own] point of view. I can [at 

last] summarize better.” Meanwhile, one of the middle achievers said, “Group work is 

helpful. I can get help, study and share together. I get more vocabulary. I also help. … 

During discussion I didn’t realize I help or get help but after I reflect it I know I help and I 

get help.” The preference for group work is also revealed by the other students, the non-

key informants (as mentioned in Chapter 4, the last session of the semester program was 

partly spent on getting some students to reveal their opinion on the class they joined). This 
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finding is then similar to what is revealed in our pilot studies. This indirectly implies that 

the new teaching paradigm which, as argued in Chapter 1, requires the students to abandon 

their old learning method, i.e., ‘waiting to be spoon-fed’ has been responded to positively. 

On this basis it is shown that Indonesian students are open to change. The new learning 

paradigm is welcome. 
 

6.5 Scaffolding Categories Related to Different Ability Levels 
        To address the research question to see to what extent students with different ability 

levels scaffold one another, we further analyse the previous data revealed in Tables 6.6 

and 6.7 and we also refer to the transcribed data again to see who contributes to the 

scaffolding categories.   
 

6.5.1 Data Analysis 

        The results of further analysis to examine how students ask for assistance and provide 

assistance to one another are shown in Tables 6.8 and 6.9: 
 

Table 6.8 Students’ Scaffolding Categories Revealing Requests for Assistance 
HA MA LA Total 

 count % count % count % count % 
Ref.Q 28 35.4% 39 34.8% 11 35.5% 78 35.1% 
Cla.R 33 41.8% 27 24.1% 7 22.6% 67 30.2% 
Conf.Ch 18 22.8% 46 41.1% 13 41.9% 77 34.7% 

Total 79 100% 112 100% 31 100% 222 100% 
              Note: HA: High-achiever (n=2); MA: Middle-achiever (n=2);LA: Low-achiever (n=1);       
              Ref.Q: Simple referential question; Cla.R: Clarification request; Conf.Ch: Confirmation check. 
 
 

Table 6.9 Students’ Scaffolding Categories Revealing Assistance Providing 
HA MA LA Total  

 count % count % count % count % 
Com.Ch. 3 1.0% 1 0.4% 0 0.0% 4 0.6% 
Sim.As 47 15.1% 57 22.4% 15 18.1% 119 18.4% 
Fur.As 144 46.3% 124 48.8% 47 56.6% 315 48.6% 
Fb.As 42 13.5% 28 11.0% 8 9.6% 78 12.0% 
Oth.As 8 2.6% 14 5.5% 1 1.2% 23 3.5% 
Ext.Exp 52 16.7% 27 10.6% 12 14.5% 91 14.0% 
Ind.Cor 13 4.2% 3 1.2% 0 0.0% 16 2.5% 
Dir.Cor 2 0.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 0.3% 

Total  311 100% 254 100% 83 100% 648 100% 
               Note: Conf.Ch; Confirmation check; Com.Ch: Comprehension check; Sim.As: Simple  
               assertion; Fur.As: Further assertion; Fb.As: Feedback assertion; Oth.As: Other assertion;  
               Ext.Exp: Extended explanation; Ind.Cor: Indirect correction; Dir.Cor: Direct correction. 
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        As seen in Table 6.8, all HA, MA and LA asked for assistance by using more or less 

the same number of Ref.Q ‘Simple referential questions’ (consistently at about 35% for 

each). HA had the most Cla.R ‘Clarification requests’ (41.8%) compared to the other 

questions they produced. MA asked for Conf.Ch ‘Confirmation check’ at 41.1% – the 

most questions compared to the other questions they posed. Similar to MA, LA did so at 

41.9%.  

        Table 6.9 shows that all HA, MA, LA consistently used Fur.As ‘Further assertion’ 

the most frequently (at 46.3%, 48.8% and 56.6% respectively) to provide assistance. HA 

used Ext.Exp ‘Extended explanation’ (at 16.7%) the next frequently followed by Sim.As 

‘Simple assertion’ and Fur.As ‘Further assertion’ (at 15.1% and 13.5% respectively). 

Meanwhile, MA and LA used Sim.As ‘Simple assertion’ (at 22.4% and 18.1% 

respectively) the next frequently. Com.Ch. ‘Comprehension check’ was used by HA and 

MA but not by LA. Similarly, Ind.Cor ‘Indirect correction’ was used by HA and MA but 

not by LA. Dir.Cor ‘Direct correction’ was used only by HA; neither MA nor LA used it. 

        Referring to the last row of Table 6.8, it is seen that from the total scaffolding 

categories indicating requests for help (222 questions), the number of questions asked by 

HA, MA and LA amounted to 79, 112 and 31 respectively. Meanwhile from the last row 

of Table 6.9 it is seen that from the total scaffolding categories (648 instances) indicating 

the behavior of providing assistance, the shares made by HA, MA and LA amounted to 

311, 254 and 83 respectively. Further analysis to these data (in percentages) appears in 

Figure 6.7:  
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                          Figure 6.7 Students in Need and Support of Assistance 
 
        It is seen on the left part of Figure 6.7 that in student interaction where students of 

different ability levels were involved, 35.6%, 50.5% and 14% were the amount of 

assistance needed by HA, MA and LA respectively. Meanwhile the other part of  Figure 
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6.7 illustrates that 48%, 39.2% and 12.8% were the amount of assistance provided by HA, 

MA and LA respectively. 

HA
44.8%

MA
42.1%

LA
13.1%

 
Figure 6.8 Students in Their Overall Need and Support of Assistance 

 
        When combined, the data presented in Figure 6.7 result in the one showing the 

overall need and support of assistance of students with different ability levels, as revealed 

in Figure 6.8. On average the percentages of the overall need and support of assistance are 

44.8%, 42.1%, and 13.1% for HA, MA, and LA respectively.  
 

6.5.2 Findings and Discussions 

        It is found that students with different levels of ability solicit assistance to more or 

less the same extent with regard to the scaffolding categories used. HA, MA and LA use 

simple referential questions, clarification requests, confirmation checks at about one third 

each. As implied in the analysis presented in [6.5.1], two patterns of interaction seem to 

emerge (see Table 6.8). First is that simple referential questions are used consistently the 

same way by all HA, MA and LA – the simple referential questions are the second 

strategy used to ask for assistance. Second is that in asking for further help or negotiating 

meaning, MA, HA and LA are different in their negotiation. HA uses more requests for 

clarification than confirmation checks.  Meanwhile both MA and LA use more 

confirmation checks than clarification requests.  

        An explanation for the phenomena is that HA might be persistent in getting 

clarification as they are more oriented to message comprehensibility. Once they get the 

message, they seem to disregard the need of making confirmation (as seen in Table 6.8 the 

percentage of HA’s questions drops quite sharply from 41.8% for ‘Clarification request’ to 

22.8% for ‘Confirmation check’). Meanwhile, MA and LA need clarification to get help, 

but when the clarification is given they still ask to get further assistance – confirmation 

from peers to ensure understanding (as seen in the same Table 6.8, the percentage of MA’s 

questions increases quite considerably from 24.1% for ‘Clarification request’ to 41.1% for 
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‘Confirmation check’; the one of LA is quite similar – from 22.6% for ‘Clarification 

request’ to 41.9% for ‘Confirmation check’).   

        Some examples found in the data exemplifying the persistent use of confirmation 

checks by MA are found in Data 1, T.107 and T.119; Data 2, T.68, and T.93; Data 3, T. 

25, T.28, T.39, T.52, T.70 and T.93; and Data 4, T.81. Some exemplifying the persistent 

use by LA are found in Data 1, T.17, T.83, T.87, T.191 and T.204; Data 2, T.174 and 

T.203; and Data 4, T.58, T.119, and T.192.  

        It is found that students with different levels of ability give assistance to quite a 

different extent with regard to the scaffolding categories used. As implied in the analysis 

presented in [6.5.1], two patterns of interaction are also noticed (see Table 6.9). First, HA 

and MA are similar in providing assistance, using the same scaffolding categories, i.e., 

‘Comprehension check’, ‘Simple assertion’, ‘Further assertion’, ‘Feedback assertion’, 

‘Other assertion’, ‘Extended Explanation’ and correcting peers (HA uses both indirect and 

direct corrections; MA uses only indirect correction). Second, LA uses fewer scaffolding 

categories. She does not use ‘Comprehension check’. She uses neither ‘Indirect 

correction’ nor ‘Direct Correction’.  

        It appears that LA does not have the courage to ask the more proficient fellow 

students whether or not they understand the assertion provided. As for the scaffolding 

categories revealing students’ correcting, our study somehow supports Williams (1999)’s 

finding that less proficient students do not frequently attend to form. LA does not 

therefore have corrections to make. A logical explanation seems to be their linguistic 

deficiency. As for the type of correcting strategy employed, it is found that MA does not 

make direct correction. Having less proficiency, MA might not be as brave as HA to give 

direct corrections.  

        Overall, as seen in Figure 6.8 HA on average asks for and provides assistance the 

most (at about 45%). MA does so a bit less (at about 42%) and LA does so the least (at 

about 13%). This finding somewhat expands Lim’s (2000) study which does not 

investigate student interaction with regard to ability levels; this particular finding also 

substantiates the previous finding presented in [6.2.2] regarding the involvement of 

students in group interaction. Higher proficiency students tend to perform more 

scaffolding categories than their lower proficiency peers as they appear to possess more 

knowledge and proficiency and make use of the opportunity to carry out more scaffolding 

categories in group interaction.  
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A case of students’ attentiveness on the on-going discussion of a particular issue 

        Furthermore, it is remarkable that all MA, HA and LA are consistent in providing 

further answers during the on-going discussion of a particular issue. They make use of 

‘Further assertion’ the most frequently in helping one another to understand a text. This 

finding is likely to account for the great involvement of group members in the on-going 

discussion of a particular issue – showing how intense a particular issue is discussed 

among them hence revealing students’ attentiveness in group discussion. 
 

A case of interaction patterns related to different ability levels 

        As found in Figure 6.8, with regard to the need of assistance, MA shows the most 

(accounting for approximately half of the overall percentage); HA approximately one 

third; LA the least (at 14%). With regard to the support of assistance, HA helps the most 

(almost half of all support available); MA helps the second most (a bit less than HA’s, at 

about 40%); LA helps the least (at about 13%). Implied is that both HA and MA 

consistently express their need more and consistently provide more assistance at a much 

higher level than LA. Meanwhile, LA does not express much need and constantly provides 

less assistance. Put in a different perspective with regard to helping behavior, the 

following patterns are found: (1) HA scaffolds as much as MA does in group interaction, 

(2) HA and MA scaffold much more than LA does in group interaction, and (3) LA 

scaffolds the least in group interaction. This finding in some way substantiates the 

previous finding presented in Table 6.3; this particular finding is more elaborate with 

regard to scaffolding categories appearing in student interaction. 

        Excerpt 6.9 illustrates the insight with regard to the first interaction pattern. 
 

Excerpt 6.9: (Appendix 12; Data 1) 
100 HA2 : Dir.M And (let’s do this part) ‘What you don’t understand about this 

text’ … OK. ‘What I don’t understand’ ... ((reading task 2.d 
mentioned in the worksheet)) 

101 MA2 : Ref.Q Er ... reviving ((pronounced [rɪˈvɪvɪŋ])) ... reviving ((again 
pronounced [rɪˈvɪvŋ])) ... What does the meaning? 

102 HA2 : Ind.Cor Reviving [rɪˈvaɪvɪŋ] 
103 MA2 : Ref.Q    --Reviving  [rɪˈvɪvɪŋ] the language ((long silence)) 
104 HA2 : Fur.As Er … er … ‘revive’ [rɪˈvaɪv] means …   
105 MA2 : Conf.Ch ‘refresh’, right?   
106 HA2 : Fur.As  

Fb.As 
Ext.Exp

like like ‘refresh’.  
Ya, so ‘reviving’ is ‘refreshing’ ...  
So ... we try to ... make it new.  
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        Excerpt 6.9 shows a typical episode where HA and MA work together on the reading 

task to deal with “I don’t understand the following parts:” guided in the worksheet (note 

that only 3 key informants are present: KI2 (HA2), KI4 (MA2) and KI5 (LA) as it is taken 

from Data 1). Directing action on the task, HA2 initiates “And (let’s do this part) ‘What 

you don’t understand about this text’ … OK. ‘What I don’t understand’ ...” (T.100). MA2 

then initiates a vocabulary issue. She asks a simple referential question “Er ... reviving 

((pronounced [rɪˈvɪvɪŋ])) ... reviving ((again pronounced [rɪˈvɪvɪŋ])) ... What does the 

meaning?” (T.101). HA2’s “reviving” which is pronounced [rɪˈvaɪvɪŋ] on the next turn 

indicates she provides feedback on the form of indirect correction before she answers 

MA2’s question. MA2 does not seem to realize the indirect correction provided; she keeps 

repeating the question with the same wrong pronunciation as she is occupied with getting 

help from peers for the meaning of it. HA2’s incomplete further assertion “Er … er … 

‘revive’[rɪˈvaɪv] means …” might indicate she is in the process of searching the clue that 

can help her find the meaning. Meanwhile MA2 herself also attempts to do so.  Before 

HA2 gets the answer, she pops out with an answer to her own question “‘refresh’, right?” 

(T.105). This incidentally helps HA2 to agree hesitantly as she says “like like ‘refresh’.” 

(T.106), but then she makes a feedback assertion more confidently: “Ya, so ‘reviving’ is 

‘refreshing’” HA2 finalizes the interaction by an extended explanation: a reformulation 

“So ... we try to ... make it new.” The excerpt is likely to show that HA and MA can 

somehow construct knowledge leading to resolutions that seem acceptable to both of 

them. 

        The supplementary data coded {B1} presented in [6.4.2] and the structured interview 

data “First I don’t understand, so I ask all my friends but when I read and read again 

during it I also think” apparently  explain how such an interaction pattern emerges. 

Willingness to offer assistance and to engage with each other’s ideas is perhaps indicative 

of the reason for such an accommodating student interaction.  

        Excerpt 6.10 is presented to illustrate the overall patterns found:  
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Excerpt 6.10: (Appendix 12; Data 4) 
75 HA1 : Ref.Q OK, what is your (main idea, MA2)? 
76 MA2 : Sim.As Er mine er my main idea (is) ‘Many women have different 

experience during the competition … competition’. 
77 HA1 : Cla.R During competition in what?  
78 MA2 : Cla.R Er? /pardon?/ During competition? 
79 HA1 : Fur.As Any competition not work competition.  
80 MA2 : Fb.As Ya, any competition. Competition can be (anywhere). 
81 MA1 : Conf.Ch No. I think … in this passage … work competition, right? 
82 HA1 : Ext.Exp --work competition. In this part it’s explained There may be a 

tendency for women … 
83 LA : Fb.As Ya, in this part … especially  
84 HA1 : Ext.Exp                      --Oh I think it’s wilder than than this one I think it is 

wilder in this world. There maybe a tendency for women to be 
more jealous of one another than men are of their colleagues.

85 MA2 : Fur.As 
Ext.Exp

                                                                    --colleagues. At the 
paragraph 5 it is it is at work and then  

86 HA1 : Fb.As 
Ext.Exp

              --‘colleagues’ I think I mean ‘friend at work’ ya berarti 
/that means/ ‘friend at work’ ((confirming that the competition is 
limited to work field)) ya berarti /that means/ at work.  

87 MA2 : Sim.As and then  
88 HA1 : Fb.As     --Ya ya ya (it’s work competition)  
89 MA1 : Sim.As Er … ‘Competition among women’ 
90 HA1 : Fur.As The the the the main idea (is) 
91 LA : Sim.As 

Fur.As
I think (it’s) friendship and competition.  
Ya ya ya.  

92 HA1 : Sim.As OK I think I think if we share in ou r home team xx er I think it’s 
… women … women  

93 MA2 : Cla.R Sorry? xxx 
94 HA1 : Fur.As Women …  
95 MA2 : Cla.R What you want to say, (HA1)? 
96 HA1 : Fur.As I think it explains about women ... 
97 MA1 : Conf.Ch Behavior?   
98 HA1 : Fur.As Behavior naaaa /yes! That’s the word!/ ((laughter)) Women 

behavior.  
99 MA1 : Fb.As Women behavior …  er … in … work …   
100 HA1 : Fur.As Women behavior …  
101 MA1 : Fur.As In in work competition  
102 HA2 : Fur.As     --In work competition  
103 HA1 : Fb.As                --in work competition xx Women behavior … while 

competing at work with another women. Oh ‘while competing at 
work with another woman’. Ya, OK. 

104 MA2 : Fur.As So women … behavior 
105 HA2 : Fur.As --So women … behavior 
106 HA1 : Fur.As                     --Women behavior … when bukan /not/ while. when 

competing other women … at work   
107 MA1 : Conf.Ch                  --‘when competing with other women’? 
108 HA1 : Fur.As Ya ya … at work. 

 
        In Excerpt 6.10, we can initially observe that LA does very little scaffolding – 

providing a feedback assertion “Ya, in this part … especially” (T.83),  a simple assertion 

“I think (it’s) friendship and competition” and a further assertion “Ya ya ya” (T.91). 

Quantitative observation shows that LA contributes only those 3 scaffolding categories 

compared to 35 scaffolding categories which are the contribution of HA and MA 
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altogether – an obvious unequal contribution between them. Meanwhile the contributions 

of HA and MA are quite the same comprising 19 and 15 scaffolding categories for HA and 

MA respectively.  

        Qualitatively analysed, Excerpt 6.10 somehow indicates that triggered by all 

members’ (except LA’s) clarification requests and confirmation checks, the initial main 

idea “Many women have different experience during the competition” (implied in T.76) 

has become a better one “Women behavior when competing with other women at work” 

(implied in the end of the excerpt) showing more understanding of the students as the 

result of critical engagement by all students.  

        Put in another way, a simple question “OK, what is your (main idea, MA2)?” results 

in a constructive discussion. The simple assertion of MA2 “Er mine er my main idea (is) 

‘Many women have different experience during the competition … competition’” shows 

that the initial main idea found is “Many women have different experience during the 

competition”. The requests for clarification  made by HA1 “During competition in what?” 

(T.77) and by MA2 “Er? /pardon?/ During competition?” (T.78) result in further assertion 

“Any competition not work competition” (T.79). This actually indicates that HA1 thinks 

the main idea should be “Many women have different experience in any competition”. In 

the next turn, MA2 provides a feedback assertion making a confirmation check “Ya, any 

competition. Competition can be (anywhere)” which prompts MA1 to check her different 

comprehension – it is not in any competition but in the work field. The interference of 

MA1 “No. I think … in this passage … work competition, right?” (T.83) causes the 

interaction to develop further. The next part of the excerpt shows that HA1 has changed 

his mind. He realizes that the main idea is ‘Women have different experience in work 

competition’. He takes the sentence from the text “There may be a tendency for women to 

be more jealous of one another than men are of their colleagues …” to reason that the idea 

of the text is ‘competition at work’, not ‘competition at any fields’ and, furthermore, to 

argue against MA2 who still keeps ‘any kinds of competition’. He even verbalizes his 

opinion that the competition among women is wilder than the one among men (T.84). The 

persistent engagement of HA1 (T.84, T.86 and T.86) in providing further assertion, feed 

back assertion and extended explanation triggers another opinion found by MA1 (T.89) 

that the main idea of the text is simply “Competition among women”.  Surprisingly, this is 

not accepted bluntly by LA who makes a challenge “I think (it’s) friendship and 

competition”. The next part shows that HA1 does not want to accept it either. HA1 seems 
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to struggle with his summary to come up with another main idea. Through the assistance 

of MA1 and MA2 who use clarification requests, a comprehension check and some 

repetitions, HA1 eventually comes up with “Women behavior” which becomes “Women 

behavior in work competition”. As the discussion goes on with the appearance of further 

repetitions of MA2 and HA2, the main idea in due course turns to be “Women behavior 

when competing with other women at work”. 

        Excerpt 6.10 shows that students negotiate for message comprehensibility. It also 

suggests that focus on form appears spontaneously in message-oriented interaction (see 

T.106) – a similar finding as shown in Excerpts 6.5 and 6.6 discussed already in [6.3.2]. In 

all, students with different levels of ability work together on all parts of the task and are 

willing to offer support and engage with each other’s ideas. Furthermore, they engage 

critically but constructively with one another’s suggestions.  
 

Concluding remarks 

        In summary, the data in our study appear to show to a certain extent that student 

interaction in the classroom can be rich, incorporating negotiation – the one likely to 

account for learning to happen, as argued by Long & Porter (1985). Furthermore, the data 

in our study prove to a certain extent that students can in fact construct knowledge 

themselves. When one student signals with questions or comments that the other’s 

preceding message has not been successfully conveyed, the others then respond by 

repeating or modifying the message. It shows that students, as also argued by Kessler 

(1992) and Pica et al. (1996), are frequently and increasingly one another’s resource for 

language learning.  

 

6.6 Summary 
        This chapter has presented the results of the analysis of the transcribed data. The 

analysis results have then been used to provide the answers to the formulated research 

questions. The findings are discussed with the supplementary data found and with the 

theoretical perspectives reviewed in Chapter 2. In the next chapter, the concluding chapter, 

we will summarize the whole findings and provide some implications of the findings and 

some recommendations for further research. 

 
 
 


