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Background 

• In EFL environment, “becoming able to communicate in English with 
people in other countries” (Hagley, 2020)

MEXT(2012; 2013) emphasizes the following points 

(1) Learner-centered activities 

(2) Grammar is a supplemental tool that supports communication

(3) English lessons using translation are not recommended 



1. Effective Teaching Approach  

• To acquire language, what elements are required ?  

• Enough Input (Krashen, 1985) 

• Interaction (Long, 1983)

• Output (Swain, 1985)

•



Learners’ Performance in TBLT Framework

• Skehan (2003) argues that learners’ production on tasks has been 
operationalized in the following three ways, depending on the 
assessors’ theoretical position: 

• 1) Cognitive approach: Complexity-Accuracy-Fluency(CAF) is 
measured 
• 2) In Interaction : Negotiations of meaning is used 
• 3) In Interaction : Socio-cultural theory is used 
•
• → Skehan (2003, p.8) argues that Complexity-Accuracy-
Fluency(CAF) dimension of assessment on task performance have
been justified theoretically and empirically.



Before the Pandemic & In the Pandemic 

• MEXT (2012; 2013) encourages studentsʼ interaction in-
class. 

• In 2020, the pandemic happened… 

• MEXT (2020) suggested…

School with advanced approaches are using tablets, PCs, electric 
blackboards, video conferencing systems etc,.



The Advantage of Using IT in Language Teaching

• The merit of using technology language education (Ahn & Lee, 2016)

• (1)Promoting language use 

• (2)Increasing self-learning 

• (3)Increasing feedback and interaction mutually 



The Integration of TBLT (Research Tools)

• Communications, mediated by interconnected computers between 
individuals or groups separated in space and / or times”, which is 
called Computer-Mediated Communication(CMC) (Luppini, 2007, p. 
142)



1. Previous study (Hwang, 2008)

• Hwang(2008) investigated the characteristics of linguistic output in
SCMC and ACMC modes and the transferability of text-based CMC to
oral performance. The total number of participants were 46 students
(SCMC/n=24), (ACMC/n=22).

RQ1) What are the characteristics of linguistics output produced in the
SCMC and ACMC?

RQ2) Are the linguistics characteristics gained from the SCMC and
ACMC transferred into Oral performance?



2. Previous study (Stockwell, 2010)

• Stockwell(2010) investigated 24 advanced level of university students’
discourse features’, lexical density, grammatical complexity and
accuracy using SCMC and ACMC.

• RQ1) . How do interactions in tasks carried out in SCMC and ACMC
compare in terms of lexical density and spelling accuracy?

• RQ2) How do interactions in tasks carried out in SCMC and ACMC
com- pare in terms of syntactic complexity and accuracy (c.f., Sotillo,
2000)?

• RQ3) What other features are there in the discourse when completing
tasks through SCMC and ACMC?



3. Previous Study (Shiroyama, 2022)

• Shiroyama (2022) investigated 9 advanced level of university students’
discourse features’, lexical complexity and grammatical complexity
using SCMC and ACMC in EFL classroom.

• RQ1) Are there any differences in lexical complexity between the
discourseproduced using online chats and forum discussions?

• RQ2) Are there any differences in grammatical complexity
between the discourse produced using online chats and forum
discussions?



The Rationale for this study

• (1) Despite of increasing interest in TBLT and CMC, research on 
TBLT and CMC are scant 

• (2) The number of studies using more than one form of CMC in TBLT 
framework especially scares (Stockwell, 2010) 

• (3)  Most past studies were focused on students’ interaction, negotiate 
meaning or intercultural communication. 



Main Study 

• Shiroyama (2022) investigated 8 participants (One British L1 English
speaker and 7 pre-intermediate students’) discourse features lexical
complexity using synchronous and asynchronous CMC.

• RQ 1) Are there any differences in lexical complexity between the discourse
produced using SCMC and ACMC when NES interact with NNS?



Instruments 

• Two decision-making tasks (Revised Cambridge CAE, 2014) 

• Background questionnaires

• ZOOM accounts for SCMC

• Microsoft accounts for ACMC



Methods (Participants) 

• One L1 British interlocutor (academic staff)

•
•

Age 20 (19-21)

Length of time on learning English 
(Range) 9.7 years (6-17 years)

Length of time participants had 
spend living in an English-speaking 

country (Range)
1 week (0-3 weeks)

TOEIC (L&R) (Range) 487 (225-550)



Data Collection

Group A Group B
Intercalator 1 Intercalator 1

Leaner 1 Leaner 2 Leaner 3 Leaner 4 Leaner 5 Leaner 6 Leaner 7

Session1

Guidance & Questionnaires

Chat (Task A)
20 mins

↓

Guidance & Questionnaires

Forum (Task B)
At least 3 times a week

↓

Session2
Forum (Task B)

At least 3 times a week

Chat (Task A)

20 mins



3. Results (Lexical Complexity) 

• RQ 1) Are there any differences in lexical complexity between the discourse produced 
using SCMC and ACMC when NES interact with NNS? 

• The definition of Lexical Diversity : McCarthy and Jarvis’s (2007) definition of lexical 
diversity as “the range and the variety of vocabulary deployed in a text by either a 
speaker or writer” (McCarthy & Jarvis , 2007, p. 459). 

• Shapiro-Wiki’s test, p=.063>.05. The results of a paired-samples t-test indicated 
t(6)=1.181, p=.282. 



Future studies 

• It is necessary to investigate grammatical complexity and accuracy. 

• It is necessary to clarify why there is no significant difference between 
two CMCs from vocabulary aspects. 

• It is hoped to examine whether this study is effective to enhance 
students’ output skills. 
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