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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation aimed to investigate how extensive peer-to-peer interaction in a 

pesantren affects the learners’ L2 development over time in one academic year. There are 

two cohorts involved in the study, a first-year group with 82 learners and a second-year 

group with 56 learners. This cross-sectional, longitudinal design was meant to simulate a 

two-year developmental path. Taking a dynamic usage-based (DUB) perspective of 

language learning, which holds that frequency of exposure and use is the strongest 

predictor in L2 development, we assumed that with so little authentic input and so much 

repetition of learners’ non-target utterances that the learners might create their own 

version of English, which would eventually stabilize and be considered a pidginized 

version. Four interrelated studies were devised to explore pesantren learners’ practices 

and language development. 

The first study examined the learners’ peer interaction, particularly in terms of 

interactional features which reportedly promote L2 acquisition including turn taking, 

trigger, negative feedback and modified output. Samples of learners’ interaction were 

examined for these interactional features. The findings clearly indicate that peer 

interaction among the learners in the pesantren lacks the interactional features that can 

promote language learning. 

The second study examined the effect of individual differences such as gender, 

age of acquisition, motivation and scholastic aptitude on the learners’ L2 writing 

development. A LHQ, learners’ reflection on motivation, and academic reports were used 

for this purpose.  Gains were operationalized as the difference between beginning and 

end scores. A regression analysis shows that in Group 1, initial writing proficiency and 

age of acquisition were significant predictors of gains. Age of acquisition contributed 

negatively to the gains, which means the earlier they started learning English, the more 

gains. In Group 2 only the initial writing proficiency was found as a significant positive 

predictor. Gender and motivation, on the other hand, were not found to be strong 

predictors in either group. Scholastic aptitude did show a significant effect on gains in 

Group 1, but not in Group 2 when initial writing proficiency (covariate) was controlled 

for. However, scholastic aptitude was significant when the covariate was excluded. 

The third study explored English development of learners over time with bi-

weekly writing. The statistical analyses showed that Group 1 improved significantly in 

the first half of the year and then stabilized. Group 2 was significantly better than Group 
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1 only in the first scores at the beginning of the academic year. The first group showed 

significant improvement in the first semester but not in the second semester. In Group 2 

there was no significant difference between pre, mid and post scores. This means that the 

learners in Group 2 did not make any significant progress during the one-year period. A 

further regression analyses was performed with gains as the outcome variable and 

variability, class ranking and initial proficiency as predictors. Results show that 

variability was a significant predictor of performance on the writing test in both Group 1 

and Group 2. 

In the fourth study, the aim was to explore the extent of fossilization or 

pidginization in the learners’ L2 in the context of pesantren. Sample texts were examined 

for the characteristics of pidginization. The findings show strong indications of 

pidginization in the learners L2 starting after the first semester in the first year. Learners 

in Group 1 show that at the beginning they have many more Pidginization forms (P-

forms), than they do later on as they improved significantly by producing a lower 

pidginization ratio overtime. However, the longitudinal analysis shows that the 

substantial improvement occurred mostly in the first few sessions only and then seem to 

stabilize. We also counted types of pidginization features and found that the groups 

produced a rather similar percentage in each feature. 

Together the findings suggest that learners make almost all progress in the first 

six months and then they stabilize in the forms and expressions that they use, which may 

be considered a fossilized system with typical pidginization features. Apparently, as the 

learners feel that they have a repertoire sufficient to communicate with each other, they 

do not make much progress anymore. During their interaction the NTL output they 

produced was rarely corrected, probably because the learners had no clue that the forms 

were not target-like. It was also clear that the learners in the pesantren have only limited 

exposure to authentic or expert L2 input as the input they receive is mainly from their 

peers. Moreover, the type of instruction they receive from their teachers is mainly 

lexically based. These factors may cause the learners progress to stagnate, as the 

developmental part of this study suggested. Finally, the findings of Study 4 also suggest 

a role for the extensive peer interaction in promoting pidginization process. 
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CHAPTER 1  

BACKGROUND LITERATURE 

 

This dissertation will explore the English language development of 138 young 

Indonesian learners in their first and second year at a pesantren, an Indonesian Islamic 

boarding school, which promotes English learning especially through peer interaction. If 

we consider language development from a usage based theoretical perspective, frequency 

of exposure and experience are the main drivers of language development.  The learners 

at the pesantren have little access to authentic English and the danger may be that they 

rely too much on their own interactions for input and output without authentic examples, 

which may lead to fossilization and pidginization. This chapter presents the background 

literature, the context and the theoretical positions of this dissertation.  

 

1.1. Introduction 

Peer interaction or learner-to-learner interaction has been widely used in second 

or foreign language classrooms across the globe to facilitate learners in order to improve 

fluency in the target language. In most cases, peer interaction is implemented through 

common classroom practices such as drills or information gap exercises. Several studies 

have supported the practice by indicating that peer interaction can promote L2 acquisition 

particularly in a psychological sense where learners feel less anxious in expressing their 

thoughts in L2 in comparison to learner-teacher interaction (e.g., Philp, Adams, & 

Iwashita, 2014; Loewen & Sato, 2018; Philp et al., 2014). However, most of these studies 

are conducted in laboratory or classroom settings in which the interaction is manipulated 

in some ways by the researchers and carried out in a relatively short period of time (e.g., 

Mackey 2012; Loewen 2015). In a meta-analysis, Mackey and Goo (2007) found that 

from 28 studies that they analysed, 64% of them were conducted in laboratory settings, 

while the rest were conducted in classroom settings. Additionally, these studies generally 

examined the features of interactions during negotiation of meaning and how they affect 

L2 learning (Loewen & Sato, 2018). So far, however, there has been little discussion on 

the long-term impact of peer interaction, especially of that taking place in naturalistic 

settings. This is because it is sometimes difficult for researchers to manage the 

complexities of the variables in the naturalistic classroom context (Shadish, Cook & 

Campbell 2002). 
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However, in Indonesia, there is a relatively unknown educational system called 

pesantren, which may allow researchers to investigate the impact of extensive L2 peer-

interaction on the learners in the long run. This is made possible because students in a 

pesantren live and study within a school complex. Moreover, some pesantren institutions 

in Indonesia require their learners to communicate in the target languages (i.e., English 

and Arabic) outside the classrooms. It should be noted that although not every pesantren 

institution in Indonesia obliges their students to use L2 in daily communication, such 

practice is widely found across the country especially in the pesantrens that have adopted 

a modern curriculum (see Bin Tahir, 2015, 2016; Bin Tahir, Atmowardoyo, Dollah & 

Rinantanti, 2017; Jubaidah, 2015; Aziez, 2016; Risdianto, 2016; Raswan, 2017). A 

further discussion of differences among pesantrens is beyond the scope of the current 

study. However, peer-interaction in the L2 in the context of a pesantren is different from 

the practice at any other educational institution.  Not only is it used as a form of language 

learning, but also as a form of daily communication to exchange meaning. Moreover, as 

is clear from observation, learners in a pesantren spend significantly more time 

communicating with their peers than with their teachers, who are more proficient L2 

speakers. Thus, the majority of the learners’ input is received from their peers and not 

from authentic or more proficient sources. 

These conditions raise some questions on how the learners’ L2 develops with such 

extensive peer-interaction. In recent theories on language development, it has been argued 

that authentic exposure as well as frequency are important in the success of language 

acquisition. For instance, in a dynamic usage based (DUB) approach (see Verspoor & 

Behrens, 2011: 38), the target language is seen as a set of conventions and learners will 

pick up the conventions that they hear most frequently. Therefore, it is important to give 

learners as much authentic input as possible. However, in a pesantren, learners tend to get 

their input from their peers and may pick up the conventions that they hear most 

frequently from each other. In a previous descriptive study describing the learners’ 

English in a pesantren (Aziez, 2016), the learners’ English contains a preponderance of 

L1 interference forms and overgeneralizations at the lexical, syntactical and phonological 

levels.  

As mentioned earlier, peer-interaction has been argued to support language 

learning to some extent, but it is not without criticism. Some researchers believe that 

corrective feedback from peers can be poorer in quality compared to feedback from the 

teachers (Adams, 2007). Xu, Fan, and Xu (2019) also reported that learners tend to be 
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more hesitant in providing corrective feedback to their peers. They also found that the 

learners provided more corrective feedback on morphosyntactic errors than lexical and 

phonological errors. 

The aforementioned studies as well as the description of the pesantren lead to the 

question whether the language that the learners in a pesantren produce becomes fossilized 

and may be considered a pidginized form of English. According to Richards (1974: 77), 

there are similarities between learners’ languages and pidgin languages. Both codes are 

seen as a result of language contact and characterized by grammatical structure and lexical 

content originating from two or more languages. This notion led Schumann (1978) to his 

study on Alberto, a Spanish speaking immigrant in the US. In his study, which gave birth 

to the acculturation hypothesis or the pidginization hypothesis, he concluded that a 

pidginized form of a language may develop for two main reasons; (a) when learners 

separate themselves socially and psychologically from speakers of the target language, 

and (b) when the target language is used by learners for a very limited range of functions 

(Richards & Schmidt, 2010). In a later study, Andersen (1981) compared Alberto’s 

English IL and Bickerton’s (1977) research on Hawaiian Pidgin English and found 

similarities between both types of linguistic codes. 

Since pidgin languages are used primarily for communicating ideas, they are 

restricted languages that serve only a communicative function; speakers of pidgins 

normally do not identify themselves with the group who speak the pidgin. They tend to 

reside in their own group apart from purposes of contact with the other group. This is not 

really the same in the case of learners in a pesantren. Since they are forced to speak 

English inside the school complex, English is used primarily to communicate ideas and 

they do not identify themselves as English speakers but they do form a speech community 

and group within the pesantren. This is similar to the case of a pidgin-like language 

produced by students in immersion programmes in Canada and the United States (Swain, 

1997; Hammerly, 1991). Being critical of this type of communicative approach, 

Hammerly (1991) especially scrutinized these immersion programmes and concluded that 

although the students were successful in attaining a high level of communicative 

proficiency (fluency), they failed in terms of linguistic accuracy. He cites studies which 

show that “an error-laden classroom pidgin becomes established as early as Grade 2 or 3 

because students are under pressure to communicate and are encouraged to do so 

regardless of grammar” (1991: 5). 
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On that basis, the present study aims to examine the development of English 

learners in a pesantren, which relies heavily on peer-interaction in the learning process 

without much authentic exposure. This study will also seek whether this condition will 

result in stagnation in their L2 development and exhibits features of pidginization.  

Section 1.2 describes in detail an education system in Indonesia named pesantren 

and brings an overview of language learning practice in pesantren institutions in 

Indonesia. Section 1.3 deals with the role of interaction and second language acquisition, 

consisting of the general theories and previous studies from interactionist approach. 

Section 1.4 provides a discussion on second language development from a dynamic 

usage-based perspective. Section 1.5 deals with second language acquisition and the issue 

of pidginization, emphasizing the comparison between the two concepts. Section 1.6 

concludes this chapter by summarizing the relevant theoretical positions and presenting 

the questions that the current study aims to answer.  

 

1.2. Language learning in a pesantren 

As mentioned previously, the unique context of a modern pesantren in Indonesia 

could provide an opportunity to see the extent to which extensive practice of peer 

interaction affects L2 development. Therefore, it is important to first understand what is 

a pesantren and why the current study focuses on this particular context. According to an 

Indonesian encyclopaedia on education, the term pesantren or pondok pesantren means 

a gathering place to learn Islamic teaching (Poerbakawaba, 1976). The term is commonly 

translated into English as Islamic boarding school. Ziemek (1986) believed that the term 

pesantren comes from its root word santri which mean pupil. In a pesantren, the pupils 

come and learn from the teachers whom they address as kiai or ustaz (Ahmad, 2012). The 

Pesantren is one of the Indonesia’ oldest religious learning traditions and its existence can 

be traced back to the fifteenth century (Umar, 2014). At that time, the pesantren was the 

only educational institution helping society in improving literacy (Qomar, 2005). It is 

considered as the foundation of the indigenous educational system of Indonesia. Besides 

its huge base on Java Island, pesantren institutions are spread also on the outer islands of 

Indonesia as well as the Malay Peninsula (van Bruinessen, 1994). Its numbers are 

growing continuously. According to the Indonesian Ministry of Religious Affairs (2020), 

there are more than 27,000 institutions in the country, around 82% of which on Java 

Island, accommodating more than 4 million students.  
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In contrast to other educational institutions in the country, students in a pesantren 

typically live and learn inside or near the institutions with the teachers (Hidayat, 2007; 

Daulay, 2009; Bin Tahir, 2015, 2016; Bin Tahir et al., 2017; Jubaidah, 2015; Aziez, 2016; 

Risdianto, 2016; Raswan, 2017). Furthermore, while most schools in Indonesia are under 

the regulations of the Ministry of Education and Culture, these schools operate under the 

Ministry of Religious Affairs. According to (Dhofier, 1985), generally, there are two 

different types of pesantren. The first type is the traditional pesantren (also called salafi), 

which teach Islamic religion exclusively. The second type is the modern pesantren (also 

called khalafi), which in the past few decades has begun adopting a contemporary 

education system—teaching the students common subjects including English (Zakaria, 

2010). The modernization of the institution is also reflected in the use of technology in 

its educational practices (Wekke & Hamid, 2013). As mentioned earlier, a detailed 

discussion on the different types of pesantren is beyond the scope of this study and we 

will focus on one particular type of pesantren.  

In many modern pesantrens, there are usually three languages used as medium of 

instruction in the classrooms: Bahasa Indonesia, Arabic, and English (Bin Tahir, 2015). 

Indonesian is used in subjects included in the national curriculum such as mathematics, 

physics, chemistry, social science, civic education, etc. Arabic is used mainly in Islamic 

subjects and Arabic language subjects such as nahwu (syntax), sharaf (morphology), fiqh 

(Islamic jurisprudence), tafsir (commentary on the holy book), muthalaah (learning to 

learn), etc. While these two languages are used extensively in a large number of subjects, 

English is taught only in English language related subjects. Although some schools have 

adopted foreign languages other than Arabic and English (e.g., German, French, or 

Japanese), these two foreign languages still receive the most attention from modern 

pesantren institutions in their curricula because of the significance of both languages. 

Arabic is the language of the Quran and Hadits, the primary source of Islamic teachings, 

and therefore it is very important for the students to learn Arabic in order to better 

understand them. English, on the other hand, is perceived as the language of science and 

global communication. Moreover, a study by Farid and Lamb (2020) revealed that 

learning English also has a spiritual motive for the students in a pesantren, i.e., to be able 

to use English as a tool of da'wah (Islamic propagation) and to be able to communicate 

with other Muslims worldwide. 

What is unique about this system compared to conventional schools is the extent 

of the use of these foreign languages. In addition to the use of Arabic and English as the 
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mediums of instructions, many modern pesantrens in Indonesia oblige their students to 

use English and Arabic, interchangeably on a weekly basis, in their daily communication 

inside the school complex. Since they study and live there, it means that they have to 

speak either English or Arabic at all times during the respective weeks (see Bin Tahir, 

2015, 2016; Bin Tahir et al., 2017; Jubaidah, 2015; Aziez, 2016; Risdianto, 2016; 

Raswan, 2017). One of the pioneer pesantrens that obliged their students to speak English 

and Arabic instead of Indonesian and the local language is the pesantren of Gontor in East 

Java Indonesia (van Bruniessen, 2006). For decades, its graduates have spread and 

become teachers in pesantren institutions across the country and applied the same policy. 

Indonesian and local languages are usually allowed to be used in daily communication 

only in the first few months after the students’ enrolment in the school. After that, both 

languages are strictly limited—allowed only in classes in which the language of 

instruction is Indonesian or the local language and when they talk to people who work in 

the school except the teachers. ‘Illegal’ use of Indonesian or local language by the 

students will lead to punishment. The forms of punishment given to the students vary. In 

the past decade, for example, it was common to hit, with a rattan stick, those students who 

break the school rules, the frequency of which depends on the severity of the violation. 

However, such practices have been disappearing from pesantrens. They are now moving 

towards more ‘educational’ punishments where, for example, students are asked to 

memorize 60 words in Arabic or English and their meanings in Indonesian (e.g., Jihad, 

2011). Students who have been punished are then assigned to be jasus (literally translated 

as spy) who have to lookout if any of their friends speak Indonesian or the local language. 

Although in most pesantren institutions there are two foreign languages being 

taught, this dissertation will focus only on English. As described earlier, the teaching of 

English in a pesantren is different from that in other school systems in Indonesia. In most 

conventional schools, English is taught and practiced only in the classrooms. English 

teachers in Indonesia struggle to accommodate their students in English classes because 

of limited instruction time, especially after the implementation of the 2013 National 

Curriculum in which time allotment for English as a subject was reduced (Panggabean, 

2015). Although both systems follow the same curriculum, pesantrens also have their own 

curriculum focusing on language and religious subjects (Sofwan & Habibi, 2016). For 

instance, the National Curriculum allocated only two lesson hours (80 minutes) for 

English class every week. However, in many pesantren institutions, the students get 

another additional two lesson hours (80 minutes) of English reading class, which is part 
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of the school curriculum. Moreover, since the students in pesantrens live inside the 

institutions, schools have more flexibility in developing their own extracurricular 

activities. This allows for more input in learning English and more chance for them to 

practice their English.  

There have been several studies exploring the practice of language learning in 

pesantren institutions in Indonesia.  In a descriptive study, Bin Tahir (2016) explored the 

approaches of multilingual teaching and learning methods used in three pesantren 

institutions in Makassar, Indonesia. Based on his observation, all institutions in the study 

implemented a combination of an immersion approach, where the learners were taught in 

the target languages (i.e., English and Arabic) from day one, especially in the subjects 

that belong to the pesantren curriculum. He noted four main strategies used by the 

institutions to promote language learning. The first strategy is through teacher-student 

communication, where the teachers are engaged in the learning activities, which generally 

occur in the classrooms. The next strategy is the practice of learner-learner interaction 

both inside and outside the classrooms which, as Bin Tahir described, occurred “without 

error correction by the teacher or other students” (2016: 90). The institutions also applied 

a language specific rule where learners had to communicate in the target language(s) in 

their daily routines. Finally, several group activities were also implemented by the 

institutions including muhadharah (public speaking practice), language camps, and 

language clubs. 

Another study by Al-Baekani and Pahlevi (2018) reported similar practices in one 

pesantren in West Java, Indonesia. They observed that the pesantren applied a 

Community Language Learning model, which emphasizes a communal sense in the 

learning group and encourages interaction as a means of language learning. However, the 

language learning model in the pesantren was not developed based on a syllabus or 

textbook but was transferred from generation to generation. The language teachers even 

claimed that they were not aware of any kind of model applied at the pesantren, which is 

also the case in Bin Tahir’s (2016) study. The teachers developed the learning materials 

based on their own life in the pesantren and relied on learners’ conversations in their daily 

activities to entrench the target language(s).  

Indeed, studies on the language learning practices in a pesantren have only been 

carried out recently despite the fact that such practice in pesantren institutions is common 

in the country and has been around for decades. This is due to the fact that most such 

research has focused on language learning in conventional educational systems and little 
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attention has been paid to religious educational institutions such as the pesantren. Recent 

studies have documented English and Arabic language learning in different islands across 

the country including Java (e.g., Hidayat, 2007; Aziez, 2016; Al-Baekani & Pahlevi, 

2018), Sumatra (e.g., Ritonga, Ananda, Lanin & Hasan, 2019), Sulawesi (e.g., Bin Tahir 

2016; Bin Tahir et al., 2017), and even in Papua (e.g., Wekke, 2015) where Muslims are 

the minority. One point that has been consistently reported by these studies is the 

emphasis on peer-interaction in the language learning practice in pesantren institutions. 

In a previous study by Aziez (2016), such practice has been reported to result in non-

target-like L2 production by the learners. However, how the learners in a pesantren 

interact and the extent to which the learners’ develop in their L2 have not been well-

documented. 

The above description of the pesantren provides only a general picture of what 

pesantren institutions are and what language learning practices take place in the 

institutions. A more detailed description of the pesantren institution where the current 

study was conducted will be provided later in the next chapter.  

 

1.3. Interaction in second language acquisition 

For the past few decades, a lot of research has been carried out to understand the 

role interaction plays in second language acquisition (SLA). However, the importance of 

interaction in SLA had been overlooked before the introduction of the interaction 

hypothesis first articulated by Long (1981, 1983), which he revised later in 1996 (Long, 

1996). Long basically stated that conversational modifications (i.e., comprehensible 

input) in an interaction between two or more people can promote acquisition. It is argued 

that when L2 learners engage in an interaction and face communication problems, they 

have the opportunity to negotiate solutions, which therefore facilitate acquisition of the 

target language. Although this construct has been largely credited to Long, it was 

principally based on discourse analysis studies during the 1970s (e.g., Wagner-Gough & 

Hatch, 1975; Hatch, 1978). 

 Another relevant theory emphasizing the need for comprehensible input in SLA 

was the theory from Krashen (1982), suggesting that comprehension of message meaning 

is important for L2 learners in order to internalize target language forms and structures. 

Krashen coined this notion as the “input hypothesis”, which is constructed on both input 

and interactional modifications. Both Long and Krashen highlight comprehensible input 

as a source of acquisition. Although Swain (1985) recognizes the importance of 
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comprehensible input, she argues that it is not sufficient. She, therefore, developed what 

is called “comprehensible output” also known as the “output hypothesis”, which suggests 

three functions of leaners’ output, which focuses on accuracy rather than fluency. The 

first function namely the noticing function is elaborated by Swain (1995): 

 

In producing the target language (vocally or subvocally) learners may notice a gap 

between what they want to say and what they can say, leading them to recognize 

what they do not know, or know only partially, about the target language. In other 

words, under some circumstances, the activity of producing the target language may 

prompt second language learners to consciously recognize some of their linguistic 

problems; it may bring to their attention something they need to discover about their 

L2. (p. 125-126) 

 

The second function is called the hypothesis-testing function. When a learner says 

something in the L2, there is always an implicit hypothesis in his or her utterance, e.g., 

about the grammatical form of his or her utterance. By expressing himself or herself 

through that utterance, the learner tests this hypothesis. When he or she receives feedback 

from an interlocutor, the learner may reprocess his or her hypothesis. The metalinguistic 

function, the third function, is a conscious reflection by learners on the language they 

learn when they produce L2 utterances, which enables them to control and internalize 

linguistic knowledge. 

Since Long first proposed the hypothesis, it has evolved into a theoretical 

approach (Mackey & Gass, 2015), which includes a description of multiple processes 

related to L2 learning (Mackey, 2012; Pica, 2013). These processes include exposure to 

the target language (input) and production of the target language (output) and their 

interaction with learners’ cognitive resources and other individual differences (Long, 

1996; Gass, 1997; Mackey, 2012; Pica, 2013; Gass & Mackey 2015; Long, 2015; Loewen 

& Sato, 2017). The earlier interactionist studies focused on how interaction is carried out 

in different settings. Some of the topics including speech modifications and interactions 

between native/non-native speakers as well as non-native/non-native speakers (Gass & 

Varonis, 1985; Varonis & Gass, 1985; Doughty & Pica, 1986; Porter, 1986; Pica, 1988; 

Gass & Varonis, 1990; Loschky, 1994). Researchers were particularly interested in how 

the interactants negotiate meaning—the frequency, the influencing factors, and its process 

(e.g., Long & Porter, 1985; Pica et al., 1991; Pica, 1994; Lyster & Ranta, 1997). 
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 These studies have helped to reveal the characteristics of interaction, which 

consequently allow researchers to investigate specific variables related to interaction. 

Some of the most notable interactionist research studies, for example, focus on (a) 

discourse moves e.g., modification of input (Swain, 1985, 1995, 2005), (b) cognitive 

constructs e.g., noticing (Schmidt, 1990, 1995, 2001), and (c) L2 development and 

acquisition (Mackey, 1999; Spada & Lightbown, 2009; Mackey, 2012). The investigated 

variables are generally categorized into four domains: those concerning (a) the 

interlocutors (e.g., L2 proficiency, L1 status, gender, etc.), (b) the task characteristics 

(e.g., complexity, type of task), linguistic targets, and (d) the interactional context 

(Loewen & Sato, 2018). Since then, many researchers have moved their focus from 

investigating the general effectiveness of interaction to exploring the effectiveness of 

specific components of interaction in relation to the context and L2 learners. 

 The interest in interaction has been growing since its first emergence with 

numerous subsequent empirical studies in the forms of reviews (Gass, 2003; Plonsky & 

Gass, 2011; Goo & Mackey, 2013; Lyster & Ranta, 2013; Lyster, Saito & Sato, 2013; 

Plonsky & Brown, 2015; Kim, 2017) and meta-analyses (Russell & Spada, 2006; Mackey 

& Goo, 2007; Li, 2010; Lyster & Saito, 2010; Brown, 2016; Ziegler, 2016) investigating 

both general and specific components of interaction. These studies generally indicated 

the benefits of interaction for L2 acquisition. For instance, a meta-analysis of 14 quasi-

experimental studies on interaction by Keck et al. (2006) have discovered a significant 

positive effect of interaction on L2 learners in the immediate posttests. Another meta-

analysis of 28 interaction studies conducted inside and outside the classroom settings by 

Mackey and Goo (2007) also indicated a positive effect of interaction on L2 learning. 

This effect is reported to be more apparent on delayed posttests. In order to better 

understand about the concept of interaction in L2 acquisition, the key components of 

interaction will be presented below. 

 

1.3.1. Components of interactions 

1.3.1.1. Input 

In the interactionist approach, input is a vital component of acquisition from 

which learners can derive linguistic hypotheses (Gass & Mackey, 2020). Gass and 

Mackey, (2020) defined it simply as the exposure to target language in a communicative 

context. Interactionist researchers have been particularly interested in the kinds of input 

received by L2 leaners namely naturalistic, pre-modified, and interactionally modified 
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input (Loewen & Sato, 2018). The main reason behind modifying input is to make it 

easier for learners to comprehend. When learners can understand what is being said by 

the interlocutors, it will be easier for them to construct their second language grammars. 

The following example shows how a teacher of kindergarteners modify their speech based 

on the addressees. 

 

From the example, it can be seen that speakers often make modifications in order 

to make the speech more comprehensible depending on the addressee(s). Simplification, 

as can be seen from the example above, is not the only way to make adjustments. 

Modification of speech can also include elaborations. The following example presents a 

conversation between a native speaker (NS) and a non-native speaker (NNS) in which the 

NS responded with elaboration when the NNS showed lack of understanding. 

 

Example 1: Modified English input instructions in a kindergarten class (Kleifgen, 

1985, as cited in Gass & Mackey, 2020) 

 

a. To a group of English NSs: These are babysitters taking care of babies. Draw a 

line from Q to q. From S to s and then trace. 

b. To a single NS of English: Now, Johnny, you have to make a great big pointed 

hat. 

c. To an intermediate-level speaker of English (native speaker of Urdu): No her 

hat is big. Pointed. 

d. To a low intermediate level speaker of English (native speaker of Arabic): See 

hat? Hat is big. Big and tall. 

e. To a beginning level speaker of English (native speaker of Japanese): Big, big, 

big hat. 

 

Example 2: Elaboration (Gass & Varonis, 1985) 

 

NNS:  There has been a lot of talk lately about additives and preservatives in food. 

In what ways has this changed your eating habits? 

NS: I try to stay away from nitrites. 

NNS: Pardon me? 

NS: Uh, from nitrites in uh like lunch meats and that sort of thing. I don’t eat 

those. 
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Interactionist research mainly centers on the effects of input on comprehension 

and L2 development. Some research has pointed out the benefits of interactionally 

modified input on L2 comprehension (e.g., Pica, Young & Doughty, 1987; Loschky, 

1994). This type of input has also been suggested to promote L2 acquisition better than 

unmodified input (e.g., Mackey, 1999). Although interactionally modified input has been 

generally recognized as a better alternative, a task-based study on vocabulary learning by 

Ellis and He (1999) found no difference between pre-modified and interactionally 

modified input. 

 

1.3.1.2. Negotiation for meaning 

According to the interaction hypothesis, negotiation of meaning has a central 

position in improving learner comprehension and L2 development particularly during a 

breakdown in communication (Long, 1996). During a conversation between L2 learners 

and their interlocutors, negotiation of meaning can be identified through its key elements, 

which consist of clarification requests, confirmation checks, and comprehension checks, 

all of which signal a communication breakdown (Loewen & Sato, 2018). These elements 

have been the focus of many research studies which investigate this particular discourse 

move (e.g., Ellis, Basturkmen & Loewen, 2001a; Loewen, 2004; Gass, Mackey & Ross-

Feldman, 2005). 

The first element of negotiation of meaning is confirmation checks. It is usually 

performed when interlocutors need to ensure whether they have correctly understood 

what has been said. It can be in the form of repetition of the questioned utterance with 

rising intonation, or a question ‘do you mean X’ (Loewen & Sato, 2018). In the following 

example, two learners are discussing the objects in the pictures at hand during a spot-the-

difference task. Learner 2 checks to confirm whether she correctly understood the 

information that has been provided by Learner 1, to which Learner 1 responds 

affirmatively. 
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The next element of negotiation of meaning is the clarification request. It is 

defined as an attempt to get extra information from the interlocutor regarding the meaning 

of what they have said, usually using questions such as “What do you mean?” (Loewen 

& Sato, 2018). In the following situation, which occurred during an information and 

opinion task, it can be seen that Learner 2 seeks for more information from his interlocutor 

using a simple question “What?” 

 

The last main component of negotiation of meaning is comprehension checks, 

which is usually done to confirm whether an utterance has been correctly understood by 

the addressee (Loewen & Sato, 2018). Questions such as “Do you understand what I 

said?” or “Is it clear?” are usually used in this situation. In the following example, Learner 

1 asks whether Learner 2 wants her to repeat what she has said. 

Example 3: Confirmation check (indicated by SMALL CAPS) (Gass et al., 2005: 585) 

 

Learner 1: En mi dibujo hay un pajaro. ‘In my drawing there is a bird.’ 

Learner 2: ¿SOLAMENTE UN? Tengo, uh, cinco pajaros con un hombre, en sus 

hombros. ‘ONLY ONE? I have, uh, five birds with a man, on his 

shoulders.’ 

Learner 1: Oh, oh, s ́ı, s ́ı. ‘Oh, oh, yes, yes.’ 

 

Example 4: Clarification request (indicated by SMALL CAPS) (Gass et al., 2005: 586) 

 

Learner 1: ¿Qu ́e es importante a ella? ‘What is important to her?’ 

Learner 2: ¿COMO? ‘WHAT?’ 

Learner 1: ¿Qu ́e es importante a la amiga? ¿Es solamente el costo? ‘What is 

important to the friend? Is it just the cost?’ 
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1.3.1.3. Negotiation of form 

It is true that negotiation for meaning regularly occurs during communication. 

However, it has been observed that this type of negotiation does not occur in high 

frequency in the classroom context (Foster, 1998; Eckerth, 2009). In classrooms, where 

teachers have a prominent role in interaction, there is an additional type of negotiation 

that commonly occurs, namely negotiation of form. Negotiation of form generally takes 

place as a result of a need for linguistic accuracy due to teachers’ pedagogical intervention 

(e.g., Lyster & Ranta, 1997; Ellis et al., 2001a; Lyster et al., 2013). Compared to 

negotiation of meaning, which occurs due to communication breakdown, negotiation of 

form has a more didactic function (Lyster, 1998: 190) which oftentimes contains 

corrective feedback. When a learner produces a linguistically problematic utterance, the 

teacher usually responds with corrective feedback that is didactic (e.g., didactic recasts). 

The following example shows a learner using the wrong preposition to which the teacher 

responds with corrective feedback. 

 

Example 5: Comprehension check (indicated by SMALL CAPS) (Gass et al., 2005: 

586–587) 

 

Learner 1: La avenida siete va en una direccion hacia el norte desde la calle siete 

hasta la calle ocho.  ́¿QUIERES QUE REPITA? ‘Avenue Seven goes in one 

direction towards the north from Street Seven to Street Eight. DO YOU 

WANT ME TO REPEAT?’ 

Learner 2: Por favor. ‘Please.’ 

 

Example 6: Corrective feedback (indicated by SMALL CAPS) (Loewen 2005: 371) 

 

Will:  when I was soldier I used to wear the balaclava 

Teacher: and why did you wear it Will, for protection from the cold or for 

another reason 

Will:  just wind uh protection to wind and cold 

Teacher: PROTECTION FROM 

Will:  uh from wind and cold 

Teacher: right, okay not for a disguise 
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A large number of studies on corrective feedback have been done in the past two 

and a half decades (e.g., Lyster & Ranta, 1997; Long, Inagaki & Ortega, 1998; Ammar 

& Spada, 2006; Ellis, Loewen & Erlam, 2006; Mackey, 2006; Yang & Lyster, 2010; Li, 

Zhu & Ellis, 2016; Nakatsukasa, 2016), which have allowed for many research syntheses 

(e.g., Long, 2007; Lyster, Saito & Sato, 2013; Nassaji, 2013; Ellis, 2017) and meta-

analyses (e.g., Russell & Spada 2006; Li 2010; Lyster & Saito, 2010; Brown, 2016).  

From these studies, several distinctions of corrective feedback have been documented 

based on their nature, such as (a) negative and positive feedback (Leeman, 2003), (b) 

input-providing and output-prompting (Lyster, 2004; Goo & Mackey, 2013; Lyster & 

Ranta, 2013), and (c) explicit and implicit feedback (Sheen & Ellis, 2011; Lyster et al., 

2013). Negative feedback can be identified when interlocutors provide learners with an 

indication that their utterance is not acceptable according to the standard of the L2. In 

contrast, positive feedback is when interlocutors show the learners examples of the 

correct forms directly without telling them that their utterances are not correctly formed 

(Loewen & Sato, 2018). Several studies have pointed out the positive effects of these two 

types of feedback on L2 learning (e.g., Schachter, 1991; Leeman, 2003). 

Similar to positive feedback in the first distinction, input-providing feedback is 

done by giving learners the correct linguistic form for the learner. For instance, when 

learners produce an incorrect utterance, the interlocutors can provide them with the 

correct form directly after the learners’ utterance. An example of this is a recast i.e., a 

reformulation of the learners’ incorrect utterance immediately after they produce it 

(Loewen & Sato, 2018). On the other hand, output-prompting corrective feedback, 

instead of providing the correct form, stimulates learners to produce the correct form by 

themselves. There have been some arguments on which type of feedback is more 

effective. Some support the use of input-providing feedback (e.g., Long, 2007; Goo & 

Mackey, 2013) while others support output-prompting feedback (e.g., Lyster 2004; Lyster 

& Ranta 2013). However, some studies have reported similar effects between the two 

leading to the suggestion that teachers should use a variety of feedback types on their 

learners (Loewen & Nabei, 2007; Lyster & Ranta, 2013; Ellis, 2017). 

Another issue that has been discussed is whether feedback should be explicit or 

implicit (Lyster et al., 2013). Some argue that implicit feedback such as a recast is more 

preferable because it minimizes any interruption (e.g., Long, 1996, 2007; Goo & Mackey, 

2013). Long, (2015) himself argues that implicit negative feedback ‘does the job’ which 

then allows students and learners to focus on ‘tasks and subject-matter learning’. On the 
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other side of the argument, some researchers (Lyster, 2004; Ellis, Loewen & Erlam, 2006; 

Loewen & Philp, 2006; Lyster & Ranta, 2013) believe that explicit feedback is more 

effective because it can be easily recognized by students, which consequently allows them 

to evaluate their target language repertoire. 

Another example of negotiation regarding linguistic accuracy that occurs during 

communication is called language-related episode (LRE). Swain & Lapkin (1998: 333) 

state that, during an LRE, interlocutors ‘generate [linguistic] alternatives, assess 

[linguistic] alternatives, and apply the resulting knowledge to solve a linguistic problem’. 

While engaging in communication, learners sometimes discuss specific linguistic items,  

even though the communication mainly focusses on meaning. Researchers have 

acknowledged that an LRE during interaction can serve as a learning opportunity for the 

interlocutors (e.g., Swain & Lapkin, 1998; Williams, 2001b; Storch, 2002; Loewen, 2005; 

Kim & McDonough, 2008; Garcıa Mayo & Azkarai, 2016). The following is an example 

of LRE showing cooperative interactions on a linguistic issue. It can be noticed from the 

example that corrective feedback is not always necessary in LRE. 

 

 

1.3.1.4. Output 

Output is the language that is produced by learners during interaction. Swain 

(1985, 1995, 2005) claims, through her Comprehensible Output Hypothesis, that output 

Example 7: Language-related episode (Fernandez Dobao, 2016: 40, as cited in 

Gass & Mackey, 2020) 

 

Larry: entre dos rascacielos, grandes ‘between two big skyscrapers’ 

Ruth: dos ‘two’ 

Jenny: qu ́e es? ‘what is it?’ 

Larry: skyscrapers 

Jenny: rascacielos? ‘skyscrapers?’ oh! 

Ruth: rascacielos rascacielos ‘skyscrapers skyscrapers’ 

Jenny: look at you 

Larry: s ́ı ‘yes’ 

Jenny: rascacielos ‘skyscrapers’ 

Ruth: okay 
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not only represents L2 development but is also a ‘causal factor’ for L2 development in a 

number of ways. Firstly, she argues that when learners produce an utterance in L2, they 

have to think through which forms encode which meanings. This means that they tend to 

have a greater awareness of the forms of their L2 production (i.e., the noticing function) 

compared to when they process utterances from an interlocutor. Moreover, Swain argues 

that through output, learners may test their linguistic hypothesis through feedback that 

they may receive from the interlocutors (i.e., the hypothesis-testing function). For 

instance, after learning about a particular L2 structure, a learner decided to try it out 

during a communication task. During which, they often used it incorrectly. Shehadeh 

(2001) used the term trigger to refer to the trouble source produced by one of the 

interlocutors during interaction. Interlocutors may or may not react to it. When they 

ignore the trigger, it is impossible for the researcher to assume that a breakdown in 

comprehension or communication has occurred (Shehadeh, 2001). However, the ongoing 

discourse may indicate whether the listener has not understood or that the speaker ran into 

difficulty but did not initiate self-correction (Hawkins, 1985; Varonis & Gass, 1985). 

Alternatively, the listener may react to the trouble source (i.e., negative feedback in the 

form of recast, clarification request, or explicit correction) or the originator of the trigger 

may do so (i.e., self-initiated modified output). The outcome can be in various forms. The 

originator of the trigger may fail to repair, expressing difficulty in repairing or 

communicating the intended meaning, repeating the trigger without any modification, 

switching the topic, or successfully reprocessing and reformulating the trouble-source 

utterance. Swain (1985) argues that SLA is promoted when learners are given more 

chances to be involved in the negotiation of meaning and this happens when learners can 

identify the trouble source and successfully modify the output during interaction. This 

process may cause the learner to revise his or her original hypothesis about the L2 

structure. Furthermore, according to Swain, output also has a metalinguistic function 

which enables learners ‘to control and internalize linguistic knowledge’ (Swain, 1995: 

126). Lastly, since output requires language use by learners, it helps them practice, which 

can develop fluency and automaticity in L2 (see Lyster & Sato 2013; DeKeyser 2017a). 

 

1.3.1.5. Attention 

Attention is the final construct of interaction. It is cognitive in nature, whereas the 

previously discussed constructs are more discoursal (Loewen & Sato, 2018). Long (1996) 

argues that interaction ‘connects input…; internal learner capacities, particularly selective 
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attention; and output…in productive ways’ (451–452). The importance of attention in L2 

learning has been supported by many. Schmidt (1990, 1995, 2001), with his noticing 

hypothesis, claims that L2 learners need to notice linguistic features in the input that they 

are exposed to in order to internalize those features. Correspondingly, Robinson (1995, 

1996, 2003) believes that attention is indispensable in L2 learning. Attention, according 

to him, is the ‘process that encodes language input, keeps it active in working and short-

term memory, and retrieves it from long-term memory’ (2003: 631). 

 As the key constructs of interaction have been identified, researchers are now 

particularly interested in investigating how these constructs, especially negotiation for 

meaning, corrective feedback, and output, are affected by the characteristics of the 

interlocutors, characteristics of the tasks, linguistic targets, and the contexts in which they 

occur (e.g., Li, 2010; Lyster & Saito, 2010; Plonsky & Gass, 2011; Mackey et al., 2012; 

Goo & Mackey, 2013; Lyster & Ranta, 2013; Plonsky & Brown, 2015; Ziegler, 2016; 

Kim, 2017).  

 

1.3.2. Interlocutor characteristics 

1.3.2.1. The status of L1 

One of the main interests in interactionist research is how interaction is carried 

out between L2 learners and L1 speakers (or NS) and other L2 speakers (or NNS) (see 

Long & Porter, 1985). Researchers are particularly interested to find out whether 

interactions between NS and NNS or NNS and NNS contain constructs that support L2 

learning such as input modifications and corrective feedback (e.g., Pica, 2013). Many 

studies on this topic are carried out mainly in laboratory settings since not many L1 

speakers are available in L2 classrooms apart from the teacher (Loewen & Sato, 2018). 

Moreover, there have not been many studies to investigate L2 learner interactions that 

occur naturally in L2 contexts (Pérez-Vidal, 2017).  

 Existing studies comparing interactions between NS-NNS and NNS-NNS mainly 

focus on four constructs of interaction: input modifications, corrective feedback, modified 

output, and self-initiated modified output (Loewen & Sato, 2018). In terms of input 

modification, some studies have found that as input providers, NS are more likely to 

produce richer vocabulary and more complex sentences when compared to NNS (e.g., 

Pica et al, 1996). Pica et al (1996) compares NS-NNS and NNS-NNS interaction in two 

information gap tasks and found that NS tend to provide more lexical and 

morphosyntactic modifications in one of the tasks. However, a similar study by Garcıa 
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Mayo and Pica (2000) found that advanced L2 speakers can also provide a richer input 

than NS. Therefore, a presence of advanced L2 speakers in a classroom (e.g., NNS 

teacher) as one of the interlocutors can provide comparably similar input to that of NS. 

Sato (2015) in a more recent study found that even L2 learners can provide a comparable 

density and complexity in their speech production to that of NS, mainly due to the 

linguistic simplifications that they tend to produce. However, it is noticeable that the 

learners sometimes produce input that is grammatically incorrect and solve 

communication breakdown during interaction using non-target-like solutions (Sato, 2015; 

Loewen & Sato, 2018). 

 In terms of feedback, researchers are mainly interested in two aspects i.e., 

learners’ signalling of non-understanding and learners’ provision of feedback (Loewen & 

Sato, 2018). As for the first aspect, the aforementioned study by Pica et al. (1996) shows 

that, during interaction, learners tend to be more willing to indicate a lack of 

understanding to another learner than to an NS. They concluded that learner-learner 

interaction ‘did offer data of considerable quality, particularly in the area of feedback’ 

(Pica et al, 1996: 80). Eckerth’s (2008) study on learner-learner interaction supports this 

conclusion, finding that the learners in his study provided their peers with ‘feedback rich 

in acquisitional potential’ (Eckerth, 2008: 133) on both targeted and incidental linguistic 

structures. 

 Some studies also reveal that L2 learners tend to react more to feedback by 

revising their problematic structure (i.e., modified output) when they are interacting with 

their peers compared to NS. This modified output, however, is scarcer during learners’ 

interaction with NS. For example, a study by Sato and Lyster (2007) found that Japanese 

learners of English modified their problematic utterance more often after they received 

feedback from their peers than when they received feedback from NSs. Mackey, Oliver 

and Leeman (2003) supported this claim with their research involving 24 lower-

intermediate learners of English from different L1 backgrounds and L1 speakers using 

information gap tasks. The results suggested that while learner-learner pairs produced 

more output-promoting feedback, there is a similar quality in terms of modified output in 

both learner-learner pairs and learner-L1 speaker pairs.  Another similar study was 

conducted by Shehadeh (1999) who compared the interactions between L2 learners and 

between L2 learners and L1 speakers. The findings of the study suggested that L2 learners 

tend to ‘make an initial utterance more accurate and/or more comprehensible to their 
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interlocutor(s)’ (1999: 644) they receive feedback from their peers than from L1 speakers. 

This tendency also grows when the duration of interaction is extended. 

 The last construct, which is less investigated, is self-initiated modified output. 

Research on this construct has indicated that learners tend to self-correct more when they 

interact with their peers compared to when they interact with L1 speakers (Loewen & 

Sato, 2018). Self-initiated modified output, or sometimes simply referred as self-

corrections, is thought to be ‘overt manifestations of the monitoring process’ (Kormos, 

2006: 123). It is hypothesized that self-corrections can facilitate L2 processing in the same 

way as modified output as a result of feedback (de Bot, 1996). Shehadeh (2001), who re-

examined the data from his previous study (1999), concluded that self-corrections leading 

to modified output appear to be noticeably higher in frequency during peer interaction 

than L2-L1 interaction. McDonough (2004) examined interaction among L2 learners and 

found that learners tend to produce more initiated modified output than to modify their 

output as a result of feedback from their peers. The findings from these studies suggested 

that increased peer interaction leads to improved production of some target language 

features. 

 While a large number of previous studies compare L1-L2 interaction with L2-L2 

interaction, Bowles, Toth and Adams (2014) contributed a new view by involving 

heritage language (HL) learners. HL learners are defined as learners who have been 

exposed to the target language at home (Loewen & Sato, 2018). Bowles, et al. (2014) 

found in their study that HL-L2 peer group interaction had a better potential to reach 

target-like outcomes than L2-L2 peer group. They also found that there was more 

evidence of LRE with the first group. Moreover, they suggested that the discrepancy in 

proficiency between HL learners and L2 learners actually benefits L2 learners more. 

Finally, they observed that HL-L2 peer group inclined to stay in the target language 

during interaction compared to L2-L2 peer group. 

 To sum up, although it has been suggested that L1 speakers can provide a richer 

exposure of the target language to L2 learners, it does not necessarily mean that 

interaction with them is better than with L2 peers. In fact, the aforementioned studies 

have revealed that L2 speakers can even become better interlocutors that promote L2 

acquisition. Long and Porter (1985) suggested that this is something that teachers should 

consider in their classrooms especially for interactive tasks. In addition, Loewen and Sato 

(2018) suggested that this is good news for teachers since L1 speakers are clearly not 

always readily available in most L2 classrooms.  
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1.3.2.2. Peer interaction 

Another topic that has been widely studied in interaction, especially in 

interactional contexts, is L2 learners’ interaction with the teacher and with their peers. In 

classroom settings, this topic becomes vital since classroom interaction is commonly 

directed by teachers with peer interaction usually occurring during small group activities 

or communication tasks. Therefore, it is important to understand the differences between 

these two groups in an instructional context. 

The necessity for peer interaction has been acknowledged for several decades. In 

1985, Varonis and Gass (1985) suggested that peer interaction provides as ‘a good forum 

for obtaining input necessary for acquisition’ (p. 83). Peer interaction has been thought 

to be the most common type of interaction in communicatively oriented classroom 

(Loewen & Sato, 2018). In such classrooms, teachers usually utilize task-based language 

teaching to promote peer interaction. Consequently, many studies have attempted to 

examine whether this type of interaction can also be helpful in promoting L2 learning. 

Peer interaction has been reported to have positive psycholinguistic impact.  Philp, 

Adams, and Iwashita (2014) maintained that peer interaction provides learners with ‘a 

context for experimenting with the language’ (p. 17). This is due to the nature of peer 

interaction, which is relatively longer in period. Therefore, this type of interaction may 

extend the opportunities for learners to practice the L2, which consequently allows for 

more time for input and output. From a psychological point of view, peer interaction 

makes learners more comfortable in processing the target language through error 

recognition, which results in more feedback and output modifications (Loewen & Sato, 

2018). Consequently, overall language production is increased, which provides more 

chance for the learners to practice the target language. Philp et al. (2014) also added that 

peer interaction is less stressful than teacher-led interaction because learners do not feel 

watched. Learners in Sato’s (2013) study explained that, in peer interaction, they feel 

more comfortable because they did not have to worry about making errors with their peers 

as they do their teachers. 

When studying peer interaction, one should also consider the social context. 

Tomita and Spada (2013) studied classroom interaction of Japanese learners of English. 

They found that learners sometimes hesitated to speak English in a conversation task 

because they feel that using English is seen as showing off. This social stigma is quite 

prevalent in the context of Japanese learners. Yoshida (2013) support this finding in his 

study of Japanese learners in Australia. Although the learners in the study knew that they 
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can improve by participating in interaction, they were still hesitant because they were 

afraid of making mistakes. Therefore, it has been suggested by Storch (2002) that 

learners’ level of comfort may still depend on the relationship within the group of 

learners. In addition, Sato (2016) also emphasizes that positive mindset of learners 

towards peer interaction could help them engage in fruitful interaction. 

However, not all believe that peer interaction is always beneficial. Some 

researchers believe that corrective feedback from peers can be poorer in quality compared 

to feedback from the teachers. Adams (2007) examined adult ESL learners’ interaction 

and found that peer interaction facilitated learning of overall linguistic structures. 

However, in a different study, Adams, Nuevo and Egi (2011) found that provision of 

explicit corrections and the development of past tense were significantly negatively 

correlated. They even concluded that ‘feedback may not play as important a role in 

learner–learner interaction as it plays in native speaker–learner interactions’ (2011: 56). 

In addition, a recent laboratory-based study of 40 university EFL learners in China by 

Xu, Fan, and Xu (2019) found that learners were hesitant in providing corrective feedback 

to their peers. The learners in the study also preferred using recasts instead of prompts 

and explicit correction in their infrequent corrective feedbacks. Moreover, Xu et al. 

(2019) found that the learners provided more corrective feedback on morphosyntactic 

errors than lexical and phonological errors.  

However, the disadvantages of peer interaction can still be minimized through 

some interventions. In a classroom-setting experiment by Sato and Lyster (2012), learners 

were trained on how to notice errors and to give feedback prior to interaction. This was 

done to minimize infrequent, inaccurate and unfocused feedback that is common in peer 

interaction. The results show that this intervention improved grammatical accuracy in 

learners’ production. Sato and Lyster (2012) emphasized that learners need to realize that 

feedback is beneficial for both the provider and the receiver. A more recent study by Dao 

(2020) also suggested that interaction strategies need to be instructed to learners prior to 

interaction tasks. The results of Dao’s study showed that the interaction strategy 

instruction generates more idea units, LREs, talk encouragement and reflection, as well 

as positive emotions among the participants. 

 

1.3.2.3. The role of L2 proficiency 

 The proficiency level of interlocutors plays an important part in an interaction 

(e.g., Yule & Macdonald 1990). The studies in this particular area commonly examine 
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the effects of learners’ L2 proficiency on interaction patterns and on L2 learning. For 

example, Kim and McDonough (2008) found that learners with different proficiency 

levels promote constructive interaction. They examined peer interaction of Korean 

learners and found that the pairs with different proficiency levels resolve communication 

breakdowns better than same-level pairs especially during lexical LREs. However, in an 

earlier study, Yule and Macdonald (1990) suggested that there is one condition for a 

prolonged and successful interaction between learners of different proficiency levels i.e., 

lower proficiency learners needed to be more dominant in the interaction. In another study 

by Watanabe and Swain (2007), the same learners were paired with both higher and lower 

proficiency level partners. They analyzed the quantity and quality of LREs in their 

interaction and found that the degree of collaboration between interlocutors has more 

effect on the learning outcome than the interlocutors’ level of proficiency. Likewise, 

Storch and Aldosari (2013) found a similar effect on their study and concluded that un 

addition to their proficiency difference, the relationship of the interlocutors during the 

interaction needs to be taken into consideration. 

 There have also been mixed results in studies of interaction between learners with 

the same proficiency level. They generally compare low proficiency pairs versus high 

proficiency pairs. Williams (2001a) examined the frequency and types of LREs between 

these two groups and found that higher proficiency pairs produced more LREs and 

performed better on posttests, which means they also received more benefits from the 

LREs. Williams believed that higher proficiency learners have better monitoring of the 

target language forms. Correspondingly, Nassaji (2013) compared beginner, 

intermediate, and advanced pairs and found that advanced pairs gained more from focus- 

on-form episodes (FFEs, similar to LREs). 

 In contrast to the previously mentioned studies, Iwashita (2001) found no effect 

of proficiency on interaction. Her study of adult learners of Japanese found no significant 

difference between pairs with different proficiency levels in terms of the number of 

corrective feedback and modified output. In addition, the findings in Oliver’s (2002) 

study are in contrast with Williams’ (2001b) finding that negotiation of meaning occurred 

more in lower proficiency pairs. Oliver even claimed that the lower the proficiency, the 

more clarification requests and confirmation checks occurred. He added that interaction 

between lower proficiency pairs allows for ‘a greater chance that communication 

breakdown will occur and, hence, a greater need for the use of negotiation strategies’ 

(2002: 107). Similarly, Sato and Viveros (2016) found that learners from lower 
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proficiency groups had more language-related collaboration than higher proficiency 

groups. They claimed that the difference was not instigated by the interlocutors’ 

proficiency levels but rather the degree of collaboration. This claim is similar to those of 

Watanabe and Swain’s (2007) and Storch and Aldosari’s (2013) which were mentioned 

earlier.  

1.3.2.4. Individual differences 

To date, several studies have been conducted to investigate the role of individual 

differences that can influence interaction (e.g., DeKeyser, 2012; Mackey et al. 2012; Li 

2017). However, five individual differences have become the central focuses of these 

studies namely (a) anxiety, (b) cognitive abilities, including language aptitude and 

working memory, (c) willingness to communicate, (d) learner beliefs, and (e) age 

(Loewen & Sato, 2018). 

There have been some reports that anxiety could affect interaction. Anxiety has 

been defined by Horwitz, Horwitz and Cope (1986) as ‘the subjective feeling of tension, 

apprehension, nervousness, and worry’ (1986: 125). They used the term communication 

apprehension as a type of anxiety state which may hamper learners’ interaction by 

deterring their ability to process input and produce output (Sheen, 2008). Although many 

have studied the effects of anxiety on L2 learning (Dewaele, 2017), only a few have 

examined the implications of L2 anxiety from an interactionist perspective. One of the 

earliest examples of such studies includes Sheen’s (2008) research, which examined 

anxiety and corrective feedback. Sheen found that learners with a lower level of anxiety 

gained more benefits from feedback compared to those with high level of anxiety. In 

addition, Rassaei (2015) suggested that EFL learners with low anxiety process corrective 

feedback better than those with high anxiety. 

In contrast to the aforementioned findings, there are several studies which found 

no effects of anxiety on interaction. In one study, Révész (2011) assessed learners’ 

anxiety using questionnaires and examined the effects of the anxiety on learners’ L2 

production during tasks with different levels of difficulty. Unexpectedly, he later found 

that there was no significant impact of high anxiety on task performance. Another study 

by Baralt and Gurzynski-Weiss (2011) investigated the effects of interaction context on 

L2 anxiety in L2 Spanish learners. They compare the levels of anxiety of the learners 

when they participated in one-on-one task-based interaction with their instruction using 

two different modalities. One group of learners performed the task face-to-face (FTF) 

while the other group used computer-mediated communication (CMC). Learners were 
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asked to fill in an anxiety questionnaire halfway through the task and also in the end of 

the task. The results of their study showed no differences in the learners’ anxiety levels 

between modalities nor in the different times of anxiety assessment.  

In recent years, there has been an increasing interest on cognitive differences 

among interactionist researchers. The constructs that have particularly received more 

attention are language learning aptitude and working memory. Language learning 

aptitude has been defined as a set of cognitive abilities that are ‘predictive of how well, 

relative to other individuals, an individual can learn a foreign language’ (Carroll & Sapon, 

2002: 23). A considerable amount of literature on language learning aptitude has been 

published in the area of SLA (e.g., Carroll, 1981, 1990). However, only few have been 

conducted in an interactionist perspective (e.g., Mackey et al., 2002; Goo, 2012; Révész, 

2012). These few studies have suggested that a higher aptitude can be beneficial for 

interaction.  For example, Li (2013) investigated the effects of cognitive differences on 

the effectiveness of corrective feedback and Chinese classifiers. Li found that language 

analytic ability was a significant predictor of test gain scores which he concluded that ‘in 

the absence of metalinguistic information, learners with higher analytic ability achieved 

more’ (2013: 647). In another study, Trofimovich, Ammar and Gatbonton (2007) 

investigated learners’ working memory, phonological memory, analytical ability, and 

attention control and correlated them to the learners’ ability to notice and benefit from 

recasts. In general, the learners in their study could notice and benefit from recasts with 

substantial individual variability. Attention control was the strongest predictor for the 

gain scores with others being phonological memory and analytical ability. 

The next element within the construct of cognitive ability is working memory. It 

has been generally assumed that there is a positive correlation between learners’ working 

memory capacity and the benefits that they will gain from L2 interaction. Révész (2012) 

studied EFL learners in Hungary and suggested that high phonological short-term 

memory helped learners to benefit from recasts. In the same study that was mentioned 

previously, Li (2013) investigated whether working memory, assessed through a listening 

span test, promotes the effectiveness of explicit and implicit feedback. The results of his 

study showed that learners with working memory performed significantly better on an 

elicited imitation test and grammatically judgment test. Finally, Kim, Payant, and Pearson 

(2015) investigated whether task complexity and working memory have any impact on 

learners’ noticeability of recasts and their question formation ability. The study found that 
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only working memory has a significant impact on both noticing ability and the L2 

development.  

Despite the growing number of studies on the relationship between psychological 

individual differences and interaction, there are still some gaps that need to be filled in 

some areas of the field. One instance of these gaps is the relationship between motivation 

and interaction, which is largely still under-investigated (Dornyei, 2002). In this case, one 

type of motivation, which is called task motivation, has also been overlooked by 

researchers in the area (see Dornyei & Kormos, 2000). This type of motivation describes 

‘why students behave as they do in a specific learning situation where they are carrying 

out a specific task’ (Csizer, 2017: 424–425). Another construct that could impact learners’ 

interaction behavior but has been overlooked is willingness to communicate (WTC) (see 

MacIntyre, Burns & Jessome, 2011). MacIntyre et al. (1998) described it as ‘the 

probability that a learner will use the language in authentic interaction’ (1998: 558). Cao 

and Philp’s (2006) study is one of few. They investigated whether learners’ self-reported 

WTC has any impact on their classroom behavior. However, the results of their study 

indicated little correlation. In a subsequent study, Cao (2014) suggested that WTC should 

be regarded more as a construct that is dependent on ‘dynamic situational variables’ (p. 

789) instead of as a part of individual differences. 

In terms of learners’ beliefs, the hypothesis is that if learners respect interaction 

as an activity that will benefit them, then they may benefit more from interaction. On the 

other hand, if learners believe that grammatical and vocabulary drills should be applied 

in their classroom instead of interactional tasks, then they may not benefit from 

interaction. Schulz (2001) investigated teachers and learners’ beliefs on grammatical 

instruction and error correction and found that learners prefer error correction, while the 

teachers valued grammar instruction more. According to Schulz, this situation may 

negatively impact language learning unless the learners’ beliefs are facilitated. In a large-

scale study in the US involving 700 learners studying different languages, Loewen et al. 

(2009) found that ESL learners valued interaction more compared to the learners of 

foreign languages. Such positive beliefs of the ESL learners may make them more 

receptive towards interaction activities from which, as a result, they could gain more 

benefits. Loewen and Sato (2018) emphasized that learner beliefs may be changed by 

teachers’ instruction. Sato (2013) demonstrated this is an intervention which was aimed 

at raising learners’ awareness on the benefits of peer interaction. Through this 

intervention, the learner beliefs became more positive towards interaction, represented in 
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the increased amount of corrective feedback produced by the learners in the later 

interaction. Together, these studies indicate the positive correlation between learners’ 

beliefs on interaction and the benefits that they will gain from it.  

The next individual difference that will be discussed here is learners’ age. Age 

has been considered as one of the most influential individual differences in instructed 

second language acquisition (ISLA), which can be seen from the fact that teachers may 

adjust their teaching strategies based on their learners’ age groups. While a large and 

growing body of literature has investigated the effects of age of acquisition on ultimate 

attainment (see DeKeyser, 2017b), only a few studies on the relationship between age and 

interaction are available due to some methodological complications (see Oliver, Nguyen 

& Sato 2017). Nonetheless, the available studies (e.g., Oliver, 1998; Oliver, 2000; Oliver 

& Mackey, 2003; Mackey, Kanganas, & Oliver, 2007; Oliver, Philp & Duchesne, 2017) 

have indicated that interaction benefits adult and younger learners differently. For 

example, Oliver (1998) found that child learners produced fewer clarification requests 

and confirmation checks. In a more recent study, Oliver, Philp and Duchesne (2017) 

compared two groups of young learners (5-8 years and 9-12 years) and found that, in 

some topics of the task, the older group of learners tend to produce less negotiation of 

meaning because they ‘simply wanted to get the task done’ (2017: 8). 

Overall, the studies that have been reviewed make it clear that individual 

differences may have some impact on learner interaction. However, further investigation 

is still needed in order to shed more light on this particular topic. There are several 

individual differences that can still be explored particularly in relation to interaction 

including personality and learning styles (Dewaele 2017) and individual creativity 

(McDonough, Crawford & Mackey 2015). As a dynamic construct, learner psychology 

always has more to offer for researchers interested in this area. 

 

1.3.3. The role of context in interaction 

There also have been several studies investigating the characteristics of interaction 

which occurred in different contexts. Lyster and Ranta (1997) conducted a study in a 

French immersion high school describing the frequency and types of corrective feedback 

that the teachers and the learners produced during communicative tasks. They found that 

teachers produced at least six types of feedback with recasts as the type of feedback that 

the teachers provided most. Lyster and Ranta also found that learners responded to the 

feedback differently. Lyster (1998) analysed the same data set further and found that 
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learners’ uptake occurred more when they respond to output-prompting feedback. The 

studies also suggested that recasts were less effective when the aim is to promote learners’ 

L2 production. 

Some studies have investigated the types of corrective feedback and output 

responses (i.e., uptake) occurring during interaction in New Zealand ESL classes (Ellis et 

al. 2001a, 2001b; Loewen 2004). The results of the studies suggested that recasts were 

the most frequent type that occurred in the classrooms. Moreover, these studies also 

indicated that approximately 75% of the feedback resulted in successful uptake by the 

learners. Sheen (2004) compared the data from the previous studies with her own data 

from communication classes in South Korea. Her study indicated that the uptake rates in 

the studies in Canada (French immersion: 54%; Canadian ESL: 46.6%) were significantly 

lower than in New Zealand (80.4%) and South Korea (82.3%). She also found that in the 

South Korean (82.5%) and New Zealand (72.9%) contexts, learners responded 

significantly more to recasts than in the Canadian context (French immersion: 30.7%; 

Canadian ESL: 39.8%). Taken together, these studies support the notion that the type of 

classroom and sociolinguistic context of the target language may have some effect on the 

response of learners to corrective feedback. 

A more recent study in classroom contexts was conducted by Bowles, et al. 

(2014). They involved L2 learners of Spanish and heritage learners of the language and 

examined the types of interaction they produced during some communicative tasks. They 

found no significant difference in the types of interaction whether the interlocutors were 

from L2 learners or HL learners. In another study, Basterrechea and Garcıa Mayo (2013) 

investigated the effects of instructional context on LREs in two different settings in Spain; 

a content language integrated learning (CLIL) setting and EFL setting. They found that 

LREs occurred significantly more in the CLIL setting than in the EFL setting. Overall, 

these studies were important examples of purely descriptive studies exploring the 

occurrence of interaction in classroom settings. 

 

1.3.4. Methods in interactional studies 

1.3.4.1. Laboratory and classroom study 

 It is obvious that naturalistic L2 interaction can also happen outside the classroom 

context (e.g., Schegloff 2000). However, the main concern of the available research in 

the area of ISLA has been interaction that takes place in pedagogical context and/or 

interaction that is, in some ways, manipulated by the researchers (i.e., laboratory context) 
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(e.g., Mackey 2012; Loewen 2015). It is argued that interactionist research conducted in 

classroom settings provides high ecological validity since it represents the interaction 

involving teachers and students that usually happens daily in the real world (Loewen & 

Sato, 2018). Since it is sometimes difficult for researchers to manage the complexities of 

the variables in the classroom context (Shadish, Cook & Campbell 2002), laboratory 

studies have been conducted to serve as an alternative in examining the nature of L2 

interaction. In a meta-analysis, Mackey and Goo (2007) found that from 28 studies that 

they analyzed, 64% of them were conducted in laboratory settings, while the rest were 

conducted in classroom settings. 

  However, some have questioned the generalizability of laboratory research (e.g., 

Foster, 1998; Eckerth, 2009). The high extent of intervention in laboratory research may 

result in higher awareness of linguistic forms in learners’ output. As a result, learners may 

perform more noticing of linguistic forms, which may also affect their pre-tests or post-

tests scores. This may give a false representation of L2 development (Loewen & Sato, 

2018). A meta-analysis of 28 studies by Mackey and Goo (2007) suggested that this might 

be the case. The results of their analysis showed that the effects of interaction on posttests 

in laboratory research were greater. In contrast, another meta-analysis of 15 studies by 

Russell and Spada (2006) found no differences between classroom and laboratory setting. 

Mackey et al. (2013) later suggested that more authentic classroom research is needed 

particularly in examining the effects of interaction on L2 development. And if we take a 

dynamic usage based perspective (see Section 1.4), then also long-term effect need to be 

taken into consideration.        

  

1.3.4.2. Descriptive and quasi-experimental study 

 It can be noticed from the previously mentioned studies that the early studies of 

interaction were mainly observational (e.g., Gass & Varonis 1986). These observational 

studies mainly described interaction as it is happening, while other studies correlated the 

interactional features to the ability of noticing and the use of L2. However, since more 

studies have revealed the characteristics of interaction as well as the variables that affect 

them, more quasi-experimental studies were conducted to manipulate one of those 

variables to better understand their effects on L2 acquisition (Loewen & Sato, 2018). 

There are still some recent descriptive studies attempting to explore several features that 

affect interaction, which were relatively unknown. Bowles, et al. (2014), for example, is 

one of the first who consider the role of heritage language learners in interaction. In 
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addition, as communication technology continues to develop, some descriptive studies 

also take this into consideration by investigating the effects of technology on interaction 

(e.g., Loewen & Wolff, 2016). 

 With regard to the studies that examined noticing, several methods have been used 

and they can be categorized into two groups, namely concurrent and retrospective 

measures (Loewen & Sato, 2018). When using concurrent measures, researchers assess 

noticing in real time when an interaction is taking place.  For example, some studies of 

uptake (e.g., Ellis et al. 2001a; Loewen 2005) examined learners’ responses to corrective 

feedback during interaction. They argued that learners’ responses may show some 

evidence of learners noticing the form (Lightbown, 1998). It may also be possible, 

however, that during interaction, learners may notice the L2 form without any signal or 

response and vice versa; learners may echo the corrective feedback provided to them 

without noticing the L2 form. Hence, these studies have admitted that the features of 

interaction are not always equal to cognitive processes leading to L2 learning. 

Consequently, researchers have employed other methods of concurrent measures to 

examine noticing. One example of such measure is by requiring learners to respond to a 

stimulus at some important stages of the interaction. In some studies (e.g., Philp 2003; 

Bigelow et al. 2006), learners were asked to repeat the recasts or to report what they were 

thinking right after receiving the recasts. These measures were taken to prove whether the 

learners in fact notice the feedback that they had received. Recently, technology has been 

used to assist researchers in carrying out concurrent measures of noticing. For example, 

eye-tracking technology has been employed to measure learners’ noticing when they are 

participating in written synchronous computer-mediated communication (SCMC) (Sauro 

& Smith 2010) and in online FTF interaction (McDonough et al. 2015). This technology 

is used under the assumption that eye movement could indicate cognitive attention (see 

McDonough, 2017).  

 The use of concurrent measures has been criticized because of the interruptions 

which affect the flow of conversation. Consequently, retrospective measures become 

more popular in examining learners’ noticing during interaction. Gass and Mackey 

(2000), for example, used stimulated recall, a popular method in retrospective measures. 

In this method, learners watch or listen to their recorded interaction and are asked about 

what they were thinking during critical moments in the interaction. Some studies using 

stimulated recall have revealed that learners noticed L2 lexis and phonology better than 

morphosyntax (Mackey, et al, 2000). Besides stimulated recall, other examples of 
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retrospective measures are learner journals and a list of focused questions to get learner 

responses about the interaction. Mackey (2006) employed all three retrospective 

measures that have been mentioned to investigate learners’ noticing and found some 

inconsistencies in the learners’ report, which led her to suggest that noticing should be 

viewed as a continuum. 

 To summarize, many studies have examined the effects of interaction and 

feedback on L2 development. In the next chapter we will detail the aspects that will be 

considered in the current dissertation, in which we will look closely at peer interaction 

among pesantren students.  

  

1.4. Second language development from a dynamic usage-based perspective 

1.4.1. Dynamic usage based perspective 

 As Long (1998) points out there has been an absence of either a widely accepted 

theory of language learning or a solid empirical base for classroom practice.  Much L2 

developmental research has taken place without an underlying theoretical linguistic 

theory of what language is and how it changes, but in SLA research the focus has been 

primarily on the acquisition of morpho-syntax, probably because that is where the 

communicative or immersion programs seemed to fall short (Hammerly, 1991) and both 

researchers and teachers have sought ways to avoid fossilization. However, recently 

usage-based theories have found their way in SLA, according to Tyler et al. (2018). In 

their introduction, the editors maintain that there is not one definite usage-based model 

of language and language learning, but rather a family of approaches that include 

cognitive linguistics, emergentism, constructionism and complex dynamic systems 

theory. In this dissertation, we will focus on a dynamic usage based linguistic approach 

as proposed by Verspoor (2017).  

The concept of dynamic usage-based approach is essentially a combination of two 

existing approaches namely complex dynamic system theory (CDST) and usage-based 

linguistics (UBL) (see Langacker, 2009; Verspoor & Behrens, 2011; Verspoor, Schmid 

& Xu, 2012; Roehr-Brackin, 2015). Both theories perceive developmental changes as 

emerging from language learning as a result of language use. While the two approaches 

seem similar, they actually have different origins. CDST is originally not a specific theory 

of language learning but a theory of change (Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008) used in 

different disciplines such as mathematics, chemistry, physics, etc. On the other hand, the 

usage-based perspective has a linguistic origin. It comprises various linguistic 
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approaches, which suggest that linguistic knowledge can be described as a repertoire of 

constructions with different extents and levels of abstractness (Barlow & Kemmer, 2000; 

Cadierno & Eskildsen, 2015). Thus, there is some difference in this matter. 

L2 development can be regarded as a dynamic process of change (Larsen-

Freeman, 1997; De Bot, 2008; and Verspoor, De Bot and Lowie, 2011). CDST identifies 

a complex system such as language as a group of entities, sub-systems or variables that 

are interconnected, continuously interact, self-organize and coordinate as a whole. The 

dynamics of such iterative processes cause changes to be non-linear with a significant 

extent of variability (within systems) and variation (among systems). As De Bot and 

Larsen-Freeman (2011) put it, sometimes a system “changes continuously, sometimes 

discontinuously, even chaotically”. Systems, however, have a tendency to move towards 

preferred states, called attractors. Therefore, language development cannot be represented 

by a straight linear continuum. The development is obviously complex and elusive, 

involving numerous dimensions that develop at mixed and non-linear rates. 

Thus, in its approach, learner language constructions are perceived as a network 

in which all the constructions are interconnected. Through the process of learning, the 

network evolves sometimes gradually and sometimes suddenly. The dynamic usage-

based (DUB) approach addresses these changes in learner language which are a 

consequence of, 1) the frequency of use of L2 in social interaction, and 2) the interaction 

of constructions in the network in the learner’s mind (Verspoor & Behrens, 2011; Roehr-

Brackin, 2015). Moreover, in the DUB construct, initial conditions of the learners play a 

key role in learners’ development and, therefore, learners are expected to have different 

individual trajectories. Learners’ personal and linguistic background such as L1, age, 

scholastic aptitude, motivation, etc. are assumed to serve as variables which interact in 

complex manners and determine the acquisition of the L2. Furthermore, it is also believed 

that sub-systems of any organism are in some way interconnected and affect each other 

continuously in the development process (de Bot, Lowie, & Verspoor, 2007; van Geert, 

1991). 

Therefore, a DUB perspective has a strong stance against the argument that there 

are innate structures specific to language. Verspoor et al (2012) argue that language is 

“intrinsically linked to general cognitive process (interconnected variables in CDST 

terms) and intrinsically symbolic through form-use-meaning mappings (FUMMs) 

(coordination in CDST terms), constituted by a structured inventory of linguistic 

constructions, i.e., conventionalized form-meaning pairings used for communicative 
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purposes (emergence and attractors in CDST terms) (2012: 67)”. They added that 

FUMMs exist at various levels of complexity and abstraction, consisting of concrete and 

more abstract classes of items, and complex combinations between concrete and abstract 

linguistic expressions and, therefore, there is a flexible boundary between lexis and 

grammar (see Langacker, 2000; 2008; Tomasello, 2003). They stated that language 

development begins with more concrete items (item-based) and gradually moves towards 

more abstract linguistic schema in an implicit and inductive process (self-organization in 

CDST terms). But the most important tenet of all usage-based approaches is that language 

is learned from the input and output that the language learner experiences. There are no 

innate systems, so the language learner can only discover and acquire the language 

through exposure and experience. Frequency of exposure is supposedly the main driver 

of development. Whatever is heard or used the most will become automated and 

entrenched patterns in the learner’s language.  

 

1.4.2. Language development studies in a DUB perspective  

Language development studies using a DUB perspective usually focus on finding 

out how different variables of the language develop and the way they interact over time 

(e.g., Verspoor, Schmid & Xu, 2012). There are several studies that have been conducted 

within this framework. For example, Larsen-Freeman (2006) conducted a repeated task 

study involving five Chinese learners of English with intermediate proficiency. She 

assessed their oral and written production, particularly measuring the development of the 

construct of complexity, accuracy and fluency (CAF) in the learners’ L2 production by 

means of both holistic and specific measures. She found that the use of L2 by the learners 

influence their language resources. She also discovered that the learners show diverse 

patterns in the CAF development graphs. In a longitudinal study, Spoelman and Verspoor 

(2010) also tracked the CAF construct of in the written production of a Dutch learner of 

Finnish. In over three years, they studied their development from beginner to high 

intermediate level. Their study reveals that the interaction among the measured variables 

show “classic jumps, transitions, and non-linear” development. Besides beginner and 

intermediate learners, these variability patterns and interactions among variables have 

also been observed in advanced L2 learners (e.g., Verspoor, Lowie & Van Dijk, 2008). 

In another study, Caspy (2010) modelled a developmental path of four learners and found 

that three of them developed lexical and syntactic complexity before lexical and syntactic 

accuracy. This indicates that the learners’ lexicon usually develops before the syntax and 
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complexity before accuracy. This is a very reasonable developmental order. Language 

learners first need words to make longer and more complex sentences and accuracy will 

come only after continuous input and practice. 

Another study in this theoretical framework by Verspoor et al. (2012) explored 

which variables are most likely to change at different proficiency levels. The study used 

written texts to track L2 learners’ development from beginner to high-intermediate level 

of proficiency. Over forty complexity and accuracy variables were measured and the 

results indicated five general measures which showed almost linear progression and 

regression across the levels of proficiency, i.e., less simple sentences (sentence 

complexity), less present tenses (verb phrase complexity), less errors (accuracy), and 

increased type-token ratio (lexical diversity) and increased instances of chunks (authentic 

expressions). Other specific measures (less-frequently occurring structures), such as 

perfect or progressive verb phrases or specific types of dependent clauses, almost all 

showed variation, non-linear development, and fluctuating relationships. Additionally, 

they found that learners in the earlier stages experienced significant development in 

lexical measures, then in syntactic before finally advancing in lexical measures again, 

particularly in the use of chunks. These findings were supported by other longitudinal 

studies. For instance, Bulté (2013) who examined the development of L2 complexity of 

a sub-group of the Verspoor et al. (2012) participants found that the increase in L2 

complexity is fairly linear at group level, but he found a great degree of variability at the 

individual level. 

In another study, Hou, Verspoor and Loerts (2016) studied the potential gains in 

English as L2 development in one group of senior high school students and two groups 

of university students in China. In a pre-post design, the learners’ writing samples were 

scored holistically and analytically. The analysis of the holistic scores showed that only 

the senior high school group improved. However, the analytic scores reveal 

improvements in all groups in different features of the written language. They suggested 

that different variables may develop when the learners are at different levels of 

proficiency. From their findings, they recommended that one complexity measure may 

not be applicable to all proficiency levels. 

With regard to individual differences, several studies (usually not from a DUB 

perspective) have been conducted to examine the role of individual differences in L2 

development. Differences including gender, motivation, aptitude, initial proficiency and 

several other learner characteristics have been reported to affect L2 development. Some 
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studies (e.g., Oxford, 1993; Young & Oxford 1997), for example, have indicated that 

gender can play a significant role on how language learners develop. Such studies have 

generally suggested that females are better language learners because they tend to have 

more positive attitude towards L2, show better integrative motivation, and utilize a wider 

range of learning strategies (Oxford, Nyikos & Ehrman, 1988). Motivation has also been 

widely considered as one of the most prominent factors affecting at L2 acquisition. One 

of the leading researchers in this area, Gardner (1985), found that higher motivation could 

result in more desire and effort to achieve learning goals. It also leads to better attitude in 

the learning process. Saville-Troike and Barto (2016) even claims that motivation is the 

second most significant predictor after aptitude in the success of second language 

learning. However, this claim may not always be correct. For instance, in a study 

conducted by Verspoor, de Bot, and Xu (2015), motivation had a significant contribution 

in L2 development in one group of participants but not the other. 

Another factor that has been reported to affect L2 learning is aptitude. Researchers 

have proposed two different type of aptitude namely general aptitude and linguistic 

aptitude. Earlier studies have long confirmed that general aptitude as well as linguistic 

aptitude play an important role in the success of L2 learning (e.g. Skehan, 1989). 

Verspoor et al. (2015) confirmed in their study the importance of scholastic aptitude. 

However, they also argue that from a DUB perspective, L2 development is affected by 

many different contributors which interact among each other. Therefore, one cannot 

assume that the success of L2 learning of all learners is due to a single contributor but 

there are multiple factors playing their roles. In their study, they found that general 

scholastic aptitude is a strong predictor in one group but not the other. 

Finally, a more recent study (Huang, Steinkrauss, & Verspoor, 2021) shows that 

besides the traditional individual differences, variability has strong correlation with L2 

proficiency gain. Variability is an important feature of a dynamic system. Several studies 

have reported that the degree and pattern of variability can provide an insight into the 

development of L2 learners (de Bot, Lowie, & Verspoor, 2007; Lowie & Verspoor, 2019; 

Spoelman & Verspoor, 2010; Rousse-Malpat et al., 2019; Verspoor & de Bot, 2021).  

Huang et al. (2021) did multiple linear regression analyses and found that variability was 

a strong predictor of gains and final L2 writing proficiency when the initial proficiency 

of the participants was controlled. With that being said, this study also considers the 

degree of variability in the analysis.  
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To summarize, from a DUB perspective, the most important driver of L2 

development is exposure and use, preferably in the form of whole form-use-meaning 

mappings, and what is used frequently will become entrenched and automated over time. 

Within the developmental process many factors such as L1, age, motivation, aptitude, and 

so forth may play a role in development and because there are so many interacting 

variables development will show variability (ups and downs within a learner) and 

variation (differences among learners). In the current study we will look at several of 

these variables and trace learners’ L2 development in their written texts during one 

academic year. 

 

1.5. Pidginization and second language acquisition 

 A DUB theoretical perspective may inform us about language development that 

changes over time or stagnates, either with target norms or non-target forms, the latter 

being called fossilization in SLA studies. Larsen-Freeman (2006) argues that there is no 

such thing as fossilization as we cannot be sure that the system will not change anymore 

further down the road as there is not really an end-state. Still, from a DUB point of view, 

any system may move to an attractor state where it is likely to remain for a longer time, 

which can be related to studies of pidgin and creole languages. In the current study the 

term “fossilization” is defined as non-target forms that do not seem to change in the course 

of one academic year.  

The emergence and development of pidgin and creole languages usually involve 

extreme case of languages in contact, which cause accelerated linguistic change 

(Lefebvre, 2004). In the beginning, second language acquisition plays a crucial part in 

shaping the languages followed by first language acquisition in its development when the 

speakers’ children are exposed to the newly created languages.  

In 1979, Derek Bickerton and Talmy Givón proposed an experiment in which 

people speaking mutually unintelligible languages are taught approximately 200 words 

of English and then placed on an uninhabited island for a year where they would 

communicate using only the English lexicon while performing agricultural activities (as 

cited in Master, Schumann, and Sokolik, 1989). Knowing that pidgin languages typically 

develop under such extreme social condition, the purpose of this experiment was to 

understand how pidgin languages are formed in their early stages. Eventually, the 

proposal was rejected due to potential dangers to the subjects. However, their proposal 
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was vital since it offers an insight into conditions under which a pidgin could be 

experimentally created and thus opens up possibilities for the study of early pidginization. 

Bickerton and Givón’s proposal provided a basis for Mester et al. (1989) to conduct an 

experiment to imitate the “Island Experiment” without risking the subjects. In their 

experiment, they translated the Island Experiment word list into Farsi and German. There 

were two groups of graduate students involved. In the first group, four participants 

memorized the words in Farsi while in the second group eight participants memorized 

them in German. Having memorized the words, each group spent 40 hours using these 

words to communicate in information gap activities. The results of their experiment, to 

some extent, reflect the characteristics of genuine pidginization in its early stages i.e., 

extensive lexical creation, use of “natural” syntax, and lack of grammaticalization. 

Mester et al. (1989) conducted the experiments to mimic real life situation in 

which pidginization process take place. Their experiment and other likewise experiments 

in applied linguistics are done because the situations that they want are particularly 

difficult to capture. For instance, pidgin languages usually develop under extreme social 

condition such as colonial economic systems. Therefore, to find such a condition in real 

life in order to observe the development of a pidgin language would be unfeasible. 

However, when such a condition exists and is readily accessible to researchers, it is 

definitely worth conducting a study there. 

Pidgin has been largely described as a contact language which develops when 

groups of people who speak different languages attempt to communicate with one another 

(Richards & Schmidt, 2010). Crystal (2010) uses the terms “makeshift”, “marginal” 

language, or “mixed languages” to define pidgin. There is a debate on the etymological 

origin of the term pidgin, but many have settled on the notion that it is a Chinese 

corruption of the English word “business” (Baker & Mühlhäusler, 1990 as cited in 

Bakker, 1994). Pidgins commonly have been observed to have limited lexis, morphology, 

syntax and a narrow range of use (e.g., trade), which can expand and develop when they 

are used over an extensive period and when their purposes expand. However, they are not 

‘bad’ versions of the source languages but rather highly regularized varieties (see Todd, 

1974; Mühlhäusler, 1986; & Romaine, 1988). Pidgins commonly have no native speakers 

but some expanded pidgins, e.g., Tok Pisin in Papua New Guinea and Singlish in 

Singapore, are spoken as first or primary language by some people in the area and are 

considered as a creole. 
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The characteristics of pidgins, i.e., simplifications and transfers of the source 

languages, are also typical of the language of a learner. Nemser (1974) described these 

features of learner talk as approximative system while Selinker (1972) discussed them in 

his famous paper on interlanguage (IL). This form may be characterized by a limited 

system of auxiliary verbs, simplified question and negative forms, and reduced rules for 

tense, number, and other grammatical categories. For example, some learners may omit 

inflections in numeral phrases such as “two cat”, which is similarly found in the 

pidginization processes, baby talk (BT) (Ferguson, 1977) and foreigner talk (FT) 

(Ferguson, 1975). Another example of simplification is auxiliary deletion as in “he in 

school”.  

The simplifications and L1 transfers produced by language learners are typically 

temporary in the language learning process. L2 learners will usually move towards more 

target like forms in their L2 production as they progress. For example, in a cross-sectional 

usage-based study on Dutch learners of English, Vries and Verspoor (2010) found that 

learners’ L1 transfer errors go rapidly down between level 1 and 2. The decrease in L1 

transfer errors is a common case in the language learning process. However, in some 

cases, some errors remain and fossilize. Richards (1974) argued that a fossilized form of 

the target language could be considered pidginized when learners do not advance beyond 

this stage.  

Structural simplifications in both IL and pidgin languages result from the situation 

of language contact. Richards (1974) closely compared pidgin languages and second 

language acquisition (SLA). He argued that both codes can be described “as an IL arising 

as a medium of communication between speakers of different languages, characterized 

by grammatical structure and lexical content originating in differing sources, by 

unintelligibility to speakers of the source languages and by stability” (Richards, 1974: 

77). Some research (e.g., Cancino, Rosansky & Schumann, 1974; Schumann, 1978; and 

Andersen, 1981) indicate further the similarities between the structures of pidgin 

languages and the IL (see Selinker, 1972; 1992) of L2 learners. 

Probably the most fundamental framework on the resemblance of IL and pidgin 

languages was proposed by Schumann (1978) in his acculturation hypothesis. Schumann 

and his two colleagues (Cancino et al., 1974) initially studied six Spanish learners of 

English of different ages in the USA for over a period of ten months. Schumann 

eventually focused his work on one of the learners, a 33-year-old called Alberto, who 

showed markedly less improvement than the others.  
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Alberto showed several characteristics of pidgin languages in his speech such as 

the lack of inflectional morphology. Although he exhibited fair consistency when using 

certain morphemes such as plural –s (85%) and irregular past –ed (65%), he failed to 

show the same consistency in the use of regular past –ed (7%) and inversion (5%). In 

terms of auxiliary verbs, when the other five learners in the study went through the 

acquisition of auxiliary is, am, can, do, does, was, did, and are; Alberto only went as far 

as is, am, can, and are. He proceeded to use only those four auxiliaries until the end of 

the observation period with only auxiliary is that was acquired satisfactorily. According 

to Schumann (as cited in Johnson & Johnson, 1999), another similarity between pidgins 

and Alberto’s speech are: 

• both use a single negative marker no and have a rule that negation can be 

expressed through a formula of ‘no + verb’ as in “I no see”; 

• both lack inversion of subject and verb, e.g., “Where the paper is?”; 

• both lack auxiliaries, e.g., “She crying”; 

• both lack possessive inflection –s, e.g., “The king food”; 

• both lack inflectional morphology, e.g., “Yesterday, I talk with one friend”; and 

subject pronouns, e.g., “No have holidays”. 

This comparative study of pidgin languages and the Alberto’s language led 

Schumann (1978) to the conclusion that Alberto's speech was in fact a pidginized version 

of English. The prominent case of Alberto eventually gave birth to the acculturation 

hypothesis or also known as the pidginization hypothesis. Schumann believes that a 

pidginized form of a language may develop for two main reasons; (a) when learners 

separate themselves socially and psychologically from speakers of the target language, 

and (b) when the target language is used by learners for a very limited range of functions 

(Richards & Schmidt, 2010). Andersen (1981) compared Alberto’s English IL and 

Bickerton’s (1977) research on Hawaiian Pidgin English to explore further the similarities 

between both types of linguistic codes. Supplementing Schumann’s idea, he concluded 

that both codes have the following characteristics: 

(1) Reliance on word order rather than inflections for expressing grammatical 

relations. 

(2) Native-language transfer in word order as well as use of English word order. 

(3) Sporadic merging of pre-verbal markers which come from lexical verbs 

promoted to auxiliary status. 
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(4) A basic pidgin negation. 

(5) Lack of inversion in questions. 

(6) Preponderance of uninflected verb forms.  

(Andersen, 1981, cited in McLaughlin, 1987) 

Pidgin languages are used primarily for communicating ideas. They are restricted 

languages that serve only the communicative function; speakers of pidgins normally do 

not identify themselves with the group who speak the pidgin. They tend to reside in their 

own group apart from purposes of contact. Alberto had normal intelligence just like the 

other Spanish learners in the study. However, unlike the other learners, he did not use 

English for social purposes. In the case of Alberto, the pidginized form of the target 

language occurs due to social isolation, which is natural in second or foreign language 

learning. In Schumann’s research (as cited in Johnson & Johnson, 1999), the idea of 

acculturation means social and psychological integration with the target group, which 

accounts for success and failure of L2 learning. Social factors, on the other hand, are 

covered by the idea of social distance: when one group dominates the other or when one 

group isolates themselves from the other etc. If social distance is high then there is little 

chance for success in language learning. The other factors that are pivotal in the success 

of language learning are psychological factors. They refer to psychological distance: 

when the learners experience language shock, or culture shock, or are poorly motivated 

then the chance for success is low. 

Although the idea was intriguing, little research was done to support the theory. 

Many argued that an L2 theory cannot be based on a single unsuccessful L2 learners 

(Johnson & Johnson, 1999). Although the theory mainly applies to immigrant situations 

and not in foreign language situations, Johnson and Johnson (1999) believed that there 

was a second concept of ‘enculturation’ that was raised when describing people who learn 

an L2 in order to function in their own society, e.g., in England or in Russia in the past, a 

‘gentleman’ had to know French, a foreign language which indicates status within a 

society and has nothing to do with its functions outside the society.  

Another case that supports the possibility of a pidgin-like language being 

produced by students is in the immersion programmes in Canada and the United States 

(Swain, 1997; Hammerly, 1991). Being critical of this type of communicative approach, 

Hammerly (1991) especially scrutinized these immersion programmes and concluded that 

although the students were successful in attaining a high level of communicative 

proficiency (fluency), they failed in terms of linguistic accuracy. He cites studies which 
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show that “an error-laden classroom pidgin becomes established as early as Grade 2 or 3 

because students are under pressure to communicate and are encouraged to do so 

regardless of grammar” (1991: 5). 

To summarize, there have been several authors who have suggested that the 

interlanguage in an L2 learner shows similarities to pidginized languages, but the non-

target forms may disappear as the learner becomes more proficient. However, the non-

target forms may also remain and not change anymore, in which one speaks of 

“fossilization” in the L2 literature and pidginization if the non-standard language 

becomes the standard means of communication in a group of speakers who are isolated 

from the target language speaking community. In the framework of the present study, the 

notion of pidginization is thus defined as the stabilization of non-target forms in a group 

of learners who use the language for extensive use in real-life communication only within 

the group itself. 

 

1.6. Summary and research questions 

It is clear that the interaction approach in ISLA has been studied extensively and 

that proponents believe that learners may acquire the L2 through interaction, but there are 

differences in who the interlocutors are and what types of feedback may aid language 

learning the most. The earlier studies played an important role in revealing the 

characteristics of interaction and consequently enabled interactionist researchers to 

explore specific variables related to interaction. There are at least three main focuses of 

interactionist studies, i.e., (a) discourse moves e.g., modified input (Swain, 1985, 1995, 

2005), (b) cognitive constructs e.g., noticing (Schmidt, 1990, 1995, 2001), and (c) L2 

development and acquisition (Mackey, 1999; Spada & Lightbown, 2009; Mackey, 2012). 

On the other hand, the most commonly investigated variables have been categorized into 

four domains: those concerning (a) the interlocutors (e.g., L2 proficiency, L1 status, 

gender, etc.), (b) the task characteristics (e.g., complexity, type of task), linguistic targets, 

and (d) the interactional context (Loewen & Sato, 2018). 

Some interactionist researchers have suggested that the focus of interactional 

research has been shifting from investigating whether interaction is beneficial for L2 

development to how and under what condition it could be beneficial (Mackey et al., 2012; 

Pica, 2013; Long 2015; Mackey & Gass 2015; Long 2017). They also have pointed out 

the need for further research. Mackey et al. (2012) suggested that more replication studies 

need to be done, particularly to cover the methodological shortcomings which have been 
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mentioned earlier (Plonsky & Gass 2011). With the complexity of SLA and the dynamics 

of ISLA, Loewen and Sato (2018) believed that there is always opportunity for replication 

studies. According to them, there are several variables of interaction which can be 

explored further, including the benefits of interaction on pragmatics; the role of individual 

differences; social and sociocognitive issues in interaction; interaction in young learners 

and ‘non-traditional’ learners; learners’ motivation and engagement; and the roles of 

gestures in interaction. Besides Loewen and Sato (2018) have pointed out an urgent need 

for longitudinal studies and delayed testing to understand the long-term effects of 

interaction. Moreover, there have not been many studies investigating L2 learner 

interactions that occur naturally in L2 contexts (Pérez-Vidal, 2017). Most interaction 

research occurred in a classroom or in laboratory settings with the results of the latter 

generally considered as a reflection of their consequences for the L2 classroom (Loewen 

& Sato, 2018). However, much less is known about the implication of interaction in 

naturalistic settings on the development of L2 learners. Thus, more studies are still needed 

in order to “further our understanding of the effect of interaction on L2 development” and 

“help extend the parameters of the interaction approach” (Loewen & Sato, 2018: 317). 

With regard to peer interaction, the benefits of peer-interaction in L2 learning 

have been endorsed by many previous studies, which suggest that it provides a good 

medium for learners to obtain input (e.g., Varonis & Gass, 1985; Eckerth, 2008) and has 

positive psycholinguistic impact (Sato, 2013; Philp et al., 2014). However, not all studies 

of peer interaction have supported these notions, noting the lack of quality especially in 

terms of corrective feedback in peer interaction (Adams, 2007; Adams, Nuevo & Egi, 

2011; Xu, Fan & Xu, 2019). As elaborated in the previous section, many pesantren 

institutions, including the one in this study, rely heavily on learners’ interaction inside 

and outside the classroom as a medium for L2 learning and a previous study has reported 

non-target-like forms by the learners in such an institution (Aziez, 2016), which is 

common in peer interaction (Sato, 2015; Loewen & Sato, 2018). 

To fill this interactional research gap, the present study is longitudinal and 

scrutinizes the development of English learners in an Islamic boarding school in 

Indonesia over time using a dynamic usage based (DUB) perspective (see Langacker, 

2009; Verspoor & Behrens, 2011; Verspoor, Schmid & Xu, 2012; Roehr-Brackin, 2015). 

This perspective holds that the development of L2 learners depends on the learners’ 

exposure to and experience with the L2. Larsen-Freeman (1976) argued that frequency of 

input has a significant role in the process of acquisition. From a DUB perspective, initial 
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conditions of the learners are very important too and, therefore, learners are expected to 

have different individual trajectories in their development. Learners’ personal and 

linguistic background such as L1, scholastic aptitude, motivation, etc. are assumed to 

serve as predictor variables, which interact in complex manners and determine the 

acquisition of the L2. Furthermore, it is also believed that sub-systems of any organism 

are in some way interconnected and affect each other continuously in the development 

process (de Bot, Lowie, & Verspoor, 2007; van Geert, 1991). With regard to L2 

development, the DUB approach looks beyond the division between linguistic features 

such as morphology and syntax. Morphology, lexicon, collocations, and sentence 

constructions are perceived as constructions in a linguistic continuum, which 

continuously interact as the L2 develop. Therefore, in investigating L2 development, one 

should examine as many sub-systems as possible to see not only how each sub-system 

develops but also how they interact. 

With regard to English learning in a pesantren, it is also intriguing to see how the 

English of learners in such institution develop, particularly with the immersive nature of 

English language learning in many pesantrens in Indonesia including the one in this study.  

Hammerly (1991) criticized such immersive approach and argues that although the 

learners were able to attain a high level of communicative proficiency (fluency) with this 

approach, they tend to fail in terms of linguistic accuracy, leading to 'an error-laden 

classroom pidgin’ since the learners are ‘under pressure to communicate and are 

encouraged to do so regardless of grammar' (1991: 5). Therefore, it is suspected that the 

extensive interaction of the learners in English outside the classroom in a pesantren with 

a minimum exposure to the target language and correction from teachers and/or other 

learners (Bin Tahir, 2016) may lead to a pidginized form of English. 

The resemblance of learners’ language and pidgin languages has been pointed out 

by many linguists. Richards (1974) closely compared pidgin languages and second 

language acquisition (SLA). He argued that both codes can be described 'as an IL arising 

as a medium of communication between speakers of different languages, characterized 

by grammatical structure and lexical content originating in differing sources, by 

unintelligibility to speakers of the source languages and by stability' (Richards, 1974: 77). 

Schumann’s (1978) famous study on Alberto, a Spanish learner of English who 

immigrated to the United States as an adult, indicated further the similarities between the 

structures of pidgin languages and the language of L2 learners. Many believe that 
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comparing learners’ language with pidgin languages may shed some light on the 

emergence and development of pidgin and creole languages.  

The emergence and development of pidgin and creole languages usually involve 

extreme case of language in contact such as slavery trades in the past, causing accelerated 

linguistic change (Levebfre, 2004), and it is near impossible to observe nowadays. It has 

been argued however that, in the beginning, second language acquisition plays a crucial 

part in shaping the languages followed by first language acquisition in its development 

when the speakers’ children were exposed to the languages. One failed attempt to imitate 

such an extreme condition was done by Derek Bickerton and Talmy Givón in 1979, who 

proposed an experiment in which people speaking mutually unintelligible languages are 

taught approximately 200 words of English and then placed on an uninhabited island for 

a year where they would communicate using only the English lexicon while performing 

agricultural activities (as cited in Master, Schumann, & Sokolik, 1989). Their research 

proposal was obviously rejected due to the potential dangers to the participants of the 

study. Now, the previously described language learning situation in a pesantren may be 

able to provide this elusive context. 

To sum up, we will trace the L2 use and development of students at a pesantren 

for one academic year, and take two cohorts, first year and second year students to 

simulate a two-year longitudinal study. There are four main questions that the present 

study attempts to answer. The questions are the following. 

1) How do the learners at a pesantren interact in oral production and to what extent 

do the interactional features (trigger, corrective feedback, and modified output) 

occur in the learners’ interaction? We will look at first-year and second year 

students and see if they differ in terms of interactional features. 

2) What individual differences in terms of gender, motivation, scholastic aptitude in 

terms of class rank, age of acquisition of English, and initial writing proficiency 

predict the English writing development of the learners in the pesantren? Again, 

we will see if first-year students differ from second-year students. 

3) To what extent do the learners’ texts change overtime from a Dynamic Usage 

Based perspective in terms of holistic scores?  Do the learners show variability 

over time or do they not? If not, to what extent do the learners show signs of 

stagnation in their L2 development? Do the learners show variation among each 

other? Again, we will see if first-year students differ from second-year students. 
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4) To what extent do we find elements of pidginization in the learners’ L2? Which 

pidginization features are the most dominant and are there differences among 

first- and second-year learners? 
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CHAPTER 2  

METHODS 

 

The current chapter presents the methodological issues of the dissertation. At a 

pesantren (a boarding school in Indonesia), in which second language learning is assumed 

to benefit greatly from peer interaction several studies were conducted to explore the 

learners’ L2 English development. Study 1 examines the peer interaction among students, 

focussing on several interactional features including trigger, negative feedback and 

modified output, which are believed to be important features for L2 learning. Study 2 

explores the individual differences such as language background, motivation and 

scholastic aptitude that may affect L2 writing development over time. Study 3 explores 

L2 development over time and examines degrees of variability and stagnation. Finally, 

Study 4 explores written data for signs of pidginization.  

This chapter deals with all the methods, procedures and analyses within the 

greater study and will deal with the separate studies where needed. Section 2.1 presents 

the research design. Section 2.2 describes the greater context in which this study took 

place. Section 2.3 presents relevant information of the participants. Section 2.4 discusses 

(a) how the data were gathered, (b) what instruments were used to measure different 

variables, and how the variables were operationalized. Section 2.5 present the analyses 

for each study and Section 2.6 summarizes each study and its specific research questions.  

 

2.1. Research design 

The current research was in essence a mixed method study. It includes both 

descriptive and statistical data in a longitudinal study aiming at exploring the practice of 

extensive peer-interaction and its impact on the learners’ English development. The 

descriptive approach was mainly used in describing the interactional features and the 

pidginization features produced by the learners. The longitudinal approach was used in 

exploring how the learners English and pidginized forms (P-Forms) develop. Such dense 

longitudinal collection of data is particularly important in a second language development 

(SLD) study so we can gain better insight into the process of SLD (Verspoor, et al., 2008; 

van Dijk, et al., 2011). The research was conducted for one academic year at a pesantren 

institution in Indonesia.  To simulate a two-year longitudinal study, two groups were 

involved in this study. The first group consists of first year students and the second group 

consists of second year students. The study began in their first week at the pesantren. The 
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participants in this study were involved in various regular programs designed by the 

school, which require them to participate in interactional activities in the L2. The learners 

were required to communicate in the L2 in their daily activities outside the classroom. 

This non-traditional approach allows the learners to engage in extensive peer-interaction 

as opposed to the brief amount of interactional treatment provided in the previous studies 

(M=30min) (Mackey & Goo, 2007). 

There were several sources of data used in this study. The first source of data is the 

learners’ conversations, which were analysed for their interactional features. Several 

surveys and questionnaires were used for to explore individual differences: a Language 

History Questionnaire (LHQ), motivation survey, and academic rankings were used in 

examining the predictors of the learners’ English development. Development was 

operationalized as gains in holistic scores in the first few and last few writings. Texts 

written by the learners (i.e., 18 sessions in total, done every other week) in their English 

classes as part of learning process during one academic year were used to trace the 

learners’ English development.  

The first analysis was performed on the learners’ interactions. Their interactions 

were examined for the extent of trigger, negative feedback and modified output, which 

were believed to be important features for L2 learning. In the second analysis, linguistic 

and non-linguistic backgrounds of the learners gathered through the questionnaire, 

motivation essay, and class rank were used to determine whether any of them correlate to 

the gains of the learners. To measure the gains, a pre-post approach was employed. For 

the pre- and post-scores, the average scores of the first three writings (pre) and the average 

scores of the last three writings (post) were used. Then, to get a better observation of the 

learners’ progress, the average scores of the middle three writings (mid) were also used 

in the analysis. The third analysis was carried out on the holistic development of the 

learners’ English based on their writings over time, looking for developmental patterns 

in terms of variability and stagnation. In the final analysis, samples of learners writing 

were analyzed for the extent of the features of pidginization. 

 

2.2. Research context 

This research was conducted in a pesantren in Tasikmalaya, a city in the province 

of West Java, Indonesia. Sundanese is used widely among the population of this area with 

the number of its speakers representing approximately 15% of the country’s population 
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(Anderson, 1997). The following map (Figure 1) shows the linguistic map of the western 

part of Java where Sundanese is the dominant language in the region. 

 

Figure 1. Linguistic map of the relevant western part of Java island (Anderson (1997), after R.R. 

Hardjadibrata (1997), Sundanese: a syntactical analysis, p.2. PL, D-65.) 

 

Harsojo (1983:300-301 as cited in Anderson, 1997) summarized the macro level of the 

situation of Sundanese language in the area:  

 

Nowadays Sundanese is used widely among the population of West Java. In villages, 

the language of instruction is Sundanese, whereas, in towns, Sundanese is utilized 

primarily in the family circle, in conversation among friends and intimate 

acquaintances, and also in public and official places between people who are aware 

they both know Sundanese. With regard to language refinement, it is often said, that 

pure and refined Sundanese is to be found in the area of Priangan, that is, in the 

regencies of Ciamis, Tasikmalaya, Garut, Bandung, Sumedang, Sukabumi and 

Cianjur. Even now, the Cianjur dialect is still considered the most refined Sundanese. 

Considered less refined is the Sundanese near the north coast of Java, for example, 

that spoken in Banten, Karawang, Bogor and Cirebon.  

 

Sundanese is one of more than 700 languages in Indonesia (Eberhard, Gary, & 

Charles, 2020) and with the multilingual nature of the country, the forefathers of the 

country saw the need of a unifying language. Indonesian, a standardized form of Malay, 

was then chosen as the official language of Indonesia, which serves as the lingua franca 
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of the archipelago (Sneddon, 2003). Indonesian is used as the language of administration, 

education, commerce, and the media. Consequently, almost all Indonesians speak the 

language to varying degrees of proficiency and since they already speak other regional 

languages as their L1, plurilingualism is the norm in the country (Zein, 2020). Although 

most Indonesians have a regional language as their L1, with the extensive use of 

Indonesian especially as the language of education, the number of Indonesian as L1 

speakers is growing continuously. Based on the government’s 2010 census, more than 40 

million people in the country speak Indonesian as their L1 (Badan Pusat Statistik, 2010). 

According to the Indonesian government’s regulation, Indonesian students have to learn 

both Indonesian and a regional language, particularly the language of where their school 

is located. Besides learning these two languages, Indonesians also have to learn at least 

one foreign language in almost all school levels. This regulation applies both to the public 

school system and the pesantren system, including the pesantren where this study was 

conducted. 

Before going further into the language learning situation in this pesantren, it is 

important to understand the education level of the pesantren. Although many pesantren 

institutions begin with the elementary school level, the pesantren institution where the 

current study was carried out consists of two levels of education—the junior high school 

level (grade 7-9) and senior high school level (grade 10-12). This study will focus only 

on the first two years (grade 7 and 8). Each grade of the junior high school level consists 

of four learning groups, two female groups and two male groups. The number of students 

in higher grades usually have fewer students per group because many students move to 

public schools in the process because they cannot handle the high intensity of the learning 

process in the pesantren. This is understandable since the pesantren has almost three times 

more school subjects than public schools in general. Moreover, being away from their 

parents makes it harder for these young students. Usually, by the end of the junior high 

school level, less than 50% of the students remain and continue to the senior high school 

level. 

In the pesantren, there are two compulsory foreign languages that the students 

have to learn i.e., Arabic and English. However, this dissertation will focus only on the 

latter. The school adopted its foreign language learning programs from the pesantren of 

Gontor (see van Bruinessen, 2006) since many of the teachers graduated from that 

institution. Like Gontor, the school also obliges its students to use Arabic and English in 

their everyday communication. The students have to use English and Arabic alternately 
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every week. The school has two curriculums on which their learning programs are based. 

According to the national curriculum, the students receive two lesson hours (160 minutes) 

of English. In this pesantren, the students also get another two lesson hours (160 minutes) 

of English reading class, which is part of the school curriculum. 

There are also many additional activities in which students get their exposure of 

English language. Besides the classroom activities, the students get a daily vocabulary 

session called mufradat for fifteen minutes. The words of the day are taken from a book 

which they obtained from another pesantren (see Appendix E for sample). In this session, 

they get two to three English words from an appointed senior student from grade 10 

(senior high level). After some pronunciation drills, they are asked to make English 

sentences using the given words (Figure 2). 

Figure 2. A mufradat or vocabulary session 

 

These sessions are carried out six times a week during English weeks. For 

productive skills practices, the students’ main public speaking sessions, which are called 

muhadharah, are conducted every Tuesday and Thursday for about one-hour period in 

each session. In this session, students have to give a speech on religious topics in 

Indonesian, Arabic, and English (Figure 3). There are usually around 20 students in a 

mixed group of different grades. However, a student commonly performs as a speaker 

once in each language in one semester period. Most of the time, the students participate 

as audience. 
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Figure 3. A muhadharah or public speaking practice session 

 

On Tuesday and Friday mornings of the English week, they do half-an-hour 

English conversation practice called muhadasah. It is usually done outdoor in a field 

where the students stand in two lines facing one another. They are then given a topic by 

a teacher or an appointed senior student. Then, they start the conversation while being 

supervised by the teacher or the senior student. The supervision mainly focuses on 

maintaining the flow of conversation—making sure no one stops speaking. Students 

sometimes ask the supervisors for the meaning of some Indonesian or Sundanese words 

in English but from observation we know that very little correction was made by the 

supervisors when the students mispronounced a word or made grammatical errors. Figure 

4 below shows the session and a senior student with blue outfit can be seen walking 

between the lines of students. 

Figure 4. A muhadatsah or conversation session 

 

 

The proficiency goal of language learning in the pesantren is lexically based with 

the learners being expected to have acquired 4000 words of Arabic and English when 
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they graduate. Grammar was taught but not to the same extent as vocabulary. When the 

students are caught using an Indonesian or Sundanese word, for example, they are given 

a list of English or Arabic words to be memorized, depending on what week it was, as a 

form of punishment. On the next day, they had to come to one of the appointed senior 

students to get tested on their memorization of the given words. Similar practice has also 

been reported by Jihad (2011) in other pesantren institutions. Therefore, the 

aforementioned mufradat sessions were also seen to be very important in building the 

learners’ vocabulary mastery. In the first few sessions after their enrolment, students were 

given English and Arabic words of the things found around the pesantren to help them 

communicate and get around the school complex. This is very important for them since 

they were obliged to speak in those two languages after only three months in the 

pesantren. To help learners with the words they needed, the school put up some lists of 

words, which were usually related to where the lists were displayed. Figure 5 below 

shows some examples of the lists of vocabulary displayed in the sport yard, school clinic, 

and kitchen. 

Figure 5. Vocabulary lists displayed in some areas of the school 

 

 

The second goal of language learning in the pesantren is fluency and the school 

relies on peer interaction to reach this goal. It is observable that peer interaction has a 

significant portion in the language learning process in the pesantren. This was made 

possible by the fact that the students live inside the school complex. Compared to the 

students in public schools, which commonly have only 160 minutes of English class, the 

students in the pesantren have virtually indefinite exposure to English, especially during 
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English weeks. However, as discussed in the previous section, there is some doubt about 

the quality of input and feedback that can be provided by fellow learners (e.g., Adams, 

Nuevo & Egi, 2011) compared to more proficient interlocutors such as English teachers. 

From the observation of the students’ activities during the English week,  Figure 6 

compares the number of hours per week in which possible interaction can occur between 

the students with more proficient interlocutors (MPI) (i.e., teachers and appointed seniors) 

and students with their peers. 

Figure 6. Comparison of possible interaction time between two dyads (hour/week) 

 

 

The graph clearly shows a great difference in the amount of time in which interaction can 

occur between the two dyads. Although some research has pointed out the psychological 

and L2 learning advantages that peer interaction can provide in classroom settings, there 

has been no study conducted to measure the impact of such extensive learner-learner 

interaction on L2 development particularly in the naturalistic context such as this 

pesantren in Indonesia. 

 

2.3. Participants 

The participants in this study were first year (grade 7 junior high school level, 

hereinafter Group 1) and second year (grade 8 junior high school level, hereinafter Group 

2) students of junior high level at the pesantren. In the beginning, 126 first year students 

and 85 second year students participated in this study. However, the following exclusion 

criteria were applied to ensure the validity and reliability of the present study: 
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a. Missing questionnaire 

b. Missing motivation essay 

c. Missing two or more sessions in a row 

d. Missing more than once in the first three, middle three, and final three sessions 

e. Absence in 5 sessions or more in total 

f. Dropping out of school during the research period 

 

Based on the exclusion criteria, 44 first year students and 29 second year students 

were eventually excluded. In the end, the data from 82 first year and 56 second year 

students were included in the final analysis. Table 1 shows the number of learners based 

on their gender. 

Table 1. Number of learners based on gender 

Gender Group 1 (n) Group 2 (n) 

Male 39 25 

Female 43 31 

Total (n) 82 56 

 

 Table 2.1 above shows that generally, there are more female learners than male 

learners in both groups. The age of learners from Group 1 ranged from11 to 13 with an 

average age of 12.2, while the learners’ age from Group 2 ranged from 12 to 14 with an 

average age of 13.1. The average age of the male learners is slightly higher than of the 

female learners as seen in Table 2 below. 

Table 2. Learners’ average age based on gender 

Gender Group 1 Group 2 

Male 12.38 13.28 

Female 11.95 12.94 

 

Data collected by means of the Language History Questionnaire (LHQ) version 

2.0 which had been translated into Indonesian (see Appendix A) showed the information 

about the participants themselves and their linguistic backgrounds. The results from the 

LHQ shows that almost all learners were multilingual with Sundanese as the L1 for most 

of them. A more detailed results of the LHQ will be presented in the results chapter.  
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2.4. Procedures 

After finding the potential pesantren for the study, the researcher went to the 

pesantren personally one week before the commencement of the learning activities in the 

new academic year. The researcher had a meeting with the principal of the pesantren to 

ask for informal permission as well as to discuss the study plan. After the meeting, an 

official letter requesting permission to conduct a study at the pesantren was then 

submitted to the principal office. After getting the permission, the principal then 

appointed the English teacher who would help the researcher in gathering the necessary 

data. The principal also provided the researcher with accommodation for the first week 

within the pesantren complex. This allowed the researcher to conduct the first important 

steps of the research as well as to get a thorough observation of the learners’ activities at 

the pesantren. It should be noted that, at the beginning of the study, after acquiring 

permission from the school principal, an informed consent (see Appendix B) was given 

to and signed by participants and the parents or guardians of the participants for ethical 

conduct of this study. The consent form consisted of a description of the study, the 

research processes, and statement of confidentiality of the data collected during the study. 

During this period, observation was carried out for a full week during an English 

week to understand the extent of the students’ interaction in English from the time they 

wake up until they go to bed. Several scheduled learning activities were observed 

including their English classes, reading classes, conversation practice sessions, 

vocabulary sessions, and public speaking practice sessions. Moreover, their daily 

activities outside classroom were also observed to see when and where the students 

usually interact. In addition, the documents on curriculum, schedules, school rules, and 

academic and nonacademic activities were collected from the school administration with 

the permission from the school principal. Interviews were also carried out with the 

principal and the teachers of the school to confirm and clarify particularly the information 

from the mentioned documents. 

The details in which each study was carried out will be elaborated in the following 

sub-sections. 

 2.4.1. Learners’ interaction 

At the beginning of the study, 8 pairs of learners were picked randomly (4 pairs 

from 1st year and 4 pairs from 2nd year). Since the learners had their own activities during 

leisure time, the teacher asked any students who were free at the time to come to the 

teacher room to perform the interaction task. They were asked to have a conversation with 
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their partner on their daily activities at the pesantren. The learners were left alone in the 

room without the presence of the teacher and the researcher to avoid nervousness. A voice 

recorder was set in the room to record the interactions. 

The recorded learners’ interaction was transcribed by the researcher. The 

transcript was then examined by the researcher and one other rater for the frequency of 

the interactional features namely trigger, negative feedback and modified output which 

are believed to be important features for L2 learning. Trigger is simply learner’s non-

target-like utterances. Negative feedback and modified output were described as follow: 

• Negative feedback 

Recast: A learner’s more target-like reformulation of his/her interlocutors’ non-target-

like utterance. The reformulation of the interlocutor’s utterance could be partial or 

complete.  

Example: 

Student A: The English lesson is one hours. 

Student B: One hour. 

Clarification request: A learner’s attempt to elicit information from his/her interlocutor 

using any form of request for clarification, such as what, pardon, huh, etc. Clarification 

requests in English, Sundanese, or Indonesian were included.  

Example: 

 Student A: What your favorite food? 

 Student B: Eat, eh? 

 Student A: Food! 

Explicit correction: A learner’s explicit statement that the interlocutor’s utterance was 

incorrect. The correction may include metalinguistic explanation or explanation in 

Sundanese or Indonesian. 

Example: 

 Student A: I eat yesterday. 

 Student B: No, it should be past ‘ate’. 

 

• Modified output 

Modified output is a learner’s reformulation of his/her previous non-target-like utterance 

which results in a more accurate form. Modified output can be a response to an 

interlocutor’s feedback as well as self-initiated. 

Example (in response to feedback): 
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 Student A: How many hours in a day? 

 Student B: Dua 

 Student A: Two hours? 

 Student B: Two hours. 

Example (self-initiated): 

 Student A: Does you have uh… Do you have English lesson? 

 

Besides the frequency of these interactional features, several other aspects were 

also examined including the number of turn takings, target-like utterances and non-target 

like utterances. 

 

2.4.2. Individual differences 

On the first day of the visit, the researcher met with the English teacher to set a 

common understanding of the practical and theoretical ground of the study. A plan was 

then set for that week. The first three days were spent on administering the LHQ to all the 

participants of the study. In each session, after filling the LHQ, learners were asked to 

write a short motivation essay which states why they study there and whether it was on 

their own initiative, their parents or family, or both. The researcher and the teacher were 

present during each session. After completing the LHQ and the essay, the participants 

then collected and handed them to the teacher or the researcher. Whereas the LHQ and 

the motivation essay were collected at the beginning of the study, the class rank data was 

collected after the first semester ended, as the academic reports were only available at this 

time. The procedures of each instrument in this part of the study will be elaborated 

individually below. 

2.4.2.1. The Language History Questionnaire 

To obtain linguistic background of the participants, an Indonesian translated 

version of Language History Questionnaire (LHQ) 2.0 (see Appendix A) were 

administered. LHQ is a widely used tool for assessing the linguistic background of 

bilinguals or L2 learners and for generating self-reported proficiency in multiple 

languages (Li et al., 2014). The questionnaire is available for free on the website of Brain, 

Language, and Computation Laboratory (BLCLAB), The Hongkong Polytechnic 

University.  
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2.4.2.2. Motivation 

The LHQ was a long questionnaire and to avoid boredom, motivation was 

measured with free response data. To measure learners’ motivation, the learners were 

asked to write a reflection in about 100-200 words (see Appendix C for sample), in their 

L1, on their motivation to enrol in the school. They were instructed to write about why 

they study there and whether it was on their own initiative, their parents or family, or 

both. Then, the learners’ reflections on their motivation were scored based on Self-

Determination Theory (SDT), a motivation theory focusing on individuals’ motivation-

related qualities and motives that affect their behavior (Utvær & Haugan, 2016). It 

emphasizes the integration and regulation of personal motives within the self. However, 

as one’s motivation cannot be separated from his or her interaction with the environment, 

SDT also considers how the self internalizes motivation under the influence of the 

inseparable social contexts (Deci & Ryan, 2014). Autonomous types of motivation are 

seen as high-quality motivation. In contrary, controlled motivation is thought to be of low 

quality (Deci & Ryan, 2000, 2008). Utvær and Haugan (2016) presented the 

internalization continuum as well as the various types of motivation that they created by 

adapting a scale from Deci and Ryan (2008), and Ryan and Deci (2009) (Figure 7). 

Figure 7. The types of motivation and regulation within SDT 

 

Instead of perceiving internalization and types of regulation as either intrinsic or 

extrinsic, SDT have shifted that conception to one of autonomous and controlled types of 

motivation. Based on the above continuum, the following categories (Table 3) were 

created and used in rating the participants’ motivation. The rating of the learners’ 

motivation was done by two raters. 
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Table 3. Motivation scoring category 

Type of motivation Description Code 

Amotivation and 

controlled motivation 

Learners’ show lack of motivation or learners’ 

motivation comes from outside (e.g., parents or 

family members) and little to no indication of 

internalization. 

1 

Autonomous 

motivation 

Learners’ motivation comes from own self or 

outside (e.g., parents or family members) but 

shows significant indications of internalization. 

2 

 

2.4.2.3. Scholastic aptitude 

To estimate language aptitude, a standard language aptitude test should be used. 

However, in the current study with so much data to be collected, we did not have the time 

to administer such a test to so many students. Therefore, in line with Verspoor, de Bot 

and Xu (2015), who found a significant correlation between scholastic aptitude and 

English proficiency gains, we chose to operationalize aptitude in terms of scholastic 

aptitude. Students’ academic report showing the class rank was used as a measurement 

of the learners’ scholastic aptitude. The documents of the learners’ academic report were 

provided by the school with the permission of the principal and the academic counsellor. 

They are categorized based on the following order; learners who belong to the top 20% 

in their class were coded 1 and so on. The categories are presented in Table 4 below. 

Table 4. Class rank categories 

Category Rank in their class 

1 ≤20% 

2 21%-40% 

3 41%-60% 

4 61%-80% 

5 81%-100% 

 

2.4.3. L2 development 

The dependent variable in this study, EFL development, was operationalized as 

English writing development. This study uses free writings in the form of narratives as a 

means to observe the English language development of the learners as well as the 
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pidginization process. The selection of English writing development has been driven by 

theoretical and practical considerations. 

Theoretically speaking, assessing language learners’ writing has been used as one 

of the ways to measure their general proficiency in L2. Verspoor, Schmid and Xu (2012) 

argued that written texts can exhibit learners’ active language use, rather than passive 

knowledge of L2, in all its facets, such as the use of vocabulary, idioms, verb tenses, 

sentence construction, and errors. They also added that writing can mirror learners’ target 

language proficiency better than speaking since it gives space for more reflection and 

therefore can dig more into what the learners can do with the target language. Moreover, 

as an additional benefit for researchers, writing data is considerably easier to collect and 

assess than spoken data. Therefore, the development of language learners’ writings is 

viewed as a representation of the development of their English proficiency. 

As for practical consideration, written data are considered to be easier to collect 

and process than spoken data. Moreover, the exercise of free writing has also been used 

successfully in several other studies on language proficiency (e.g., Verspoor, Schmid & 

Xu, 2012; Hong, 2013; Verspoor & Smiskova, 2012; Irshad, 2015). It is also proven to 

be suitable for beginners (Crowhurst & Piché, 1979). An analysis of the first sample of 

the learners’ writings also shows similar features with their oral form of English as 

presented in the previous study done in the same context (Aziez, 2016). Therefore, it was 

considered feasible to choose learners’ writing as measure of their English development. 

The writing sessions were carried out over a one-academic-year period. The 

learners participated in 18 writing sessions in total, conducted once every other week in 

their English classes. Every writing session lasted approximately 20 minutes. The first 

writing session was conducted with the presence of the researcher and the English 

teachers. Since the researcher could not be present for the whole year at the school, the 

rest of the sessions were conducted by the teachers only with constant communication 

with the researcher. After each writing session, the teachers uploaded the files to a cloud 

file sharing service. 

In the first session, the teacher emphasized to the learners that their writings would 

not affect their English subject grade at school. The learners were also asked to write as 

many words as possible in their writing and told that their writings would be graded 

anonymously, which means no attention was paid to individual errors at this stage. The 

writing sessions were also included as part of their English classes so that they can 

practice their English writing skills. This emphasis was important in order to minimize 
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the detrimental effect of anxiety on the learners’ language production as shown in several 

studies (e.g., Horwitz et al, 1986; MacIntyre, 1995; Dornyei, 2005). Moreover, learners 

were not allowed to consult any dictionary or get any help from their peers or teachers. 

These restrictions were implemented to make sure that the writings reflect the learners’ 

actual English proficiency. 

Before the first session, the researcher and the teachers agreed on the following 

topics (Table 5) for the writing sessions based on the topics provided by the curriculum 

or based on recent events. The topics were applied to both the first and second groups. At 

first, we considered choosing the same topic (i.e., daily diary/my activity today). 

However, the teacher suggested that this would be boring for the learners since they 

generally have a strict daily plan set by the school. This would also allow learners to copy 

from their friends since they have common daily activities. 

Therefore, we chose different topics based on several considerations including the 

linguistic features commonly used for the topics. Although the topics may look different, 

they are all narrative and descriptive in nature and share similar linguistic features. They 

are also repeated throughout the sessions. Moreover, the topics selected are closely related 

to the learners’ life at the school to make sure that the learners are familiar with the topics 

which is also important in writing assessment (Schoonen, 2012). This would allow 

learners to have sufficient background knowledge on the topics as well as to repeat the 

same linguistic features which could be traced overtime. Schoonen (2005; 2012) reported 

that linguistic features have been reported to be one of the aspects that are least affected 

by the tasks. He also added that when writing texts are scored holistically as in our study, 

it is more generalizable than analytic scores (Schoonen, 2005; 2012). 
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Table 5. List of topics 

Session Topics 

1 About myself 

2 Celebrating Independence Day 

3 My favorite food 

4 My favorite movie 

5 My favorite place in the school 

6 My happy experience 

7 My best friend 

8 My hobby 

9 My last holiday 

10 My favorite lesson and teacher 

11 My family 

12 My free time in the school 

13 My favorite game 

14 My classmates 

15 My hometown 

16 Celebrating Idul Adha 

17 Celebrating Idul Fitri 

18 My dream 

 

All the learners’ interaction recordings and handwritings were transcribed by the 

researcher into a word file to make it easier to analyze. The researcher chose 

approximately 25% from the transcriptions and asked a rater to check the accuracy. The 

inter-rater reliability was calculated by transcription agreement rate which was 97%. 

 In total, there were more than 1000 pieces of writings from all sessions. However, 

writings from excluded participants were ultimately not transcribed. All proper nouns in 

the writings were coded (name) to ensure the confidentiality of the data. Unclear 

handwritten words were consulted with the rater and if no conclusion was made, the 

word(s) were coded as [unclear]. 

To assess the general proficiency of the learners, their writings were holistically 

scored. Ortega indicated that studies that used holistic ratings have resulted in more 

homogeneous observations as reflected in smaller standard variations and narrower 

ranges for the measures she has investigated than those that assess proficiency in terms 

of naturally occurring classes or groups (2003: 502). The procedure of assessing the texts 

was controlled carefully to maintain high inter-rater reliability. In developing the scoring 

criteria, the steps used in Verspoor et al. (2012) were adopted. A group of five raters 

developed the scoring criteria as follows:  Every rater was provided with six samples, 
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which they assessed in order to determine who they believed to be the strongest and the 

weakest in English. The raters then discussed these orders. A variety of features that are 

closely associated with general CAF indicators arose from the discussions between the 

raters: text length, sentence length, sentence complexity, use of different types of clauses, 

use of tense, vocabulary range, use of L1, use of idiomatic language, and accuracy. Some 

sample texts were difficult to score, which resulted in lengthy discussion among raters 

before agreement was made. After a rating agreement was reached, the texts were 

provisionally graded into different levels of proficiency. With this procedure, the raters 

worked with several samples until they achieved six levels of proficiency (0–5). From the 

discussion, the raters also agreed on half scores (e.g., 1.5, 2.5, etc.) for texts that have 

features of two different scores. The criteria for the holistic scoring are presented in Table 

6 below. 

Table 6. Holistic Scoring Criteria 

Score Descriptor 

0 No attempt made despite being present. 

1 Short text (less than 50 words). Very short sentences. Possible mix with 

L1. Phonetically spelled. First attempt at L2. 

2 Short text (around 50 words). Very short sentences. Possible mix with 

L1. Mostly present tense. Very simple vocabulary. 

3 Longer text (over 80 words). Mostly English but literally translated from 

L1 (confuses reader). Mostly main clauses and attempt at dependent 

clause. Simple vocabulary. No chunks. Attempt at use of other tenses. 

Not coherent. Jumps from one topic to the other. 

3 Longer text (over 80 words). Mostly English. But not all understandable 

(lots of misspellings or words left out). Mostly main clauses. An attempt 

at dependent clauses. Simple vocabulary. No TL chunks. Use of present 

tense. Coherent story. 

4 Longer text (over 100 words). Mostly English. Mostly main clauses. 

Simple vocabulary. No chunks. Use of present tense. Using past tense, 

not quite consistently yet. Coherent story.  

5 Longer text (over 100 words). Mostly English. Use of dependent clauses. 

Some less frequent words. Some chunks (but also some not TL). Use of 

other tenses. Coherent story. 

 

After the above criteria for assessing the texts were set, the researcher ranked the 

rest of the writings using the criteria with the help of one rater. Another rater was 

consulted when there were discrepancies in scoring the text. 
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2.4.4. Pidginization 

As mentioned at the beginning of the chapter, samples of learners’ writings were 

also analysed for signs of pidginization. For this purpose, writings from 10 learners from 

each group (20 in total) were scrutinized for pidginization features. In choosing the 

samples, correlation analysis was used to decide which sets of learners’ writings were 

used. The learners whose writing scores had the strongest positive correlation with the 

average scores of the group were chosen.  

The chosen texts were examined for the following characteristics of pidginization 

as suggested by Andersen (1981, as cited in McLaughlin, 1987), as well as Schumann (as 

cited in Johnson & Johnson, 1999): 

(1) A basic pidgin negation, e.g. “I no see”. 

(2) Lack of inversion in questions, e.g. “Where he is?”. 

(3) Lack of auxiliaries, e.g., “She crying”; 

(4) Lack of possessive inflection, e.g., “The king food”. 

(5) Lack inflectional morphology, e.g., “Yesterday, I eat noodle”; subject pronouns, 

e.g., “No have holidays”. 

(6) Use of L1 words, e.g., “my father bangga”. 

(7) L1 based forms and construction, e.g., “food nice”; “I life in this boarding”. 

 

There are two characteristics mentioned in the references that were excluded from 

the examination since they did not appear in the linguistic context of the learners in this 

study. The first characteristic is reliance on word order rather than inflections for 

expressing grammatical relations. The second characteristic that was excluded is sporadic 

merging of pre-verbal markers which come from lexical verbs promoted to auxiliary 

status. In addition, we counted simplifications and transfers of the source language, which 

are also typical of the language of a learner, to see if they remain at the end of the school 

year and if they did, we considered them pidginization features. 

 

2.5. Analyses 

2.5.1. Learners’ interaction 

The researcher and the rater examined eight conversation samples for the 

interactional features namely turn takings, target-like utterances, non-target like 

utterances (also called trigger), negative feedback, modified output. Then, using simple 
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percentage calculation for inter-rater reliability, 100% agreement was reached for the 

negative feedback categories and 97% for modified output. 

The frequency of the interactional features in the first-year students’ and the 

second-year students’ interactions were also compared to see whether there were any 

differences between the two groups. However, as they were so low, no statistical analysis 

was performed. 

 

2.5.2. Individual differences 

 The analyses for this study were carried out on the writing score as the outcome 

variable. First an independent t-test was used to see whether the difference in the writing 

scores of Group 1 and 2 is significant. Due to the nature of the variables (continuous, 

categorical, binary), two types of analyses were used to explore the relationship between 

the independent variables (gender, class rank, motivation, age of acquisition, initial 

writing score) and the outcome. All analyses were carried out for each group (1 and 2) 

separately.  A one-Way between subjects ANCOVA was used with class rank (fixed 

factor, ordinal variable), initial writing proficiency (covariate, continuous variable) and 

the outcome writing scores (dependent, continuous variable). A linear regression analyses 

was also run for the two groups separately with gender, initial writing proficiency, 

motivation and age of acquisition as predictors and the writing score as the outcome.  

 

2.5.3. L2 development 

The writing scores were processed using the analytical software SPSS 22.0. To 

get an overview of learners’ development, descriptive analyses were first carried out. The 

scores from the participants in every session were averaged and compared based on 

groups and gender to see the overall development of the groups. Then, to determine if 

there was any significant progress of the learners’ writing scores, the pre-post approach 

was employed. For the pre-and post-scores, the average scores of the first three writings 

(pre) and the average scores of the last three writings (post) were used. Then, to get a 

better observation of the learners’ progress, the average scores of the middle three 

writings (mid) were also used in the analysis. By averaging these three scores, we hoped 

to avoid the effects the different topics and the missing data on the overall scores. To test 

the normality of the distribution of the data, Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was performed. 

Then, Levene’s test was also carried out to test the homogeneity of the data. When the 

data were normally distributed and homogenous, then ANOVA and independent t-test 
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were performed. In contrast, when the data were not normally distributed and not 

homogenous, the data were analysed using non-parametric tests namely Mann-Whitney 

and Kruskal-Wallis tests.  

In variability analyses from a CDST perspective, the trajectories of individual 

learners are inspected visually to see if scores go up or down rapidly from one session to 

the other or if there are major shifts. Visual inspection may be aided with min-max graphs 

or polynomial trend lines. (cf. Verspoor et al. 2011 for various techniques.) However, 

visual inspection indicated that none of the learners showed changes over time after the 

first few months. Also at the group level, the pre-post test showed that there is not much 

change over time. Therefore, no further variability tests were conducted.  In the group 

analysis, variability for each learner was operationalized as the coefficient of variation 

(CoV), in line with Verspoor and de Bot (2021), but they also point out that this measure 

may be inadequate as it does not take time into account. They recommend that the 

Standard Deviation of Differences be used instead.  

 

2.5.4. Pidginization 

 With the help of one other rater, the researcher examined in detail the writing 

samples of 20 learners for pidginization features. To select the samples, the learners’ 

holistic scores in the writing tasks were correlated with the group average. The learners 

with the strongest correlation coefficient with their group’s average scores were then 

selected. During the categorization process, discrepancies were discussed between the 

researcher and the rater until agreement was reached. Each pidginization feature was 

marked and counted. The percentage of the number of the features from the total number 

of words in each text was calculated. For the first step, a pre-post analysis of this ratio 

was carried out to see whether the learners improved in the sense that they produced fewer 

pidginization features overtime. For this step, we used the average of the ratio of session 

2 and 3 for the pre-score and the average of session 17 and 18 for the post score. We did 

not use the first session since the topic of the first session is self-introduction, which 

apparently was very easy for the students and consisted mostly of well-memorized 

phrases. This was indicated with the fact that they produced significantly fewer 

pidginization features in this first session. Results of Group 1 to Group 2 were also 

compared to see whether there were any differences between the groups. We assumed 

that Group 1would improve overtime while Group 2 would remain stable. Finally, we 



67 

 

also counted the number of occurrences of each pidginization feature to see which 

features are more common in the learners’ L2. We also compared the features found in 

Group 1 and Group 2.  

 

2.6. Summary 

This dissertation aims to explore the English language development of 138 young 

Indonesian learners in their first and second year at a pesantren, which emphasizes the 

use of peer interaction in their English learning process. Since these learners have little 

access to authentic English, we assumed that based on several theories there is a 

possibility that their reliance on peer-interaction for learning English could lead to 

pidginization. Altogether, there are four studies which shape this dissertation. 

The first study explores the learners’ interaction. It seeks to elucidate how the 

learners interact in oral production and to what extent the interactional features (corrective 

feedback, modified output, and self-initiated modified output) occur in the learners’ 

interaction. Moreover, this study also tries to examine how the first-year students differ 

from the second-year students in terms of such interactional features. To do this, samples 

of learners’ interaction from both groups were examined for the frequency of which the 

interactional features occur. Since the frequency of the interactional features turned out 

to be very low, no statistical analysis was done and the results will be presented in a 

descriptive manner. 

The second study acknowledges the importance of the learners’ individual 

differences in L2 development. Therefore, it attempts to answer which individual 

differences in terms of age, gender, motivation, scholastic aptitude in terms of class rank, 

self-reported language learning ability, age of acquisition of English, and writing 

proficiency predict the English writing development of the learners in the pesantren. Also, 

this study examines whether there were any differences between first-year students and 

the second-year students in this regard. In doing so, some statistical analyses were carried 

out including an independent t-test, a one-way between subjects ANCOVA, and a linear 

regression analysis. 

The third study explores L2 development over time and examines degrees of 

variability and stagnation. Taking a Dynamic Usage Based perspective, it attempts to 

answer the question whether the learners’ texts change overtime from in terms of holistic 

scores and whether the learners show variability over time and variation among each 

other. Also, it seeks to answer whether the learners stagnate at a particular point in time. 
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To determine if there was any significant progress of the learners’ writing scores, the pre-

post approach was employed. The data were tested whether they are normally distributed 

and homogenous. If they are normally distributed and homogenous, then ANOVA and an 

independent t-test were performed. In contrast, when the data were not normally 

distributed and not homogenous, the data were analysed using non-parametric tests 

namely Mann-Whitney and Kruskal-Wallis tests.  

Finally, the fourth study explores the written data for signs of pidginization, 

especially to what extent we find features of pidginization in the learners’ language. For 

this purpose, writings from 20 learners were used in the analysis. The ratio between the 

number of pidginization features and the total number of words in each text were 

calculated. The average ratio from the first two sessions was compared to the average 

ratio of the last two sessions to see whether the learners improve in the sense that they 

produce fewer pidginization features overtime as they were acquiring English. Results of 

Group 1 and Group 2 were compared to see whether there was any difference between 

the groups. Finally, we also counted the number of occurrences of each pidginization 

feature to see which features are more common in the learners’ L2. 

In the following chapter, the results of the four studies will be presented.  
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CHAPTER 3  

RESULTS 

 

This chapter presents the results of the analyses as elaborated in the previous 

chapter. Section 3.1 presents the results of the analyses on the peer interaction, 

particularly in terms of the interactional features including turn takings, trigger, negative 

feedback and modified output. Section 3.2 discusses the results of the second study on 

the effect of individual differences such as gender, language background, motivation and 

scholastic aptitude on the learners’ L2 writing development. Beside these individual 

differences, this section also presents the analysis on the differences between the first 

group and the second group. Section 3.3 presents the analysis results on the learners’ 

holistic L2 development over time. Then, section 3.4 presents the signs of pidginization 

that were found in the learners’ L2. Lastly, section 3.5 summarizes the main findings of 

each study. 

 

3.1. Learners’ interaction 

In this study, we seek to learn how the learners interact in oral production and to 

what extent the interactional features (i.e., turn takings, trigger, corrective feedback, and 

modified output) occur in the learners’ interaction. Moreover, this part also attempts at 

finding out the difference between the first-year students and the second-year students in 

terms of the interactional features. 

The interaction data gathered consist of transcriptions of audio recordings from 8 

conversations between learners of the same group and gender. The length of peer 

interaction ranged from 3-13 minutes for each conversation with an average of 6 minutes. 

The total time of the learner-learner interaction in the data set is approximately 49 

minutes. Table 7 shows the frequency of the interactional features in the data set. 

Table 7. Frequency of interactional features 

Interactional features Type Sum 

Group 1 

Of which 

NTL 

Sum 

Group 2 

Of which 

NTL 

Turn taking  107 54 286 124 

Negative Feedback Recast 0 0 5 2 

Clarification 

request 

0 0 1 0 

Explicit correction 0 0 1 0 

Modified output As response to 

feedback  

0 0 7 2 

Self-initiated 3 2 6 1 
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As seen in the table, there are more turn takings in Group 2 (n=286) than Group 

1 (n=107). In the interactions between learners in Group 1, 54% of the learners’ utterances 

are non-target like (NTL) while 43% of utterances in the interaction of Group 2 are NTL. 

However, it should be noted that the turn-takings also includes short answer such as ‘yes’ 

or ‘maybe’ and fillers such as ‘uh’, ‘err’, etc. None of the NTL utterances produced by 

the learners in Group 1 resulted in feedback. Thus, the only 3 instances of modified output 

were self-initiated and of which 2 were still NTL. In the interaction between learners in 

Group 2, 124 NTL utterances resulted in only 7 instances of negative feedbacks of which 

2 were NTL. Of the 7 feedbacks, 5 were in the form of recast, 1 was a clarification request, 

and 1 was an explicit correction. All 7 instances were responded with modified output. 

However, 2 of which were still NTL. There were also 6 self-initiated modified output in 

the second group, one of which was NTL.  

 

3.2. Individual differences 

This particular study seeks to explore which individual differences in terms of 

age, gender, motivation, scholastic aptitude in terms of class rank, self-reported language 

learning ability, age of acquisition of English, and writing proficiency predict the English 

writing development of the learners in the pesantren. It also aims at finding out how first-

year students differ from the second-year students. 

Before presenting the statistical analyses of this study, the descriptive results of 

the instruments used to gather the data on the learners’ individual differences namely 

language history questionnaire, motivation questionnaire, and documents on the class 

rank used as an indicator of scholastic aptitude. In the statistical analysis section, the result 

from the regression analysis will be presented. 

 

3.2.1. Descriptive analysis 

3.2.1.1. The Language History Questionnaire 

To get information on the linguistic backgrounds of the learners, the Language 

History Questionnaire (LHQ) version 3.0 was administered. Table 8 below summarizes 

the results from the collected the LHQ submitted by the participants from both groups of 

participants.  
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Table 8. Results from LHQ 

Variables Categories Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % 

Multilingual/ 

Non-multilingual 

Multilingual 79 94.3 54 96.4 

Non- Multilingual 3 3.7 2 3.6 

Number of 

Languages 

1 3 3.7 2 3.6 

2 44 53.7 27 48.2 

3 35 42.7 27 48.2 

Native language Indonesian 24 29.3 23 41.1 

Sundanese 58 70.7 33 58.9 

Javanese 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Other Languages 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Self-report 

language learning 

ability 

1 1 1.2 0 0.0 

2 1 1.2 0 0.0 

3 6 7.3 0 0.0 

4 34 41.5 19 33.9 

5 33 40.2 35 62.5 

6 7 8.5 2 3.6 

7 0 0.0 0 0.0 

English 

Background 

No English Background 33 40.2 15 26.8 

Little English Background 19 23.2 16 28.6 

Strong English Background 30 36.6 25 44.6 

Frequency of 

code mixing  

No mixing 20 24.4 10 17.9 

Low 46 56.1 41 73.2 

High 16 19.5 5 8.9 

Comfortable in 

terms of writing 

Indonesian 68 82.9 38 67.9 

Sundanese 14 17.1 15 26.8 

Javanese 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Other Languages 0 0.0 3 5.4 

Comfortable in 

terms of speaking 

Indonesian 28 34.1 21 37.5 

Sundanese 53 64.6 32 57.1 

Javanese 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Other Languages 1 1.2 3 5.4 

 

The table above shows that most of the participants are multilingual (94.3% 

learners from Group 1 and 96.4% learners from Group 2) with 53.7 % of learners from 

Group 1 and 48.2% of learners from Group 2 having 2 acquired languages prior to their 

enrolment in the school and 42.7% learners from Group 1 and 48.2% learners from Group 
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2 having acquired 3 languages prior to their enrolment in the school. Only 3.7% and 3.6% 

of learners from Group 1 and Group 2 respectively were monolingual. It should be noted 

that the number of languages does not indicate the learners’ level of proficiency in those 

languages. Sundanese is the L1 of the majority of the learners (70.7% of learners from 

Group 1 and 58.9% of learners from Group 2). Indonesian languages are the L1 of 29.3% 

learners from Group 1 and 41.1% learners from Group 2. In terms of self-report language 

learning ability, in the scale of 1-7, most of the learners scored themselves 4 and 5 (81.7% 

learners from Group 1 and 96.4% learners from Group 2). Regarding previous English 

exposure, 40.2% of learners from Group 1 and 26.8% learners from Group 2 had no 

previous English exposure prior of the enrolment to the school. The rest of the students 

have received, to some extent, some exposure of English during the elementary school. 

However, it should also be noted that this does not indicate their English proficiency. 

Most of the learners (75.6% learners from Group 1 and 82.1% learners from Group 2) 

mixed their codes to some extent with most of them claiming that they did not do it too 

often. For most of the learners, Indonesian is the language they are most comfortable with 

in terms of writing (82.9% learners from Group 1 and 67.9% learners from Group 2). This 

may be due to the fact that Indonesian is the primary instructional language in the country. 

Finally, Sundanese is the language that the learners claimed that they are comfortable 

with in terms of speaking (64.6% learners from Group 1 and 57.1% learners from Group 

2). Interestingly, although the L1s of the learners were only Sundanese and Indonesian, a 

few learners filled other languages as the language they are comfortable with in terms of 

speaking and writing. When confirmed, they said that they moved to other regions in the 

country or abroad in their early age where their L1 is not the language spoken there. 

Because almost all students were multilingual and the degree of multilingualism 

is so complex in terms of when the learners learned the languages and how well they 

speak and write them, it was impossible to operationalize them into one construct for the 

regression analysis. Therefore, we did not include it in further analyses.  

 

3.2.1.2. Learners’ motivation 

 Table 9 below shows the results from the learners’ motivation questionnaire that 

have been categorized into amotivation/controlled motivation and autonomous 

motivation based on a scale developed based Utvær and Haugan’s (2016) internalization 

continuum. 
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Table 9. Results from motivation essay 

Variables Categories Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % 

Motivation Amotivation and controlled 

motivation 

23 28 19 33.9 

Autonomous motivation 59 72 37 66.1 

 

The table shows that most of the learners (59% learners from Group 1 and 66.1% learners 

from Group 2) have autonomous motivation and show indications of internalization. Less 

learners had low motivation or controlled motivation in learning at the school (28% 

learners from Group 1 and 33.9% learners from Group 2).  

 

3.2.1.3. Learners’ class ranks 

The next table shows the class ranks of the learners at the end of the academic 

year. The learners were ranked by their homeroom teachers based on their overall 

academic achievements in all subjects taught in the school. Since there were some 

learners excluded from the study, the rank cannot be put in individual order (i.e., 1, 2, 3, 

…, n). Therefore, the ranks were categorized as seen in Table 10 below. 

Table 10. Learners’ class ranks at the end of academic year 

Variables Categories Group 1 Group 2 

n % n % 

Class rank Rank 1-5 (1) 17 20.7 13 23.2 

Rank 6-10 (2) 14 17.1 13 23.2 

Rank 11-15 (3) 13 15.9 15 26.8 

Rank 16-20 (4) 17 20.7 10 17.9 

Rank > 20 (5) 21 25.6 5 8.9 

 

 3.2.2. Pre-post analysis  

As mentioned in the methodology section, to see the progress of the learners’ 

writing scores, pre-post approach was employed. For the pre and post scores, the average 

scores of the first three writings (pre) and the average scores of the last three writings 

(post) were used. Then, to get a better observation of the learners’ progress, the average 

scores of the middle three writings (mid) were also used in the analysis. To test the 

normality of the distribution of the data, Kolmogorov-Smirnov test were performed. Then, 
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Levene’s test was also carried out to test the homogeneity of the data. When the data were 

normally distributed and homogenous, then ANOVA and independent t-test were 

performed. In contrast, when the data were not normally distributed and not homogenous, 

the data were analysed using non-parametric tests namely Mann Whitney and Kruskal-

Wallis tests. All tests were carried out using SPSS 22.0. 

 

3.2.2.1. Normality test 

This test was carried out to compare the distribution of the data in this study to the 

standard normal distribution. Kolmogorov-Smirnov normality test was carried out using 

significant value (α) = 0.05. If the α value > 0.05 then, the data is normally distributed. 

However, the α value < 0.05 means that the data is not normally distributed. The results 

of the test is shown in Table 11 below. 

Table 11. Results of Kolmogorov-Smirnov test 

Parameters Group Test 
Test 

Statistic 
Sig. Distribution 

Times of test 

(pre, mid, post) 

Group 1 - 0,143 0,000 Not normal 

Group 2 - 0,114 0,000 Not normal 

Gender 

Group 1 

Pre 0,263 0,000 Not normal 

Mid 0,117 0,000 Not normal 

Post 0,175 0,000 Not normal 

Group 2 

Pre 0,108 0,158 Normal 

Mid 0,115 0,061 Normal 

Post 0,118 0,050 Normal 

Group 

- Pre 0,153 0,000 Not normal 

- Mid 0,149 0,000 Not normal 

- Post 0,130 0,000 Not normal 

 

 The table shows that only the data from the scores of Group 2 has significant value 

(α) value > 0.05 which means that the data from this category are normally distributed. 

This means that the data from the other parameters are not normally distributed. This is 

predictable especially from the Group 1 since most of the students had a low score in the 

beginning, which made the data right skewed. 
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3.2.2.2. Homogeneity test 

After performing the normality test, homogeneity test was performed on the 

parameter that has normal distribution using homogeneity of variance test (Levene’s test) 

in order to find out whether the data in the parameter have variance that is homogeneous. 

The test was also carried out using SPSS 22.0 with significance level (α) = 0.05. Data is 

homogenous when the significance level > α. Conversely, data is not homogenous when 

significance level < α. The results of the test is shown in Table 12 below. 

Table 12. Results of homogeneity tests of Group 2 

Group Parameter Levene’s Test Sig. 

2 

Pre 0.168 0.683 

Mid 0.607 0.439 

Post 0.057 0.813 

 

The table shows that the data from all parameters indicate that significance level 

> 0.05. This shows that the assumption of normality was satisfied for all parameters in 

the data from Group 2. 

Consequently, from the normality and homogeneity assumption testing it can be 

decided that Mann-Whitney U test will be run to determine if there were differences in 

the scores based on gender in Group 1. The same test will also be run to determine if there 

were difference in the scores based on the learners’ groups (Group 1 and Group 2). On 

the other hand, to determine the overall difference between pre, mid, and post in both 

groups, Kruskal Wallis was run. Finally, since only the scores from Group 2 are normally 

distributed, independent t-test will be run to determine if there were any differences 

between pre, mid, and post of that group. 

 

3.2.3. Regression analysis 

A regression analysis was performed for both groups with forced entry including 

initial writing proficiency, age of acquisition, motivation and gender as predictors to 

predict the performance on the writing test. Table 13 shows that in case of Group 1, initial 

writing proficiency and age of acquisition were significant predictors, the latter 

contributed negatively to the gains. This mean earlier acquisition leading to better gain. 

Significant regression equation was found (F(4, 81) = 36.88, p = .000) with an explained 

variance R2 of 65%. In Group 2 only initial writing proficiency was found as a significant 
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predictor. In this analyses too, a significant regression equation was found F(4,55) = 

76.77, p .= 000 with an explained variance R2 of 85%. 

Table 13. Multiple regression analyses on the writing scores 

 Group 1 Group 2 

 B SE B  B SE B  

Initial 

writing 

proficiency 

.722 .065 .790*  

 

.943 .055 .924* 

Age of 

acquisition 

-.034 .015 -.161* .005 .013 .023 

Motivation .044 .082 .037 -.009 .154 -.009 

Gender .021 .074 .020 .036 .056 .038 

R2 0.65 0.85 

F 36.88 76.77 

 

3.2.3.1. The effect of class rank 

a. Group 1 

A one-way between-subjects ANCOVA was calculated to examine the effect of 

class rank on the writing scores controlling for the initial writing proficiency (covariate). 

Class rank did show a significant difference in terms of writing scores F (4, 76) = 4.613, 

p =.002. Initial writing proficiency was significantly related to the gains F (1, 76) = 

85.776, p = .000. Post-hoc Bonferroni tests showed that there was a significant difference 

between class rank 1 and every other rank (p  .05) in terms of writing scores, while the 

rest of the ranks did not differ significantly.  

 

b. Group 2 

Initial writing proficiency showed a strong significant relationship with the gains 

(r= .925, p=.000). The one-way between-subjects ANCOVA showed no significant effect 

of class rank on the gains when controlled for initial writing proficiency (covariate), but 

the difference was significant when the covariate was excluded F (4, 51) = 10.649, p = 

.000. The Bonferroni post-hoc test showed significant difference between class rank 1 

and every other level, while the rest of the ranks did not differ significantly (see Figure 

8).  
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3.3. L2 development 

The third study investigates the extent to which the learners’ texts change 

overtime from a Dynamic Usage Based perspective in terms of holistic scores, both at the 

group level and at the individual level. It also seeks to find out whether the learners show 

variability over time and whether more variability can be related to more gains.  

3.3.1. Descriptive group analysis 

 Figure 9 below shows how the learners in Group 1 and Group 2 develop overtime 

during a period of one year. The x axis shows the writing sessions while the y axis shows 

the score of the learners. 

Figure 9. Development of score averages in Group 1 and Group 2 
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Figure 8. Writing scores according to class rank (Group 1 to the left, Group 2 to the right) 
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The graph shows that initial score average of the learners from Group 1 is lower than 

learners from Group 2. However, the scores of the learners in group show an increasing 

trend with noticeable fluctuation in the first half, while the scores of the learners in Group 

2 tend to form a plateau throughout the period. The next chart will demonstrate the 

development of score averages of male and female learners in Group 1 during 1 year 

period.  

 

3.3.2. Difference tests between pre, mid, and post of both groups 

 Kruskall Wallis test was run to determine if there were any difference in the scores 

of pre, mid, and post in both groups with significance level (α) = 0,05. The results can be 

seen in Table 14. 

Table 14. Results of Kruskall Wallis test 

Group Test Statistics Sig. Significance 

1 88,047 0,000 Significant 

2 2,198 0,333 Not significant 

 

 The results show that there is a significant difference in the scores of Group 1 but 

not in the scores of Group 2. This can be seen from the significance value of the 1st group 

which is < 0.05. To see which pairs of tests were significantly different, a comparison 

test was run. Table 15 shows the results of the test. 

Table 15. Results of Comparison test 

Sample1-Sample 2 Test 

statistic 

Std. 

Error 

Std. Test 

Statistic 

Sig. Adj.Sig. 

Pre-Mid -105.665 13.757 -7.681 .000 .000 

Pre-Post -107.264 12.218 -8.779 .000 .000 

Mid-Post -1.599 12.218 -.131 .896 1.000 

  Each node shows the sample average rank of test. 

 

 It can be seen from table 15 above that, in the first group, there is significant 

difference in the scores between start and mid as well as between the start and end. 

However, there is no significant difference in the scores between mid and end. The results, 

therefore, suggested that the first group showed significant improvement in the first 

semester but not in the second semester. Next, the following table shows the score 

averages of the learners’ writings. As mentioned earlier, the average scores of three 

writings in the beginning (pre), three writings in the middle (mid), and three writings in 
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the end (post) were used to determine the significance of the learners’ development in the 

pre-post analysis. 

Table 16. Score average pre, mid, and post 

Group 
Male Female 

Pre Mid Post Pre Mid Post 

1 1.478632 1.950855 2.014957 1.271318 1.868217 1.924419 

2 2.006667 2.093333 2.053333 2.145161 2.327957 2.209677 

 

Table 16 shows that, overall, the average scores of learners from Group 2 are 

higher compared to the scores of learners from Group 2 in pre, mid, and post. It can also 

be seen from the table that there are some developments in the writing scores during the 

one-year period. Figure 10 show the development of the writing scores of the learners 

from Group 1. 

Figure 10. Average scores of Group 1 

 

The graph shows that there is a noticeable increase between pre and mid. However, there 

is only a slight increase between mid and post. In Group 2, however, based on Figure 11 

below, it can be seen that there are no significant differences between pre, mid, and post. 

There is a slight increase between pre and mid. However, there is a slight decrease 

between mid and post. 
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Figure 11. Average scores of Group 2 

 

 

3.3.3. Difference tests between groups 

To determine if there were any significant difference in pre, mid, and post scores 

between the Group 1 and Group 2, Mann Whitney test was performed with significance 

level (α) = 0.05. The results are presented in Table 17 below. 

Table 17. Results of difference tests between groups 

Test Test Statistics Sig. Significance 

Pre -7.705 0.000 Significant 

Mid -3.980 0.000 Significant 

Post -2.754 0.006 Significant 

 

 The table shows that the significance level for all tests were < 0.05. Therefore, it 

can be concluded that, overall, the average scores of Group 2 is significantly higher than 

Group 1. 

 

3.3.4. Variability in individuals  

Two studies (Lowie & Verspoor, 2019; Huang et al., 2020) have found relation 

between degree of variability, operationalized as the CoV and gains in L2 proficiency 

level. In the current study, the degree of variability in L2 writing was also operationalized 

as the coefficient of variation (CoV), which is the standard deviation divided by the mean 
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performance on the writing test. Another variable was created which is the difference 

between the performance on the writing test and the initial writing proficiency and 

denotes how much students gained in the English class. A positive significant correlation 

was found for Group 1 between CoV and gains: r=-.396, p=.000. Regarding Group 2, the 

correlation was non-significant and negative between the two measures: Gains r=-.25, 

p=.063. 

A regression analyses was performed with gains as the outcome variable and CoV, 

class ranking and initial proficiency as predictors. Table 18 shows that CoV and class 

ranking were significant predictors of performance on the writing test in Group 1. 

Significant regression equation was found (F(3, 81) = 280.81, p = .000) with an explained 

variance R2 of 91%. In Group 2 the same variables, CoV and class ranking turned out to 

be significant predictors of students’ performance and a significant equation was found 

(F(3, 55) = 3.014, p = .038), though the explained variance R2 was very low, only 0.9%. 

Table 18. Regression analysis results 

 Group 1 Group 2 

 B SE B  B SE B  

Initial 

writing 

proficiency 

.046 .052 .052 

 

-.309 .155 -.370 

Class 

ranking 

-.050 .013 -.145* -.115 .053 -.371* 

CoV 1.25 .05 .937* -3.49 1.413 -.350* 

R2 0.91 0.09 

F 280.81 3.015 

 

3.4. Pidginization 

This fourth study is the final study in this dissertation. It seeks to explore the extent 

of the pidginization features in the learners’ L2. Moreover, it also attempts at finding out 

the distribution of the features in the learners L2. 

 3.4.1. Development of pidginization features 

Figure 12 below shows the development of ratio of pidginization features (P-

forms) to the number of words in each session produced by the learners in Group 1 and 

Group 2 during the observation period. The x axis shows the writing sessions while the y 

axis shows the ratio. A higher ratio means that the learners produced a greater number of 

P-forms. The figure shows that the percentage of the pidginized forms in Group 1 

decrease rapidly in the first three writing sessions. However, it tends to stagnate in the 
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following sessions. In Group 2, although there is a slight decrease in the beginning, the 

line shows a rather steady development. 

Figure 12. P-Form ratio of Group 1 and Group 2 

 

 

To see whether there is a significant development of the ratio of the p-form in both 

groups, we ran a paired sample t-test. As mentioned in the methods section, the first 

session in year 1 was not included in the analysis because the texts were very short and 

contained memorized forms and showed little creative language use. In the first session, 

the learners only introduced themselves (i.e., name, age, birth date, place of origin, etc.) 

which requires considerably less linguistic complexity and L2 proficiency. The average 

of sessions 2-3 and the last two tests were taken as pre and post scores to even out 

variability and effect of writing topic.  

As can be seen in Table 19, Group 1 improved significantly during the observation 

period with fewer P-forms ratio in the last two sessions (t(10)=2.496, p=.034). Their ratio 

in the end (M = .152, SD = .026) is lower than their ratio in the beginning (M = .216, SD 

= .071).  

Table 19. Paired sample t-test results of Group 1 

Variable pre post t(10) p Cohen’s D 

M SD M SD 

P-form ratio .216 .071 .152 .026 2.496 .034* 1.313 

*p<.05 
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Group 2, on the other hand, did not show any significant improvement during the 

observation period (t(10)=2.496, p=.034). There is no significant difference in terms of 

their ratio in the end (M = .152, SD = .026) to their ratio in the beginning (M = .216, SD 

= .071) as seen in Table 20 below. 

Table 20. Paired sample t-test results of Group 2 

Variable pre post t(10) p Cohen’s D 

M SD M SD 

P-forms ratio .150 .033 .157 .094 -.659 2.262 -.115 

 

 Then, to see whether there is any difference between Group 1 and Group 2 in 

terms of the P-forms ratio, an independent-samples t-test was run. The results in Table 21 

show that, in the beginning, the learners in Group 2 (M = .150, SD = .034) produced 

significantly fewer P-form ratio (t(10) = 2.653, p = .019) when compared to the learners 

in Group 1 (M = .216, SD = .071).  

Table 21. Independent t-test results of pre scores between Group 1 and 2 

Variable Group 1 Group 2 t(10) p Cohen’s D 

M SD M SD 

P-form ratio .216 .071 .150 .034 2.653 .019 1.261 

*p<.05 

 

However, in the end of the observation period, there was no significant difference in terms 

of the P-form ratio (t(10) = -.463, p = .668) between learners in Group 1 (M = .151, SD 

= .027) and Group 2 (M = .157, SD = .030) as seen in Table 22 below. 

Table 22. Independent t-test results of post scores between Group 1 and 2 

Variable Group 1 Group 2 t(10) p Cohen’s D 

M SD M SD 

P-forms ratio .151 .027 .157 .030 -.436 .668 -.195 

  

The next independent t-test analysis was run to compare the P-form ratio of Group 1 in 

the end of the observation period and the P-form ratio of Group 2 in the beginning of the 

observation period. 

 



84 

 

Table 23. Independent t-test results of Group 1’s post score and Group 2’s pre scores 

Variable Group 1 Group 2 t(10) p Cohen’s D 

M SD M SD 

P-forms ratio .151 .027 .150 .034 0.137 .892 .062 

  

Table 23 above shows that there is no significant difference between the P forms ratio 

(t(10) = .137, p = .892) in the end of the post scores of Group 1 (M = .151, SD = .027) 

and the pre scores of Group 2 (M = .150, SD = .034). 

The analyses show that although the learners started differently, with the learners 

in Group 1 having significantly more P-forms than in Group 2, the learners in Group 1 

equalled out at the end of the observation period. This was indicated in the independent 

t-test results between the post scores of P forms ratio of Group 1 and the pre scores of p 

forms ratio of Group 2. Moreover, the post scores of P forms ratio from both groups show 

that they are similar.  

 

 3.4.2. Types of pidginization features 

 To find out the distribution of pidginization features in the learners L2, we counted 

each feature in the writing samples. The codes are as follows: basic pidgin negation (1), 

lack of inversion (2), lack of auxiliary (3), lack of possesive inflection (4), lack of 

inflectional morphology (5), L1 mix (6), L1 forms and constructions (7).  

  Table 24 below show that L1 forms and constructions (56%) made up the 

majority of the features found in the writing samples from Group 1, followed by a lack of 

inflectional morphology (20%) and lack auxiliary (13%). Instances of L1 mix (7%) were 

also found but mostly in the earlier sessions. Basic pidgin negation (2%) and lack of 

possessive inflection (2%) were scarcely found while we only found two instances of lack 

of inversion in questions. 
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Table 24. Occurrences of pidginization feature types in Group 1 and 2 

No. Type Group 1 % Group 2 % 

1 basic pidgin negation  27 2.2 33 2.8 

2 lack of inversion  1 0.1 0 0 

3 lack auxiliary  166 13.4 134 11.4 

4 lack possessive inflection 23 1.8 4 0.3 

5 lack inflectional morphology 247 20 248 21.1 

6 L1 mix 87 7 68 5.8 

7 L1 forms and constructions 686 55.4 689 58.6  
Total 1237  1176  

 

The figure is superficially similar in group two. L1 forms and constructions (59%) was 

also the majority of the features produced by the learners in Group 2, followed by lack of 

inflectional morphology (21%) and lack auxiliary (11%). Instances of L1 mix (6%) were 

also found. Basic pidgin negation made up only 3% of the features found. Only 4 

instances of lack of possessive inflection were found while no instances of lack of 

inversion in questions was found. Table 25 below shows some examples of the different 

types of pidginization. 

Table 25. Examples of pidginization features 

No. Type Group 1 Group 2 

1 basic pidgin negation  … the pupils very 

kindness, excaiting  

and no angry 

anymore  

… so if no play foot 

ball, I play game. 

2 lack of inversion  … so I don’t know 

what must I do. 

- 

3 lack auxiliary  In over there, I 

feeling happy attogh  

the place hot. 

… and I like milk 

because milk good for 

body. 

4 lack possessive inflection We are giving name 

to we club, (name). 

… they movie very 

funny. 

5 lack inflectional morphology Last holiday, I go to 

(name), (name) and 

living plaza. 

If swimming, I have 

study from 2nd grade. 

6 L1 mix Tomorrow morning, 

I am terlambat. 

… me too like math and 

fisika lesson. 

7 L1 forms and constructions I must can drawing. … with my friend I can 

play long. 
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3.5. Summary 

In the first study on interaction, the examination on the learners’ interactions 

shows that the learners in the Group 1 produced noticeably fewer turn takings (n=107) 

than the learners in Group 2 (n=286).  Although the number of turn takings differ quite 

significantly, the difference in terms of the percentage of turn takings containing non 

target like (NTL) utterances is not significant. The turn takings in Group 1 contains 54% 

(n=54) NTL utterances while the turn takings in Group 2 contains 43% (n=124) NTL 

utterances. In terms of the interactional features, the results from the analyses indicated 

that the learners produce a very small number of interactional features that are reportedly 

important for language learning. None of the NTL utterances produced by the learners in 

Group 1 resulted in feedback and the only 3 instances of modified output were self-

initiated. Moreover, 2 out of these 3 modified outputs were still NTL. In the second group, 

only 7 negative feedbacks, of which 2 were NTL, were produced by the learners as a 

response to triggers produced by their conversation partners. There were also 6 self-

initiated modified outputs in the second group, one of which was NTL. 

 In the second study, on predictors for L2 development, a regression analysis was 

performed for both groups with forced entry including initial writing proficiency, age of 

acquisition, motivation and gender as predictors to predict the performance on the writing 

test. Results show that in the case of Group 1, initial writing proficiency and age of 

acquisition were significant predictors, the latter contributed negatively to the gains. This 

means earlier acquisition leading to more gains. In Group 2, on the other hand, only the 

initial writing proficiency was found as a significant predictor. Scholastic aptitude in 

terms of class rank did show a significant difference in terms of writing scores in Group 

1. However, in Group 2, one-way between-subjects ANCOVA showed no significant 

effect of scholastic aptitude in terms of class rank on the gains when controlled for initial 

writing proficiency (covariate), but the difference was significant when the covariate was 

excluded. 

 In the third study, on L2 development over time, the result shows there is a 

significant difference in the scores between start and mid as well as between the start and 

end in the first group. However, there is no significant difference in the scores between 

mid and end. The results, therefore, suggested that the first group showed significant 

improvement in the first semester but not in the second semester. In contrast, in Group 2 

there was no significant difference between pre, mid and post scores. This means that the 

learners in Group 2 did not make any significant progress during the one-year period 
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despite the fact that their overall average score is higher than the first group. Then, a 

regression analyses was performed with gains as the outcome variable and CoV, class 

ranking and initial proficiency as predictors. Results show that the CoV was a significant 

predictor of performance on the writing test in both Group 1 and Group 2. 

 Finally, the results in the study on pidginization features shows indications of 

pidginization in the learners L2. In the paired-samples t-test, learners in Group 1 show 

that they improved significantly by producing fewer pidginization features overtime. 

Several runs of independent t-tests show that although the learners started differently, 

with the learners in Group 2 having a significantly better ratio than the learners in Group 

1, the learners in Group 1 equalled out in the end of the observation period. This was 

indicated in the independent t-test results between the post scores of P forms ratio of 

Group 1 and the pre scores of P forms ratio of Group 2. Moreover, the post scores of P 

forms ratio from both groups show that they are similar. We also counted each type of 

pidginization feature and found that both groups produced a rather similar percentage of 

the features. L1 forms and constructions made up the majority of the features, followed 

by a lack of inflectional morphology and lack of auxiliary. Instances of L1 mix were 

mostly found in the earlier sessions. Basic pidgin negation, lack of possessive inflection, 

and lack of inversion in questions were scarcely found in the groups. 

 In the next chapter we will discuss the findings and relate them back to the 

literature.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



88 

 

CHAPTER 4  

DISCUSSION 

 

This thesis set out to trace the L2 English development in two cohorts of 82 and 56 

students at a Pesantren in Indonesia over the course of one academic year. The type of 

instruction for English, explained in detail in Chapters 1 and 2, consisted mainly of a 

lexical approach in that word lists were given and discussed, and the young learners were 

asked to use these words in English in peer interaction in their English weeks. All in all, 

the instructional approach consisted of about 90% peer interaction and a few hours of 

regular English classes during the school week. However, there was little to no authentic 

input and the words that were taught were taught thematically but in isolation. The set up 

reminds us vaguely of the Mester et al.’s (1989) experiment which was based on the 

previously rejected proposal of Bickerton and Givón, to see how speakers of different 

first languages would develop a language based on L2 words and interaction. The aim of 

this dissertation was also to find out how the learners’ language would develop over time. 

Taking a dynamic usage based view of language learning, we assumed that with so little 

authentic input and so much repetition of learners’ non-target utterances the learners 

might create their own version of English, which would eventually stabilize and could be 

considered a Pidginized version. Four interrelated studies were devised to test this 

hypothesis. This chapter presents the results of these four studies: learners’ interaction, 

individual differences, L2 development and Pidginization. 

 

4.1. Learners’ interaction 

Study 1 concerned peer interaction, particularly in terms of the interactional 

features which reportedly promote L2 acquisition. We examined samples of the learners’ 

interaction for the interactional features: corrective feedback in the forms of recasts, 

clarification requests, explicit corrections and modified output (as response to feedback 

or self-initiated), including triggers (i.e., errors produced by the learners during 

interaction). Moreover, this study looked at how learners from the different years differ 

in terms of the aforementioned interactional features.  

The examination shows that the learners in the Group 1 produced noticeably fewer 

turn takings (n=107) than the learners in Group 2 (n=286).  Although the number of turn 

takings differ quite significantly, the difference in terms of the percentage of turn takings 

containing non target like (NTL) utterances is not much different. The turn takings in 
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Group 1 contain 54% (n=54) NTL utterances while the turn takings in Group 2 contain 

43% (n=124) NTL utterances. In terms of interactional features, the results from the 

analyses indicated that the learners produce a very small number of interactional features 

that are reportedly important for language learning. None of the NTL utterances produced 

by the learners in Group 1 resulted in feedback and the only 3 instances of modified output 

were self-initiated. Moreover, 2 out of these 3 modified outputs were still NTL. Here is 

an example of the self-initiated modified output taken from Group 1 (underlined). It can 

be seen that the learner tried to correct herself. However, the modified output is somehow 

still inaccurate in the English standard. 

 

In the second group, only 7 negative feedbacks, of which 2 were NTL, were 

produced by the learners as a response to triggers produced by their conversation partners. 

There were also 6 self-initiated modified output in the second group, one of which was 

NTL. The following excerpt from the transcript taken from the second group shows how 

poor the feedback and the modified output were (underlined). It can be seen how one 

learner was attempting to correct his partner, which results in rather confusing exchanges.  

 

These findings indicate that the peer interaction among the learners in the 

pesantren have few to no interactional features that can promote language learning. 

Although there were a few examples of feedback which resulted in modified output in 

Group 2, the quality is still questionable.  

This outcome is contrary to previous studies by Mackey et al. (2003) and 

Shehadeh (1999), which suggested that peer interaction encourages more output-

promoting feedback and more accuracy in the utterances. However, age may also play a 

F1A: [Every years in this boarding, of course, there are…there were…there were a 

big agenda for us.] 

 

M2B: [Old? Uh… I was twelve years… twelve years old.] 

M2A: [Ah, twelve years old.] 

M2B: [Yes.] 

M2A: [The youngest? Youngest?] 

M2B: [No, just not youngest but younger.] 

M2A: [Ah yes, the younger.] 

M2B: [Younger than you and the youngest is…] 

M2A: [Yes. I am oldest. I am older. You are youngest.] 

M2B: [Yes. Yes.] 

 



90 

 

role in the case of pesantren because as Oliver’s (1998) study suggested, child learners 

tend to produce fewer interactional features necessary for L2 learning compared to adult 

learners.  In a more recent study, Oliver et al. (2017) compared two groups of young 

learners (5-8 years and 9-12 years) and found that, in some topics of the task, the older 

group of learners tend to produce less negotiation of meaning because they ‘simply 

wanted to get the task done’ (2017: 8). This may also provide an explanation for the 

findings of the current study since the age range of both Group 1 and Group 2 is about 

the same as the second group in the study by Oliver et al. (2017). 

The only encouraging signs found in this study is in the difference between the 

groups in terms of turn taking, in which Group 2 almost tripled the number of turn takings 

produced by Group 1. This may indicate that they have become more fluent as they 

progressed, which confirms the statement arguing that interaction can improve fluency 

and automaticity (Lyster & Sato, 2013; DeKeyser, 2017a).  The study by Xu et al (2019) 

may also provide a possible explanation for the lack of the interactional features. They 

found that learners were hesitant in providing corrective feedback to their peers. In their 

study, the learners preferred using recasts instead of prompts and explicit correction in 

their infrequent corrective feedbacks. This is also shown in the findings of the current 

study, especially in Group 2. However, in the current study, the number is still 

considerably low. Another possible explanation for this is that the learners in the 

pesantren have relatively poor English proficiency to begin with and have not been 

exposed to target-like language so they might not have an adequate English repertoire to 

notice non-target like utterances and, consequently, to provide feedback. 

 

4.2. Individual differences 

 Study 2 examined the effect of individual differences such as gender, language 

background, motivation and scholastic aptitude on the learners’ L2 writing development. 

It also examined possible differences between the first group and the second group. From 

a DUB perspective, initial conditions of the learners are very important and learners are 

expected to have different individual trajectories in their development. Learners’ personal 

and linguistic background such as L1, scholastic aptitude, motivation, etc. are assumed to 

serve as predictor variables, which interact in complex manners and determine the 

acquisition of the L2.  

 The students filled out an extensive Language History Questionnaire and the 

results showed that almost all learners were multilingual. Most had Sundanese as their L1 
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and then learned the lingua franca, Indonesian, early on. Most of the learners in Group 1 

and 2 rated their self-report language learning ability 4 and 5 in the scale of 1-7. 

Indonesian is the language the majority of the students are most comfortable with in terms 

of writing, while Sundanese is the language, they are most comfortable with in terms of 

speaking. The results were so complex that it was not really possible to categorize the 

learners in a few defined groups so not all information from the results were considered 

in further analyses.  

For motivation, the learners were asked to write a reflection in about 100-200 

words in their L1, on their motivation to enroll in the school. Then, the learners’ 

reflections on their motivation were scored based on Self-Determination Theory (SDT) 

(Utvær & Haugan, 2016) from which a scale was developed by Deci and Ryan (2008), 

and Ryan and Deci (2009). The result shows that most of the learners have autonomous 

motivation and show indications of internalization. Only a small number of learners had 

low motivation in learning at the school. 

 To operationalize scholastic aptitude, we took the learners’ academic report 

showing class rank. The documents of the learners’ academic report were provided by the 

school with the permission of the principal and the academic counsellor. They are 

categorized based on the following order; learners who belong to the top 20% in their 

class were coded 1, the next 20% in their class were coded 2, and so on. Since every 

learner has his/her own rank, the number of participants in the scholastic categories was 

almost equally distributed. 

For L2 writing development, this study uses free writings in the form of narratives. 

The writing sessions were carried out over a one-academic-year period. The learners 

participated in 18 writing sessions in total, conducted once every other week in their 

English classes. Every writing session lasted approximately 20 minutes. To assess the 

general proficiency of the learners, their writings were holistically scored. A group of five 

raters developed the scoring criteria and agreed on six levels of proficiency (0–5). From 

the discussion, the raters also agreed on half scores (e.g., 1.5, 2.5, etc.) for texts that have 

features of two different scores.  

A regression analysis was performed for both groups with forced entry including 

initial writing proficiency (operationalized by the average of the first three scores), age 

of acquisition, motivation and gender as predictors to predict the performance on the 

writing gains. It was revealed that in the case of Group 1, initial writing proficiency and 

age of acquisition were significant predictors. Age of acquisition contributed negatively 
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to the gains which means the earlier they started learning English, the better their gains 

were. In Group 2, on the other hand, only the initial writing proficiency was found as a 

significant predictor. The fact that initial proficiency is a strong predictor in this study is 

in line with Verspoor et al. (2015), which even found that initial proficiency is the 

strongest contributor to gains in their study.  

Gender and motivation on the other hand are not strong predictors in the groups. 

This is in contrast to some studies on gender (e.g., Oxford, 1993; Young & Oxford 1997) 

and motivation (Oxford, Nyikos & Ehrman, 1988; Gardner, 1985; Saville-Troike & 

Barto, 2016), which have indicated they can play a significant role on how language 

learners develop. Studies in the role of gender in L2 acquisition have generally suggested 

that females are better language learners because they tend to have a more positive 

attitude towards L2, show better integrative motivation, and utilize a wider range of 

learning strategies (Oxford, Nyikos & Ehrman, 1988). Motivation has also been widely 

considered as one of the most prominent factors affecting L2 acquisition. One of the 

leading researchers in this area, Gardner (1985), found that higher motivation could result 

in more desire and effort to achieve learning goals. It also leads to a more positive attitude 

in the learning process. Saville-Troike and Barto (2016) even claim that motivation is the 

second most significant predictor after aptitude in the success of second language 

learning. However, this claim may not always be correct for all ages or stages of 

development. For instance, in a study conducted by Verspoor, de Bot, and Xu (2015), 

motivation had a significant contribution in L2 development in the first group in year 1 

but not the other. 

Another important variable that was analysed in the regression analysis was 

scholastic aptitude in the form of class rank. It has been long reported to be an important 

factor in the success of L2 learning (e.g., Carroll, 1981, 1990; Skehan, 1989). However, 

only few have been conducted in an interactionist perspective (e.g., Mackey et al., 2002; 

Trofimovich et al., 2007; Goo, 2012; Révész, 2012). For example, Trofimovich et al. 

(2007) found that learners’ working memory, phonological memory, analytical ability, 

and attention control are highly correlated to the learners’ ability to notice and benefit 

from recasts. As mentioned in the methods section, scholastic aptitude in this study was 

measured in terms of class rank. Interestingly, scholastic aptitude did show a significant 

difference in terms of gains in Group 1. However, in Group 2, one-way between-subjects 

ANCOVA showed no significant effect of scholastic aptitude in terms of class rank on 

the gains when controlled for initial writing proficiency (covariate), but the difference 
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was significant when the covariate was excluded. This is in line with Verspoor et al. 

(2015) who also used scholastic aptitude as one of the predictors in their study. Similar 

to motivation which has been mentioned earlier, they found that while it is a strong 

predictor in the first group, it does not serve as a significant predictor in the second group. 

In addition, it is interesting to note that the participants in their study are approximately 

the same age as the ones in the current study. In an interactional context, a few studies 

have suggested that a higher aptitude can be beneficial for interaction which eventually 

can lead to a better L2 acquisition (e.g., Li, 2013). The fact that in Group 1 scholastic 

aptitude plays a role and in Group 2 does not may also suggest that initially these 

differences contribute to faster learning, but as the learners’ development stabilizes, 

nothing affects their development much anymore. One reason may be that once people 

have enough to communicate, they do not improve anymore (Schumann, 1978). 

  

4.3. L2 development 

 Study 3 attempted to explore the extent of the development of English learners at 

the pesantren and whether the learners show variability overtime. Moreover, it also tried 

to find out whether there was any difference between Group 1 and Group 2 as Group 1 

were beginners and Group 2 already had one year at the pesantren. Before discussing the 

findings of this study, it is important to understand that L2 development can be regarded 

as a dynamic process of change (Larsen-Freeman, 1997; De Bot, 2008; and Verspoor, De 

Bot and Lowie, 2011). The dynamics of such process cause changes to be non-linear with 

a significant extent of variability (within systems) and variation (among systems). As De 

Bot and Larsen-Freeman (2011) put it, sometimes a system “changes continuously, 

sometimes discontinuously, even chaotically”. Systems, however, have a tendency to 

move towards preferred states, called attractors. Therefore, language development cannot 

be represented by a straight linear continuum.  

 To explore actual development, it is therefore not enough to do simple pre- and 

post-tests but to trace learners over time. In the current study, each learner in the analysis 

produced about 18 texts in English over the course of one academic year. Each text was 

retyped and scored holistically on the level of development according to the rubric 

presented in Table 2.5 in Chapter 2 of this dissertation. 

 To see if there was actual development, operationalized as an increase in scores, 

we compared group pre-scores with mid scores and final scores, both in Group 1 and 

Group 2 and as Figure 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4 shows and the statistical analyses showed Group 
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1 improved significantly in the first half year and then stabilized. Group 2 was 

significantly better than Group 1 only in the first scores, but after that there were no 

significant differences. The results, therefore, suggest that the first group showed 

significant improvement in the first semester but not in the second semester. In contrast, 

in Group 2 there was no significant difference between pre, mid and post scores. This 

means that the learners in Group 2 did not make any progress during the one-year period. 

Although the overall average score of Group 2 is higher than Group 1, this is because 

Group 2 started off with better scores in the first 6 months than Group 1.  

On the whole there was very little progress in Group 2. Simple word counts even 

show that Group 2 produced slightly fewer words than Group 1. Moreover, their writing 

did not become more sophisticated in terms of complexity or accuracy nor non-target 

forms, especially when compared to the later writings from Group 1. Still some learners 

improved more than others and we checked if those who did also were more variable in 

terms of ups and downs in their scores.  

A regression analyses was performed with gains as the outcome variable and 

variability measured through CoV, class ranking and initial proficiency as predictors. 

Results show that the CoV was a significant predictor of performance on the writing test 

in both Group 1 and Group 2. This finding is in line with the study by Huang et al. (2021) 

which shows that besides the traditional individual differences, variability has a strong 

correlation with L2 proficiency gains. In their study, Huang et al. (2021) did a multiple 

linear regression analyses and found that variability was a strong predictor of gains and 

final L2 writing proficiency when the initial proficiency of the participants was controlled 

for.  Variability is needed to improve. Several studies also have reported that the degree 

and pattern of variability can provide an insight into the development of L2 learners (de 

Bot, Lowie, & Verspoor, 2007; Lowie & Verspoor, 2019; Spoelman & Verspoor, 2010; 

Verspoor & de Bot, 2021).   

The developmental findings were very surprising. Despite numerous hours of peer 

interaction and an ever-increasing list of words and also regular English lessons, on the 

whole the learners’ English proficiency did not improve much after the first six months 

and actually stabilized. In several longitudinal studies we have seen that there is a strong 

increase in proficiency early on, in the first six months and then the curve usually 

stabilizes (see Verspoor et al., 2015; Rousse-Malpat et al., 2019), but usually there is still 

progress after that albeit at a slower rate. 
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These findings support the most important tenet of all usage-based approaches: 

language is learned from the input and output that the language learner experiences. It 

was clear that the learners in the pesantren get very little exposure to the target language 

forms and structures and they mostly get their input from their peers. Moreover, the NTL 

output they produce rarely gets corrected. These factors may cause the learners to 

stagnate. This is consistent with the DUB approach which emphasized that changes in 

learner language which are a consequence of, 1) the frequency of use of L2 in social 

interaction, and 2) the interaction of constructions in the network in the learner’s mind 

(Verspoor & Behrens, 2011; Roehr-Brackin, 2015). There are no innate systems, so the 

language learner can only discover and acquire the language through exposure and 

experience. Frequency of exposure is supposedly the main driver of development. 

Whatever is heard or used the most will become automated and entrenched patterns in the 

learner’s language. Moreover, it is also possible that the learners lack the urgency to 

improve since the language that they produce is enough to fulfil their daily 

communicative needs. 

 

4.4. Pidginization 

Study 4 seeks to explore the extent of the fossilization/pidginization features in 

the learners’ L2 in the context of pesantren. Moreover, it attempts at finding out the 

distribution of the features in the learners L2. This study was particularly inspired by an 

attempt in 1979 by Derek Bickerton and Talmy Givón, who proposed an experiment in 

which people speaking mutually unintelligible languages are taught approximately 200 

words of English and then placed on an uninhabited island for a year where they would 

communicate using only the English lexicon while performing agricultural activities (as 

cited in Master, Schumann, and Sokolik, 1989). Although the proposal was eventually 

rejected due to potential dangers to the subjects, the concept was later replicated by 

Mester et al. (1989) in a laboratory setting. This condition is similar to the context of the 

pesantren in Indonesia, where the type of instruction for English, as described in the 

earlier chapters, consisted mainly of a lexical approach in that word lists were given and 

discussed, and the young learners were asked to use these words in their daily 

communication. 

Before discussing the results of this study, it is important to understand the parallel 

between a DUB perspective and pidginization. A DUB theoretical perspective may 

inform us about language development that changes over time or stagnates, either with 
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target norms or non-target forms, the latter being called fossilization in SLA studies. From 

a DUB point of view, any system may move to an attractor state, where it is likely to 

remain, which can be related to studies of pidgin and creole languages. Although pidgin 

has been largely described as a contact language which develops when groups of people 

who speak different languages attempt to communicate with one another (Richards & 

Schmidt, 2010), others (e.g., Crystal, 2010) also use the terms “makeshift”, “marginal” 

language, or “mixed languages” to define a pidgin, which to some extent also 

characterizes learners’ language. Moreover, the characteristics of pidgins, i.e., 

simplifications and transfers of the source languages, are also typical of the language of 

a learner. Nemser (1974) described these features of learner talk as approximative system 

while Selinker (1972) used the term interlanguage (IL). Both forms are characterized by 

a limited system of auxiliary verbs, simplified question and negative forms, and reduced 

rules for tense, number, and other grammatical categories. 

Pidgins have also commonly been observed to have limited lexis, morphology, 

syntax and a narrow range of use, which can expand and develop when they are used over 

an extensive period and when their purposes expand. However, they are not ‘bad’ versions 

of the source languages but rather highly regularized varieties (see Todd, 1974; 

Mühlhäusler, 1986; & Romaine, 1988). These features are also commonly produced by 

language learners and are typically temporary in the language learning process. L2 

learners will usually move towards more target like forms in their L2 production as they 

progress. For example, in a cross-sectional usage-based study on Dutch learners of 

English, Vries and Verspoor (2010) found that learners’ L1 transfer errors go rapidly 

down between the two beginner levels, level 1 and 2. The decrease in L1 transfer errors 

is common in the language learning process. However, in some cases, some NTL forms 

remain and fossilize. 

Richards (1974) argued that a fossilized form of the target language could be 

considered pidginized when learners do not advance beyond this stage. He closely 

compared pidgin languages and second language acquisition (SLA) and argued that both 

codes can be described “as an interlanguage arising as a medium of communication 

between speakers of different languages, characterized by grammatical structure and 

lexical content originating in differing sources, by unintelligibility to speakers of the 

source languages and by stability” (Richards, 1974: 77). Some research (e.g., Cancino, 

Rosansky & Schumann, 1974; Schumann, 1978; and Andersen, 1981) indicate further the 

similarities between the structures of pidgin languages and interlanguage (see Selinker, 
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1972; 1992) of L2 learners. Although one may argue that a pidgin arises from language 

contact between groups of speakers with different languages who are forced to 

communicate, it is also possible that learners who have the same L1 produce similar 

features of a pidgin, like in the case of the pesantren in the current study where the learners 

are forced to abandon their L1 and use the L2 in their daily communication.  

In this study, sample texts were examined for the characteristics of pidginization 

as suggested by Andersen (1981, as cited in McLaughlin, 1987), as well as Schumann (as 

cited in Johnson & Johnson, 1999). The findings in the study on pidginization features 

shows indications of pidginization in the learners L2. In the paired-samples t-test, learners 

in Group 1 show that they improved significantly by producing a lower pidginization ratio 

overtime. However, when tracked longitudinally (Figure 3.5), the substantial 

improvement mostly occurred in the first few sessions and then they seemed to stabilize 

afterwards. When compared to the earlier stages of pidgin languages, these findings may 

suggest that the pidginization process occurs rapidly early on. 

Several runs of independent t-tests show that although the learners started 

differently, with the learners in Group 2 having a significantly better ratio than the 

learners in Group 1, the learners in Group 1 equalled out by the end of the observation 

period. This was indicated in the independent t-test results between the post scores of P 

forms ratio of Group 1 and the pre scores of P forms ratio of Group 2. Moreover, the post 

scores of P forms ratio from both groups show that they are similar.  

We also counted types of pidginization features and found that both groups 

produced a rather similar percentage of the features. L1 forms and constructions made up 

the majority of the features, followed by a lack of inflectional morphology and a lack of 

auxiliary. Instances of L1 mix were found mostly in the earlier sessions. Basic pidgin 

negation, lack of possessive inflection, and lack of inversion in questions were also found, 

but not as often as the other features. However, it is possible that this is because such 

forms are not commonly produced in great numbers in writing.  

The preponderance of pidginization features in the learners’ L2 in the pesantren 

context is in line with the comparative study of pidgin languages and the Alberto’s 

language Schumann (1978), in which he concluded that Alberto's speech was in fact a 

pidginized version of English. Therefore, it is possible to conclude that the conditions in 

the pesantren allow for the process of pidginization. 
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CHAPTER 5  

CONCLUSION 

 

The pesantren where this study was conducted was chosen because, as elaborated 

in the previous chapters, it utilized peer interaction as one of the primary sources of L2 

learning. The students are required to speak English one week and Arabic the next week 

in their daily communication in the hope that it allows students to have extensive practice 

in the two languages. Such practice is very common in pesantren institutions across the 

country including Java (e.g., Hidayat, 2007; Aziez, 2016; Al-Baekani & Pahlevi, 2018), 

Sumatra (e.g., Ritonga, Ananda, Lanin & Hasan, 2019), Sulawesi (e.g., Bin Tahir 2016; 

Bin Tahir et al., 2017), and even in Papua (e.g., Wekke, 2015). One point that has been 

consistently reported is the emphasis on peer-interaction and a lexical approach in the 

language learning practice in pesantren institutions. Observations in the pesantren 

institutions reveal that learners interact mostly with their peers and very little with more 

proficient speakers (e.g., teachers). This study aimed to investigate how this peer-to-peer 

interaction affects the learners’ L2 development over time in one academic year in two 

cohorts, a first-year group with 82 learners (Group 1) and a second-year group with 56 

learners (Group 2). This cross-sectional longitudinal design was meant to simulate a two-

year developmental path.  

 Taking a dynamic usage-based (DUB) perspective of language learning, which 

holds that frequency of exposure and use is the strongest predictor in L2 development, 

we assumed that with so little authentic input and so much repetition of learners’ non-

target utterances that the learners might create their own version of English, which would 

eventually stabilize and be considered a pidginized version. This assumption proved true.  

Four interrelated studies were devised to explore pesantren learners’ practices and 

language development. The first study examined the learners’ peer interaction, 

particularly in terms of interactional features, which according to the literature promote 

L2 acquisition such as turn taking, trigger, negative feedback and modified output. The 

second study examined the effect of individual differences such as gender, language 

background, motivation and scholastic aptitude on the learners’ L2 writing development. 

The third study explored development of English learners over time with bi-weekly 

writing. In the fourth study, the aim was to explore the extent of the fossilization or 

pidginization the learners’ L2 in the context of pesantren. All four studies looked Group 

1 and 2 separately and compared them. 
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In Study 1, samples of learners’ interaction were examined for the interactional 

features which have been reported to promote L2 acquisition (i.e., corrective feedback in 

the forms of recast, clarification request, and explicit correction; and modified outputs 

whether they are as response to feedback or self-initiated), including triggers (i.e., errors 

produced by the learners during interaction). The findings clearly indicate that peer 

interaction among the learners in the pesantren lacks the interactional features that can 

promote language learning. Although there were some examples of feedback that resulted 

in modified output in Group 2, the quality is still questionable. 

In Study 2, information on the individual differences, including gender, language 

background, motivation and scholastic aptitude were gathered through different 

instruments. A Language History Questionnaire, the learners’ reflection on motivation, 

and academic reports were used for this purpose.  For L2 writing development, this study 

used average scores of the first and last three writings collected in a one-academic-year 

period. Gains were operationalized as the difference between beginning and end scores. 

A regression analysis was performed for both groups with forced entry including initial 

writing proficiency (operationalized by the first score), age of acquisition, motivation and 

gender as predictors to predict the performance on the writing gains. In Group 1, initial 

writing proficiency and age of acquisition were significant predictors. Age of acquisition 

contributed negatively to the gains which means the earlier they started learning English, 

the higher their gains. In Group 2 only the initial writing proficiency was found as a 

significant positive predictor. Gender and motivation, on the other hand, were not found 

to be strong predictors in either group. Scholastic aptitude did show a significant effect 

on gains in Group 1, but not in Group 2 when initial writing proficiency (covariate) was 

controlled for. However, scholastic aptitude was significant when the covariate was 

excluded. 

In Study 3, to see if there was actual development, we compared the groups’ pre-

scores with mid scores and final scores. The statistical analyses showed that Group 1 

improved significantly in the first half year and then stabilized. Group 2 was significantly 

better than Group 1 only in the first scores. The results, therefore, suggest that only in the 

first semester after enrolling in the pesantren, progress is made. The first group showed 

significant improvement in the first semester but not in the second semester. In Group 2 

there was no significant difference between pre, mid and post scores. This means that the 

learners in Group 2 did not make any significant progress during the one-year period.  
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A further regression analyses was performed with gains as the outcome variable 

and variability measured through CoV, class ranking and initial proficiency as predictors. 

Results show that the CoV was a significant predictor of performance on the writing test 

in both Group 1 and Group 2. However, as the CoV does not take time onto account, it 

may not be the best measure for variability over time and thus this finding needs to be 

treated with utmost caution.  

In Study 4, sample texts were examined for the characteristics of pidginization. 

The findings show strong indications of pidginization in the learners L2 starting after the 

first semester in the first year. Learners in Group 1 show that at the beginning they have 

many more Pidginization forms (P-forms), which are just learner errors than they do later 

on as they changed significantly by producing relatively fewer P-forms overtime. 

However, the longitudinal analysis shows that the change occurred mostly in the first few 

sessions. Several runs of independent t-tests show that Group 1 learners started differently 

as they showed many more P-forms than Group 2 learners at the beginning of the 

academic year. However, the learners in Group 1 equalled out by the end of the 

observation period. At the end of the academic year, the P forms ratio of the groups are 

similar.  

We also counted types of pidginization features and found that the groups 

produced a rather similar percentage in each feature. L1 forms and constructions made 

up the majority of the features, followed by a lack of inflectional morphology and a lack 

of auxiliary. Instances of L1 mix were found mostly in the earlier sessions. Basic pidgin 

negation, lack of possessive inflection, and a lack of inversion in questions were also 

found, but not as frequently as the other features. 

Together the findings suggest that learners make almost all progress in the first 

six months and then they stabilize in the forms and expressions that they use, which may 

be considered a fossilized system with typical pidginization features. Apparently, as the 

learners feel that they have a repertoire sufficient to communicate with each other, they 

do not make much progress anymore (cf. Schumann, 1978). During their interaction, the 

NTL output they produced was rarely corrected, probably because the learners had no 

clue that the forms were not target-like. Moreover, they were not asked to teach each 

other, but to use the L2 to communicate with. What we did see though is that Group 2 

learners were more fluent as they took many more interactional turns than their Group 1 

counterparts.  
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It was clear that the learners in the pesantren have only limited exposure to 

authentic or expert L2 input as the input they receive is mainly from their peers. 

Moreover, the type of instruction they receive from their teachers is mainly lexically 

based. The most common form of instruction is by means of a list of words to be used in 

their daily life. These factors may cause the learners progress to stagnate, as the 

developmental part of this study suggested.  Finally, in terms of pidginization, the 

findings of Study 4 also suggest a role for the extensive peer interaction in promoting 

pidginization process. However, the suggested implication of extensive peer interaction 

on the L2 development still need to be interpreted with caution. Further studies in this 

topic in the context of pesantren still need to be done since there might be other factors 

contributing to the stagnation in the learners’ English development. 

Taking a DUB perspective, which holds that what is heard and used most 

frequently is what gets settled, the findings are not surprising as the learners only heard 

each other and were not really exposed to target forms. From a DUB perspective the 

frequency of use of L2 in social interaction, and the interaction of constructions in the 

network in the learner’s mind (Verspoor & Behrens, 2011; Roehr-Brackin, 2015) is what 

drives the system. There are no innate systems, so the language learner can only discover 

and acquire the language through exposure and experience. 

Together the findings of these studies suggest that when learners are asked to learn 

the L2 primarily through peer interaction with a list of given words, they may very well 

create their own language that suits them well, but it is not target like and may not be 

understood by speakers from other L2 English groups. 

 

5.1. Limitations 

 There are numerous limitations in this study. First, this study was limited by the 

absence of the researcher in the writing sessions. During this process, the researcher was 

assisted by an English teacher in the pesantren who has been extremely helpful. However, 

this means the researcher cannot directly observe what happened on site. Moreover, since 

this process was done remotely in which the teachers needed to scan and upload the 

writings one by one, some learners’ writings were missing leading to the omission of 

some learners which reduced the number of participants in this study. Furthermore, when 

administering the LHQ, learners had problems understanding technical terms in the 

questionnaire due to the learners’ age although it had been translated to Indonesian. The 

learners needed to be guided through each question in the questionnaire, which took a lot 



102 

 

of effort. Therefore, it is suggested that a new language history questionnaire should be 

designed exclusively for young learners. 

Another limitation of this study is the small sample size in Study 1 on peer 

interaction and Study 4 on pidginization. A larger sample size could have given a better 

idea of the interactional turns and pidginization features in the pesantren. However, this 

also would have required a greater amount of time as analyzing for specific features is 

very time consuming. Also, more actual classroom interaction between learner-learner 

and learner-teacher could have provided an interesting and deeper insight into the 

interactional practice in a pesantren. However, these limitations should be looked at as an 

opportunity for future research. 

 

5.2. Implications 

The findings of this study have a number of important implications for research 

and pedagogical practice. As far as interactionist research is concerned, this study shows 

how important it is to study interaction in real classroom settings and to study effects 

longitudinally. Almost all of the studies referred to in the background literature have 

studied interaction in very specific classroom contexts or laboratory settings in one 

session or perhaps a week and have considered uptake (e.g., Mackey and Goo, 2007; 

Mackey 2012; Loewen 2015) of a corrected form as “learning”, but our study shows that 

in peer-to-peer interaction true communication seems to be the goal, and there is no 

corrective feedback so the learners copy each other’s non target forms. Moreover, as far 

as we know, this has been the first longitudinal study of an interactionist approach to L2 

development and it shows that the learners settle rather soon in a repertoire that is 

sufficient for them.  

As far as pedagogical implications are concerned, it is remarkable what pesantrens 

have done in an effort to enable the learners to speak English, especially to conduct such 

practice in a country where English is a foreign language. They prove that learners do not 

have to live in a country where English is spoken as L1 to be able to communicate in 

English in daily life. It is amazing how the learners can memorize all the words given to 

them and use them effectively in communication. The theories that have inspired the 

instructional modes in the pesantren were set up many years ago when lexical theory and 

interaction theory were clearly on the rise, and comprehensible input had become less 

popular. Of course, at the time usage-based linguistic theories with their emphasis on 

exposure of whole utterances and chunks from which language patterns can be learned 
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inductively were not known yet in the field of SLA and might have informed instructional 

practice.  

We feel that without changing the whole instructional approach too much, a few 

specific improvements could be made to help learners master the target forms better and 

to expand their repertoires. The main idea would be to put the words that the learners are 

to learn in short target like sentences, preferably in the form of target-like conversations. 

These conversations should especially contain target like chunks of language (such as the 

word boarding school instead of boarding). And as the learners early on do not have too 

much L2 yet, they should be asked to repeat, memorize and practice these short 

conversations, rather than making up their own creative sentences, so as to avoid the use 

of too many non-target-like forms during the first six weeks or so. Moreover, the finding 

of Study 3 particularly shows that the learners develop rapidly in the first six months. 

Therefore, in this critical period more attention should be given during the 

mufradat/vocabulary sessions and other English sessions to as much exposure to 

comprehensible authentic input as possible. Perhaps, in addition to the traditional lessons, 

students might see short videos (cf. Huang et al., 2021), or hear and read short stories (cf. 

Rousse-Malpat et al., 2019) where English is used in an actual authentic context so that 

they can expand their vocabulary and especially their use of chunks. 

Also, the disadvantages of peer interaction can be minimized through some 

interventions. In a classroom-setting experiment by Sato and Lyster (2012) learners were 

trained on how to notice errors and to give feedback prior to interaction. This was done 

to minimize infrequent, inaccurate and unfocused feedback that is common in peer 

interaction. The results show that this intervention improved grammatical accuracy in 

learners’ production. Sato and Lyster (2012) emphasized that learners need to realize that 

feedback is beneficial for both the provider and the receiver. A more recent study by Dao 

(2020) also suggested that interaction strategies need to be instructed to learners prior to 

interaction tasks. The results of Dao’s study showed that the interaction strategy 

instruction generates more idea units, LREs, talk encouragement and reflection, as well 

as positive emotions among the participants. To sum up, more effort is needed to ensure 

that the learners L2 do not pidginize. 

 

5.3. Future directions 

This study has provided some insights on the effect of extensive learner-learner 

interaction on L2 development and pidginizaton particularly in the context of a pesantren. 
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This study also shows that a pesantren can provide a natural context for research in second 

language acquisition. However, several questions still remain to be answered. Since there 

are six different levels (Grade 7-12) in the pesantren, do all learners in the pesantren 

develop the same as the ones in this study? How do learners in the pesantren differ from 

learners in different education systems (e.g., public schools) in terms of their English 

development? Many other such questions require further investigation. More research 

using controll groups will also need to be done to further determine the effect of peer 

interaction in the context of the pesantren. Moreover, it would be interesting to document 

in detail what happens in their classrooms. Finally, it would be intriguing to see how the 

solutions suggested in this study (e.g., more authentic input) could benefit to the 

development of the learners. Finally, since the learners’ development in the current study 

was operationalized using written texts, it would be interesting to see when learners’ oral 

language is used instead. 
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Appendix B. Samples of consent form 

 



136 

 

 



137 

 

 

 



138 

 

Appendix C. Samples of learners’ reflection on motivation  
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Appendix D. Writing samples 
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Appendix E. Excerpts of the vocabulary book 
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