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Definitions of IC
‘a relationship between participants’ employment of linguistic and
interactional resources and the contexts in which they are employed’
(Young, 2008, p.100)

• [the] knowledge of social-context-specific communicative events or
activity types, their typical goals and trajectories of actions by
which the goals are realized and the conventional behaviors by
which participant roles and role relationships are accomplished
• the ability to deploy and to recognize context-specific patterns by
which turns are taken, actions are organized, and practices are
ordered
• the prosodic, linguistic, sequential and non-verbal resources
conventionally used for producing and interpreting turns and
actions.
(Hall & Pakarek Doehler, 2011, pp.1-2)

Theoretical literature of IC
• IC as encompassing and going beyond formal systems of
language (Kasper, 2006; Markee, 2008; Young, 2008)
– Appropriateness of language use in context

• Developed from earlier models of language ability
– Communicative competence (Hymes, 1972; Canale & Swain, 1980)
– Communicative language ability (Bachman, 1990)

• Co-constructed nature of interactional performance and
achievements
– Individual/psychological -> social view of language competence

IC in L2 learning literature
• Definitions based on conversation analysis (CA)
– Turn-taking, sequential organization, repair, topic initiation and
development (Kasper, 2006; Markee, 2008)

• Tracking the development of L2 IC
– From peripheral participation to taking initiating roles (Hellermann,
2006; Young & Miller, 2004)
– Changes in use of linguistic resources to accomplish interactional
actions (Masuda, 2011; Ohta, 2001)
– Diversification of methods/techniques; increased capacity to design
turns to fit the here-and-now and ability to monitor prior talk; use
grammar as a resource (Pekarek Doehler & Pochon-Berger, 2015)

IC in the L2 assessment literature
• Rater studies: features salient to examiners
–
–
–
–

conversational management
developing ideas/topics (one’s own and others’)
interactive listening
using body language
(Ducasse & Brown, 2009; May, 2011; Nakatsuhara, May, Lam, & Galaczi, 2018)

• Studies on candidates’ discourse
–
–
–
–

Topic initiation and development
Listener support strategies
Turn-taking management
Relating to others’ contributions
(Galaczi, 2014; Gan, 2010; Lam, forthcoming)

IC in the CEFR
“Interaction, which involves two or more parties co-constructing
discourse, is central in the CEFR scheme of language use
summarised at the start of this document. Spoken interaction is
considered to be the origin of language, with interpersonal,
collaborative and transactional functions.”
“Interaction is also fundamental in learning. The CEFR scales for
interaction strategies reflect this with scales for turn-taking,
cooperating (= collaborative strategies) and asking for
clarification. These basic interaction strategies are as important
in collaborative learning as they are in real world
communication.”
(Council of Europe, 2017, p.79)

CEFR scales for interaction
(Companion Volume, p.80)

• See also scales for
mediation
(collaborating in a
group, leading group
work) - p.100
https://rm.coe.int/cefr-companion-volume-with-new-descriptors-2018/1680787989

Summary: What is IC?
• “The ability to co-construct interaction in a purposeful and
meaningful way, taking into account socio-cultural and
pragmatic dimensions of the speech situation and event.”
–
–
–
–
–

Turn management
Topic management
Interactive listening
Breakdown repair
Non-verbal behaviors
(Galaczi & Taylor, forthcoming)

• See also: Language Testing 35(3) - July 2018
– Special Issue: Revisiting the Speaking Construct

Assessing interactional competence

Test format
Examiner-candidate interview
• Asymmetrical
– rights and responsibilities to
maintain the interaction
– Responsibility for
communication failure

• Elicits narrower range of
interactional functions
– Question-and-answer

Paired/group interaction
• More symmetrical
• Elicits wider range of
interactional functions
– Asking for opinion,
clarification
– Disagreeing
– Dealing with being challenged

Test tasks
(some examples)
• Discussion on a topic
– e.g. ‘What is the best type of transport for a big city like…?’
(College English Test, China)

• Reading-based discussion
– Each of 4 students in a group read a different short text
– Summarize the input text (individual presentation)
– Discussion drawing on the input texts
• e.g. What are the ways to improve tourism in… ? (Hong Kong
Advanced Level Examination)

• Decision-making tasks
– e.g. Cambridge English: First (FCE)

Rating scales (Some examples)
Cambridge English: First
Trinity College London - Integrated Skills in English II

Cambridge English: First (FCE)
Speaking rating scale
http://www.cambridgeenglish.org/images/168619-assessing-speaking-performance-at-level-b2.pdf

http://www.trinitycollege.co.uk/resource/?id=6292

Trinity College London ISE II
Integrated Speaking and
Listening test rating scale

Some issues and challenges

Challenges in assessing IC
• Co-constructed interaction
– Sarcastic, interruptive, or passive interviewer (McNamara, 1997)
– Same candidate, different scores in different pairs (May, 2009)

• separable IC scores?

– Shared scores e.g. in low-stakes contexts?
– Multiple tasks in different formats

Challenges in assessing IC
• Influences of test-taker characteristics
– e.g. personality, gender, familiarity with each other
– (e.g. Berry, 2004; Ockey, 2006; O’Loughlin, 2002; O’Sullivan,
2002)

Challenges in assessing IC
• Contrived/rehearsed interaction
– Test-taker acquaintanceship
– Extended planning time (Lam, 2015)

Challenges in assessing IC
• Rating scales are mainly
used for rating…
– Limited description of the
construct
– Limited diagnostic
information / feedback for
learners

LOA for interactional competence:
Connecting assessment and learning

Learning-oriented Assessment (LOA)
• Meaningful feedback
– Personalized feedback (Dunlop, 2017)
– Feedback that helps improve future performance (Carless, 2007)
Good!
Band
3

Can be
improved

Don’t just say ‘I agree with
you’. Explain why you agree.

• Learner engagement (Green, 2017; Turner & Purpura, 2016)
– Raise learners’ awareness of success criteria
– Engage learners in self- and peer- assessment

LOA for interactional competence
• Developing feedback and learning tools for interactional
competence (Nakatsuhara, May, Lam, & Galaczi, 2018)
– Based on examiners’ comments on candidates’ performance in the
Cambridge English: First (FCE) speaking test

– Checklist of IC features
• Features on the rating scales
• Features not on the rating scales

– Description of the IC features
– Feedback for learners

IC checklist + Description + Feedback
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IC checklist (Concise version)
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LOA for interactional competence
• Implications for classroom-based assessment
– Provide diagnostic information (not just a score) and give
learners feedback on specific aspects of their performance
• Actions corresponding to a performance feature
• Examples of language / examples in the task performance

– Identifying features for ‘noticing’ and ‘deliberate practice’
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Thank you!
Дякую!

