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Interaction

Dynamic

Co-constructed

Reactive and proactive

Shaped by contextual and cognitive factors

Human beings are ñdesigned for dialogue rather than monologueò
(Garrod & Pickering, 2004, p. 8)

Interaction is the ñprimordial site of socialityò
(Schegloff, 1986, p. 112)
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Interactional competence and SLA

Interaction = ñthe matrix in which acquisition takes placeò 
(Ellis, 2005, p. 219)

Ånegotiation of meaning (Long, 1986)

Åconstruction of new forms and functions (Lantolf, 2000)

Ådevelopment of pragmatic competence (DeKeyser, 1998; Ellis, 2005)

Ådevelopment of implicit knowledge (DeKeyser, 1998; N Ellis, 1998)

Åprimary source for learning discourse management skills (Ellis, 1995; 

Johnson, 1995) 



Conceptualising IC for testing purposes

Å Co-constructed interaction

Å Broad range of speech functions

Å Cognitive demands

Å Turn-taking management

Å Topic development

Å Interactive listening

Å Test authenticity & validity

(Brooks, 2009; Ducasse & Brown 2009; Galaczi, 2008; Gan 2010; Kormos, 1999; May, 2009; 

OôSullivan, Weir, & Saville, 2002; Taylor, 2000)



(Galaczi & Taylor, 2018, Language Assessment Quarterly special issue)

Interactional competence



Tapping into IC: challenges for testers

Test authenticity vs test reliability

The interlocutor effect

The role of non-verbal communication 



Authenticity and reliability in interactional tests

An uneasy partnership

Co-constructed interaction is 

complex and variable 

dynamically shaped

difficult to predict or control

Interviewer variability: different behaviours across interviewers
(Brown, 2003; Brown & Hill, 1998; Lazaraton, 1996)



The interlocutor effect (both examiner and peer)

A threat to validity

Personality, gender, familiarity, cultural background, talkativeness é
(Berry ,1993; Chambers, Galaczi, & Gilbert, 2012; Davis, 2009; OôSullivan, 2002; Nakatsuhara, 2013; 

van Moere & Kobayashi, 2004)

We are all linguistic chameleons!



Non-verbal communication

Complex to measure

Non-verbal behaviour could affect scores
(Jenkins & Parra, 2003)

Åkinesic (e.g. eye contact, smiling)

Åparalinguistic (e.g. pitch range, rhythm)

Ånon-verbal turn taking (e.g. nodding, silences between turns)

Non-verbal communication ïnot a coping strategy for language 

deficiencies, but an integral aspect of successful interaction 
(Kendon, 1990; Roever & Kasper, 2018)



The testing of interactional competence é

A validity asset?  

A validity threat?



How can interactional competence be measured without 
compromising test validity? 

Construct definition

Test design

Assessment criteria

Examiner training in test 
delivery and scoring



Two examples



ÅPaired format

Å2 test-takers/2 examiners

Å4 task types: interview, long 
turn, collaborative task, 
discussion

ÅExaminer script + 
independent rating in real 
time

Case study 1: B2 First Speaking test



B2 First  

Paired discussion task (Part 3)


