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Interactivity in SLA and CALL/TSLL

Interactivity = intuitive, but underdefined concept (Rafaeli, 1988)

SLA/AL research:

Interaction as negotiation of meaning (Long, 1981; Swain, 1995)

Interactivity as dialogic communicative activities (“two-way exchange of information”)
(Ellis et al., 1994)

CALL/TSLL research:

Interactiveness linked to authenticity, engagement and “ability to express and interpret
meaning” for the learners (Chapelle, 2001, p. 164)

Game design:

User agency and control (Salen & Zimmerman, 2004)

Background



Conversational AI / Dialogue-based CALL

Chatbots, dialogue systems, conversational agents, talking robots, smart speakers…
(Bibauw et al, 2019)

Large potential: meaningful spontaneous practice (spoken/written)

Low-anxiety, fully controllable environment



Model of interactivity in dialogue-based CALL (Bibauw, 2022)

Adapted from McMillan, 2002
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Pedagogical Intervention
(3 sessions, ~2 weeks)

Interactive Dialogue System
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Experimental
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Alternate
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Target Vocabulary Test

Pretest Posttest

Perception Question.

System Logs

Dialogue Completion Task

In-task Performance

Vocabulary Size Test

Speaking Test

Target Vocabulary Test

Speaking Test

Learner Profile Quest.

Control

n=52

‘Business-as-usual’ language classes
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Methods



Intervention: Dialogue-based CALL game

Interactive practice of L2 French with a dialogue system

LanguageHero, dialogue-based game for young learners : www.languagehero.app

sponteanous written interaction (chat) + multimodal input

guided by microtask prompts

https://www.languagehero.app/


Intervention:
Dialogue system

LanguageHero, dialogue-based
game for young learners :
www.languagehero.app

Developed in 4 BC (before ChatGPT)

Sponteanous written interaction
(chat) + multimodal input

Guided by microtask prompts

Full logging of all messages
read/written (577 494 words)

Alternate condition:
Static dialogue completion task

Methods

https://www.languagehero.app/
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Participants

Multisite: 4 Flemish schools, with 2-3 classes each

N = 215

Focus on active conditions: 

Teenagers: 12-13 y.o. (2nd grade of sec. school, ~8th grade)

L1 = 95% Dutch

L2 = French (first L2 learned at school)
M = 3.1 years of French instruction
Mostly at A1 level (beginners)

In “classroom” (school computer lab)

Methods



Instrument: Perceptions questionnaire (post)



Instrument: Full in-game logging

Full logging of all messages read and written in the system

48 353 messages
577 494 words

Keylogging (keystrokes + timestamps)

Methods



Instrument: Target
vocabulary test

Target words: selected because of (expected)
occurrence, but no focus of instruction
→ Incidental learning only

At pre- & posttest, randomized, identical tests

50 target items

1. Receptive part: meaning recognition
25 isolated words potager

2. Productive part: form recall
25 ‘formulaic sequences’ in gap-filling
beaucoup d’imagination

Methods
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No difference in perceptions

N = 131

Results



But very different perception of the pilot app

N = 32

Results



Pilot version of the Dialogue Completion condition

No feedback, no scaffolding (for input comprehension or help for output)

Visible frustration among users of the Dialogue Completion condition (n = 16)

Results
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Limitations

System: story-first design

→ explicit microtask prompts

→ reduced user control

→ limited difference across conditions (exp. condition less interactive than foreseen)

Instruments:

too limited number of items for Perceived ease-of-use

excessive difficulty of target vocabulary test (form recall)

many vocabulary items with too limited/no exposure in the end

Discussion & Conclusion
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Conclusion: Which interactivity matters?

Perceptions and learning more affected by instructional interactivity (feedback, scaffolding)
than game-like user agency on the dialogue.

Interactivity as user agency may not change perceptions or technology acceptance.

Interactivity as negotiation of form and meaning: retries, self-repair…

⇒ For effective dialogue-based CALL:

feedback, scaffolding, adaptivity  ability to process anything

Interactive/Dynamic interface ⇒ Engagement

More focus on fluency and meaning

More output ⇒ More productive vocabulary use ⇒ Reinforced learning

Discussion & Conclusion



Thanks! Questions & suggestions?

Serge Bibauw
serge.bibauw@uclouvain.be

Tw: @SergeBibauw


