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Abstract: This study, based on Swain’s (2005) notion of collaborative dialogue, aimed to study 
whether EFL learners participating in negotiation of meaning based tasks collaborate with each other 
and, if so, to investigate the role of this behaviour in the acquisition of lexical meaning. For providing 
insights into the task type that may promote the vocabulary acquisition most effectively, the study 
investigated three task types; jigsaw, role-play & conversation that are claimed to promote negotiation 
(Ondarra, 1997). The following research question was addressed: Does collaborative negotiation in 
dialogue have an effect on the acquisition of lexical meaning during Face-to-Face (F2F) 
communication? The study involved 60 Iranian speaking English-as-a- Foreign-Language (EFL) 
learners, participating as members of two Iranian institutes in Larestan. They were at the intermediate 
level based on the scores they got on language proficiency test (TOEFL) and were enrolled in two 
groups, 30 as Control group and 30 as Experimental group. Two different approaches were designed 
for content. Then a pre-test consisted of a vocabulary test, in a form of multiple-choice taken from 
(TOEFL), was administered to both groups. Having conducted the pre-test, participants of control and 
experimental groups had to be taught the list of vocabularies involved in post-test (TOEFL) in two 
different approaches. For the former, defining and memorizing vocabularies were merely given, but for 
the later group, vocabularies were trained through tasks promoting negotiation. The participants of the 
experimental group attended an eight-session treatment including three-session instruction, three-
session practice and two-session information-gap aimed at introducing them with the concept of 
negotiation of meaning in task and teaching them how to apply it collaboratively. Having passed the 
treatment, the applicants took a vocabulary test in a form of multiple-choice. Analyzing the scores of 
the vocabulary tests using a T-test, it became clear that the difference observed among experimental 
group averages of pre-test and post-test was a significant reliable difference. The results also indicated 
that collaborative negotiation had a positive effect on lexical meaning acquisition. 
 
Keywords: Collaborative learning (CL), Collaborative dialogue, Jigsaw, Negotiation, Negotiation of  
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INTRODUCTION 

 
 People every day at home, office or school use dialogue to communicate with others for various purposes. 
They interact with an authority to obtain information, participate in discussion forums, and casual talk with their 
friends to socialize. All these ways of communication and some others not mentioned here form different 
representations of the idea known as Face-to-Face (F2F) communication that involves collaboration among 
learners connected to one another through dialogue and negotiation. This study deals with a specific form of 
interaction to acquire lexical meaning, what we call negotiation of meaning. It is modification and restructuring 
of interaction that occurs when learners and interlocutors anticipate, perceive, or experience difficulties in 
message comprehensibility (Pica, 1994).  
 One thing that students, teachers, writers, and researchers can all agree upon is that learning vocabulary is 
an essential part of mastering a foreign language. However, the best means of achieving good vocabulary 
learning is still unclear, partly because it depends on a wide variety of factors (de Groot, 2006). “Control of the 
lexicon involves two domains”, according to (Nuessell, 1994): the ability to figure out meanings from context as 
well as skill in “encoding specific lexical items” in the semantically correct way (p. 118). In this manner, 
learners are actively involved in using meaning of the words in context instead of passively acquiring the 
information (Blachowicz, et al., 2006). In foreign language learning approaches, negotiation facilitates learning 
vocabulary, shared understanding, and interaction. It is the process by which students share their knowledge of 
word meanings and forms by helping to explain new words to each other. Negotiation of meaning has been 
considered as a feature of learner talk that plays an important role in language acquisition by providing 
opportunities for interactional modifications and increasing input comprehensibility (Long & Robinson, 1998). 
 In fact, EFL learners have difficulties in acquiring lexical meaning by monologue approaches. Based on 
these approaches, learners focus on more individual and competitive learning without participating in group 
work in order to produce language. Actually, one of the challenging ways of learning vocabulary is to encourage 
learners to negotiate the meanings of new words among themselves, using each other as a resource rather than 
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relying on external assistance (Newton, 2001) because while many words are not known by individuals, most 
are known by at least one other learner. It is needed for learners to effectively learn and guess the meaning of 
words in real-world relationship. Therefore, they need to know a large amount of the words in interaction with 
each other. Millis, (2007) thinks good communication and cooperation between teachers and students is 
beneficial for teaching primary students vocabulary words (p. 260). According to Long, (1996), comprehensible 
input gained through interactional adjustments such as negotiating meaning and modifying output is central to 
foreign language acquisition, and much research has been undertaken to discover which classroom activities 
give learners the greatest benefit from this type of interaction (Pica,1994). Conversational interaction provides 
an appropriate context for learners to focus on form (Long, 1996). Interaction where learners negotiate for 
meaning and provide each other negative feedback has been claimed to facilitate foreign language acquisition. 
Collaborative negotiation allows all students to engage in the process of input comprehension and output 
production (Warschauer, 1996).  
 
Interaction Studies: Long’s Model: 
 Long, (1983) proposed an acquisition model (see table1) in which he attempted to show the relationships 
between conversational task, interaction and language acquisition. He believes that a two-way exchange of 
information will provide more comprehensible input and that it, therefore, promote acquisition better than one-
way information exchange. 
 
Table 1: Long’s Model of SLA. 

Verbal  Opportunity for  Negotiated  Comprehensible  Language 
communication the less competent modification input acquisition 

 task involving speaker to provide of the conversation 
 a two-way feedback on his/her 
 exchange of lack of comprehension 
 information 

 
 
Lexical Acquisition and Collaboration: 
 Laufer and Hulstijn, (2001) refined the notion of engagement with vocabulary and suggested that 
involvement for vocabulary learning consists of three components: need, search, and evaluation. Need is the 
requirement for a linguistic feature in order to achieve some desired task, such as needing to know a particular 
word in order to understand a passage. Search is the attempt to find the required information, for example, 
looking up the meaning of that word in a dictionary. Evaluation refers to the comparison of the word, or 
information about a word, with the context of use to determine if it fits or is the best choice. They found a 
support for their hypothesis: learners writing compositions remembered a set of target words better than those 
who saw the words in a reading comprehension task. 
 
Form and Lexical Acquisition Research: 
 Kitade, (2000) reported that self-repairs and other initiated repairs were common in her set of data. Her data 
showed that the learners explicitly asked for help from their partners about the meanings of words they do not 
know. For Kitade, the fact that there was not individual turn-taking competition in Synchronous Computer-
Mediated Communication (SCMC) could increase the benefit of self-correction because learners could take their 
time to analyze their own language and this might lead to individual learning. De la Fuente’s, (2003) 
comparison of F2F and SCMC conditions showed that the F2F environment was richer in negative feedback and 
self-repair opportunities than the SCMC environment. 
 
Explicit Focus on Vocabulary Acquisition: 
 There are good reasons to believe that vocabulary needs a different approach which incorporates explicit 
attention to learning the lexical items themselves: 
• Learners who understand the overall message often do not pay attention to the precise meanings of individual 
words 
• Guessing from context is often unreliable, especially if the learner does not know 98% of the words in the 
discourse 
• Words which are easily understood (guessed) from context may not generate enough engagement to be learned 
and remembered 
• New words which learners have met in discourse need to be met again quickly to avoid their being forgotten. 
In order for words relatively to be met 10 times in reading, learners would need to read 1–2 graded readers per 
week. The typical learner simply does not read this much. (Laufer, 2005) 
 Laufer, (2005) reviews a number of studies which contain an explicit focus on vocabulary in which the 
explicit exercises were related to, but not embedded in, meaning-based tasks led to 33–86% of the words being 
learned. 
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 On the basis of the information presented so far, it is assumed that collaborative negotiation in dialogue 
may have some influence on lexical meaning acquisition during Face-to-Face interaction. The following 
research question guides the study: 
 Does collaborative negotiation in dialogue have an effect on the acquisition of lexical meaning? 
 
Method: 
Participants: 
 From a possible 90 participants from Larestan language institutes, 60 Iranian speaking English-as-a- 
Foreign-Language (EFL) learners participated in the study. According to Porter’s study (1986), learners make 
more dialogues and repairs with intermediate peers than with advanced peers. Therefore, to prepare 
homogenous groups of participants and avoid bias, the learners were at the intermediate level based on the 
scores they got on the proficiency test. Gass and Varonis, (1986) conducted a research in which there was a 
greater negotiation and cooperation in mixed-sex situation. The gender of the participants was male and female. 
The average age of them was 22.  
 
Instrumentation: 
 Language proficiency test, a pre-test and a post-test with equal level of difficulty were used as instruments 
in the present study.  
 
Task Types: 
 The investigator used tasks (jigsaw, role-play & conversation topics). Jigsaw tasks, also known as two-way 
information gap tasks, are closed tasks with only one possible outcome that require a two-way exchange of 
information for completion (Pica, et al., 1993). The two-way exchange is ensured by the separate pieces of 
information each task participant receives. It has been argued that this type of tasks provides all the necessary 
conditions that will allow students to negotiate toward mutual understanding of each other’s message meaning 
(Pica, et al., 1993). Another task provided for learners was role-play focused on authentic situation and speech 
acts. The final task was conversation topics in which learners discussed about certain topics and negotiate the 
meanings of the vocabularies verbally. Tasks were also controlled for their level of difficulty/complexity based 
on intermediate level of learners.  
 
Jigsaw and Reconstruct the Story:  
 A jigsaw task was used in this study. This task was based on a picture story that was composed of twelve 
individual pictures (Appendix B). The picture story of the jigsaw, taken from Ondarra, (1997), describes a 
talkative and reveler woman. The task the researcher used involved pairs of students working to construct a 
story based on twelve pictures in a two-way information gap activity. One learner in each pair held pictures 
numbered 1, 3, 5, 7, 9 and 11 and the other, those numbered 2, 4, 6, 8, 10 and 12. The learners took turns to 
describe their own picture without showing it to the other people in the group. The others could ask the 
describer to clarify any unclear information. After all of the learners finished describing the twelve pictures, 
they had to work together to discover what the story been. Then they wrote the story. As noted above, this type 
of task is thought to promote negotiation of meaning. 
 
Role-play: 
 Nowadays role-play is a permanent feature in the Foreign Language (FL) classroom. Learners are 
frequently asked to represent a role with classmates. Role-play is seen as the perfect activity to reinforce the 
connection between classroom and real life situations. This task type was performed by learners interacting with 
each other. Learners should have been aware of functions and the vocabularies required for communicating 
those meanings in actual interactions (table 2).  
 
 Table 2: Role-playing for Data-collection. 

 Role-play Type of Discourse 
Session 1 At the Shop Transactional 
Session 2 Informal Visit Interactional/Transactional 

 
 For each situation of role-play the learners were given cards which explained their roles in L1. Based on 
their roles they negotiated meaning of given vocabularies. The first type of role-play situation was transactional: 
the task required information exchange. The second type of role-play was, to some extent, transactional (new 
information had to be supplied), but it was especially interactional, the main goal persuaded participants to 
socialize in the classroom. 
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Session 1: Buying a Present for the Mother’s Day: 
 The learners were asked to play the role of a salesman/woman and a client in a well-known store. The roles 
were chosen randomly. One of the interlocutors was instructed to buy a present for his/her mother, but he/she 
had no clear idea of what s/he wanted to buy. Salesman/woman was asked to help the client to make a good 
decision. The salesman/woman was given some folders featuring different items, such as pens, watches, clothes, 
perfumes, cameras, books, jewellery. Functions such as: greeting, asking and giving advice, asking for and 
providing information, expressing doubts, making decisions, paying, thanking, saying goodbye, etc., should 
emerge in following negotiation. As mentioned above, this type of dialogue was based on information exchange. 
 
Session 2: A Casual Visit In The Park: 
 Indeed, in the FL classroom learners are asked to play a role which is quite remote from what they might 
have experienced in real life. Each learner was given a card with instructions, in L1, about the role to be played. 
The setting was described as a casual visit between two friends who had not visited each other for about five 
years. Then they were asked to be surprised at the unexpected visit and to tell each other about their recent 
experiences. One interlocutor was given the following information: you lived and worked in a foreign country. 
You visited and enjoyed famous places. Express your feelings. You found another job in Iran. Explain about 
your new job. Invite your friend for dinner. The other participant was given the following information: you are 
an actor/actress and have lived in Iran. Give your impressions. Now you explain about your most recent film. 
Your profession is the most important thing in your life. You are a very busy person.  
 In these situations learners have to express themselves properly and react effectively to what the speaker 
says by: showing surprise, narrating, asking for information, talking about personal problems, sharing feelings, 
sympathizing with the one who has problems, inviting them for dinner, accepting or rejecting that invitation, etc.  
 
Conversation Topics: 
 Conversation was based on talking together and learning the vocabularies the researcher listed before. The 
researcher tried to choose different topics based on learners and their interests and experiences (table 3). 
Therefore, after three-session instructions, learners talked about each other in the first session of practice 
(session 1); they discussed their future or ideals (session 2) and, finally, they talked about student life (session 3) 
 
Table 3: Conversation Topics in Practice Task Sessions. 

 Topics 
Session 1 Knowing Each Other 
Session 2 Similarities & Contrasts 
Session 3 Problems & Solutions 

 
Procedure: 
 To start the research, the participants were first selected via a language proficiency test. In an attempt to 
obtain data that were more recent regarding participants' proficiency level, they were selected via a Paper Based 
Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL PBT) and divided into two groups, 30 as Control group and 30 
as Experimental group. Then a pretest consisted of a vocabulary test, in a form of multiple-choice taken from 
(TOEFL), was administered to both groups. 
 Having conducted the pretest, participants of control and experimental groups had to be taught the list of 
vocabularies (Appendix A) involved in posttest (TOEFL) in two different approaches. For the former, defining 
and memorizing vocabularies were merely given, but for the later group, vocabularies were trained through 
tasks promoting negotiation. The participants of the experimental group attended an eight-session treatment 
including three-session instruction, three-session practice and two-session information-gap aimed at introducing 
them with the concept of negotiation of meaning in task and teaching them how to apply it collaboratively. 
Having finished the treatment, the participants of both groups were provided with a posttest (TOEFL). 
 
Results: 
 The analysis of the obtained data using the SPSS version 16 yielded the following results: 
1. Descriptive statistics was run on the total scores of both groups 
 As shown in table 4, the average of control group post-test (14.8167) has very slightly exceeded the average 
of control group pre-test (14.3667). This increase is statistically insignificant and can even be simply ignored. 

Table 5 presents different descriptive statistics of experimental group pretest and posttest. It shows 
remarkable increase between the average of pretest (15.7500) and the average of posttest (18.1667). This 
increase is statistically interpreted in later tables. 
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Table 4: Descriptive Statistics of Control Group. 

  Control Group Pretest Average Control Group Posttest Average 

 N Valid 30 30 

Mean 14.3667 14.8167 

Median 14.5000 15.0000 

Std. Deviation 1.32570 1.39261 

Skewness .320 -.168 

Std. Error of Skewness .427 .427 

Minimum 12.00 12.00 

Maximum 17.50 17.00 

Sum 431.00 444.50 

 
Table 5: Descriptive Statistics of Experimental Group. 

  Experimental Group Pre-test 
Average 

Experimental Group Post test 
Average 

N Valid  30 30 

Mean  15.7167 18.0333 

 Median 15.7500a 18.1667a 

 Std. Deviation 1.95943 1.53091 

 Skewness -.364 -.593 

 Std. Error of Skewness .427 .427 

 Minimum 12.00 14.00 

 Maximum 18.50 20.00 

 Sum 471.50 541.00 

 
 2. To observe if there is any significant difference between the two performances of our control group, a Paired 
Sample T-test was run among the averages of pretest and posttest. 
 
Table 6: Paired Samples Test of Control Group. 

 Paired Differences 

t Df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) Mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

Std. Error 
Mean 

95% Confidence Interval of 
the Difference 

Lower Upper 

Pair 1 Control Group 
Pretest Average 

 -.45000 1.26865 .23162 -.92372 .02372 -1.943 29 .062 
Control Group 
Posttest Average 

  
Table 7: Paired Samples Test of Experimental Group. 

 Paired Differences t Df Sig. (2-tailed)

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean 

95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 

    Lower Upper 

Pair 1 Experimental Group 
Pretest Average 

 -2.31667 .99554 .18176 -2.68841 -1.94493 -12.746 29 .000 
Experimental Group 
Posttest Average 

  
 Table 6 shows that the posttest average of control group (M = 14.8167) did NOT significantly exceeded 
pretest average of control group (M = 14.3667) while t (44) = -1.943 and Sig. (2-tailed) = .062 which is NOT ≤ 
.05. This means that the difference observed among control group averages of pretest and posttest is NOT a 
significant reliable difference. 
1. A Paired Sample T-test was run between the averages of pretest and posttest of the Experimental group to 

see if there is any significant difference among the averages of this group 
 Table 7 shows that the posttest average of experimental group (M=18.0333) significantly exceeded pretest 
average of experimental group (M= 15.7167) while t (44) = -12.746 and Sig. (2-tailed) = 0.000 which is ≤ 0.05. 
This means that the difference observed among pretest and posttest averages of experimental group is a 
significant difference.  
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Picture Story for Jigsaw: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Conclusion: 
 The general purpose of the study was to investigate role of collaborative negotiation in lexical meaning 
acquisition and find out whether task type had any effect on it. It has been argued that the theoretical importance 
of collaborative dialogue stems from the agreement in SLA research on that a focus on form in addition to a 
focus on meaning is beneficial for language acquisition. In fact, the present study brought evidence that F2F 
interaction could be a source of reflection. Learners using collaborative negotiation as a variable to complete 
tasks just as in oral interactions were able to turn their attention on language itself. This finding informs 
language teachers that F2F-based tasks not only help learners to use language to achieve purposeful tasks with a 
focus on meaning, but also promote attention on form that will assist their language development. In fact, EFL 
learners, created, negotiated and shared meaning of vocabularies according to the goals set by communicative 
tasks. With negotiation of meaning both the processes of meaning creation and meaning repair interconnected. 
In both cases negotiating meaning was procedural and dynamic. Moreover, vocabulary meaning was created and 
repaired in collaborative negotiation by all interlocutors engaged in the tasks by means of taking turns to talk. In 
brief, collaborative dialogue based on joint effort included tasks, could promote learners’ motivation and 
remarkable learning of vocabulary. 
 Language teachers can benefit from the results of this study in another way. The findings have also pointed 
to three task features that could be responsible for the greater focus on form. Swain (2005) claimed that tasks 
that involve writing promote collaborative dialogue. In addition to this feature, it has been shown that verbal 
interaction presented in the beginning of the tasks could also increase the chance of learners' engaging in 
collaborative dialogue giving them possibilities to show experiences and new opinions for language production 
in the frame of vocabulary knowledge. 
 Negotiation of meaning is a very context-bound phenomenon; accordingly different communicative 
activities dictate different discourse models (Ondarra, 1997). Three task types were used in this research: (1) 
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jigsaw included reconstruct the story, (2) role play and (3) conversation topics. All tasks used in this study 
promoted negotiation and lexical meaning acquisition. Indeed, tasks and their accompanying instructions had 
effect on vocabulary learning and finally learners’ collaborative work. Moreover, lexical acquisition using tasks 
was a psychological process and couldn’t be directly observed.  
 In the first task (reconstruct the story) learners were asked to exchange information about the objects or 
persons in the pictures, to describe their characteristics and actions they might be participated in. In this task 
accuracy in information was a prerequisite to achieve the aims. Learners had to participate in much 
collaboration in order to negotiate adequate degrees of information related to vocabulary acquisition. 
 Role-play provided richer interaction among participants. Learners had to convey different speech acts (they 
had to greet, request, get information, invite, accept or refuse an invitation, show interest, concern, agreement 
and disagreement) and they had to react appropriately. 
 Finally, in conversation which was the most open-ended and abstract task, EFL learners exchanged 
information and opinions with their peers. Some tried to persuade their partners by defending their views. 
Interlocutors spent much time in facilitating interaction. It was observed that this negotiation produced more 
dialogue and showed more ways to lexical acquisition.  
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Appendix A: 
Word list: 
 The following list of the words was memorized by the control group and applied for the experimental group 
in tasks during the episode of instruction. 
 

Words Parts of Speech  Synonyms or Definitions 
abdicate 
armful 

beneficial 
classify 

demonstrate 
expansion 
frightful 
habitude 
inquire 

justification 
legislate 

limitation 
massive 
migrate 

neglectful 
nomination 

obtain 
oratory 

participate 
perhaps 

proportion 
qualify 
reveler 

sophisticate 
temporal 
terminate 
ultimate 
wholly 
yield 
zone 

verb 
noun 
adj 

verb 
verb 
noun 
adj 

noun 
verb 
noun 
verb 
noun 
adj 

verb 
adj 

noun 
verb 
noun 
verb 

adverb 
noun 
verb 
noun 
verb 
adj 

verb 
adj 

adverb 
verb 
noun 

To give up (royal power or the like) 
As much as can be held in the arm or arms 
Helpful 
To arrange in a class or classes on the basis of observed similarity; and differences 
To prove certainly 
Increase of amount, size, scope, or the like 
fitting to make terror or alarm 
Customary relation or association 
To ask information about 
Vindication, evidence, good reason 
To make or enact a law or laws 
A restriction, constraint 
Of large volume and weight 
To remove or pass from one country, region, or home to another 
Exhibiting or indicating omission 
The act or ceremony of naming a man or woman for office 
Get, attain, acquire 
The art of public speaking 
To receive or have a part or share of 
Possibly  
Amount, quantity, percentage 
To give or supply with requisite ability, knowledge or skill 
Man/woman of pleasure, free liver, luxurious 
To deprive of simplicity of mind or manner 
Pertaining to or concerned with the affairs of the present life 
To put an end or stop to 
Beyond which there is nothing else 
Completely 
Give away, give up, defer   
Region, sector 

 
 
 
 
 


