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Academic the interactionist second language acquisition (SLA) (Long, 1996; Gass & Mackey, 2007);
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the project is the suggestion that the composition of the interdisciplinary groups can
overcome the issue of diversity in background knowledge and become a tangible resource
for the classroom.
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1. Introduction

Collaborative learning is a well-defined type of social interaction in which participants build knowledge
together (Dillenbourg, 1999). It encourages meaningful communication in second language classrooms
through explaining, clarifying, comparing, and negotiating meaning in the target language (Hall, 2022;
Mercer et al., 2020). The reason these processes are important for second language development is
because they increase the chances of feedback, output, and participation (Long, 1996; Swain, 2000; Philp
etal., 2021).

In the academic setting, language serves as a means of problem-solving (Hyland 2009a), and for certain
purposes, it is an object of study. Students will be required to synthesize information, present ideas,
justify choices, respond to other students, and do all of this in a time-constrained environment. But mere
exposure is not enough to ensure academic language development (Li & Pei, 2024). This is because a
task can be communicative but not sufficiently tight to ensure sustained engagement; it can also be
cognitive but not sufficiently rich to ensure language use is generated. The purpose of this study is thus
to investigate the communicative effectiveness of such a brief collaborative intervention for changes in
linguistic and interactional results.

The present study is deliberately small. It does not purport to offer generalization, and it doesn't try to
measure lasting acquisition over time. Rather, it emphasizes micro-level classroom evidence: the type of
interactional moves that learners make as they engage in collaborative problem solving with each other
to accomplish a specific academic task, the type of products they produce during the collaborative
process, and the type of written notes that they create to plan for the collaborative process. In this way,
the study adds to classroom-based EAP studies of a realistic instructional episode as opposed to a
laboratory abstraction. The focus on situated activity is also consistent with Dewey's (1916) perspective
that learning is more likely to be meaningful when it is connected to purposeful experience and with
Hattie and Zierer's (2020) argument that learning needs to be visible in evidence, feedback, and
reflection.
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The novelty of this study is not only that it focuses on a four-hour collaborative intervention on a micro-
level, but studying these pedagogical principles in a context characterized by the underrepresentation of
the Georgian EAP. However, because there has been little empirical research on collaborative EAP
practices within the context of universities in Georgia, the results can be used as locally grounded
evidence that can be relevant for the EAP pedagogic and curricular design in the context of similar
educational settings.

2. Theoretical Framework and Literature Review

This study combines the three theories: sociocultural theory, interactionist SLA, and task-based language
teaching. The Socio-cultural theory focuses on learning by interacting with others and mediated learning
in the zone of proximal development (ZPD) (Vygotsky, 1978). Learners expand their capabilities to
extend their own through collaboration, scaffolding, and guided participation (Ohta, 2001). From this
perspective, language is not just a code and facts to be learned; it is also a social instrument that helps to
create, judiciously and develop, thinking.

Two mechanisms identified by interactionists are negotiation of meaning and pushed output as important
aspects of language development (Long, 1996; Swain, 2000, 2005). When miscommunication happens,
the learners must clarify, reformulate, and repair, calling attention to the linguistic gaps and providing
opportunities for development (Gass & Mackey, 2007). Where there is no expert speaker, then the task
should be designed to be truly interdependent and communicatively needed, and learner-learner
interaction can be valuable. (Philp et al., 2021; Storch, 2002).

There were also arguments for the value of interaction from the study of corrective feedback. Lyster and
Ranta (1997) demonstrate that the most effective feedback is one that is used by the learners and not just
corrected passively. In group work, peers tend to assume similar roles on an ad hoc basis: asking
questions for clarification, repeating a point, challenging an unclear explanation. These small steps are
pedagogically important as they call on learners to make meaning corrections in real time.

Task-based language teaching is the final piece of the framework. Pedagogical tasks should be
purposeful, emphasize Ellis (2003), Nunan (2004), and Skehan (1998), meaning focused, goal-oriented,
and complex enough to be done with real language use. This is particularly helpful in EAP contexts as
students may be required to engage in academic, practical, and cross-disciplinary topics at the same time.
A well-structured task is not decorative — it is the mechanism that will make the need for language.

The interdisciplinary component is important too. Repko et al. (2021) suggest that interdisciplinary
collaboration is most useful when the students combine various forms of expertise to create a product
they share. This approach is applicable to this task as the students from different majors had to integrate
their views on economic, sustainability, cultural, transport, and feasibility aspects. Social
interdependence theory also helps to explain why such tasks are effective because when group members
believe they will be successful if the group is successful, they tend to put more effort into the task and
into the other group members (Johnson & Johnson, 2009).
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Academic discourse research also indicates that students in higher education must be more than just
grammatically correct. They must present arguments, compare options, and present their own writing
and/or speech in a way that is purposeful and audience-appropriate (Hyland, 2009b). The current project
was aimed at providing students with repeated practice in the very moves they were interested in. It
therefore not only covers language form, but also the expectations of the discourse in university studies.

Recent EMI and classroom interaction research indicate that exposure without classroom interaction is
not sufficient for the acquisition of academic language. For example, Li and Pei (2024) demonstrate that
students in EMI classrooms may still experience difficulties with writing, reading, listening, and
precision when speaking. The current study focuses on guided collaboration instead of being immersed
in the language. The task was not intended to supplant a more general language development. It was
designed to demonstrate the activation of language resources that are not frequently used in normal class
discussion.

2.1. Why short collaborative tasks can still matter

Communicative episodes are typically short and well-defined in EAP and are limited in time by
classroom hours. The students need to answer a question, take part in a meeting, participate in a seminar
discussion, and make a recommendation under pressure of time. A brief, focused collaborative task
resembles authentic academic conditions more accurately than an extended open-ended project that does
not require participants to reach a conclusion.

If it's a short task, it can be helpful as well because it allows you to see the process. The micro-level
classroom research enables the researcher to watch ideas being translated from personal notes to peer
questioning to reformulation to group consensus. Those very moments are the times when learners may
be aware of a language issue, attempt a new phrase, or steal a better expression from another learner. The
essence of brevity is not to diminish the value; it enhances it.

In practice, the successful collaborative task may not be so extensive as it needs to be pedagogically
significant. It must be asymmetric, purposeful, and organized such that language cannot be avoided. For
this purpose, the present study was designed.

3. Purpose of the Study

The aim of the study is to investigate if there are measurable interactional and linguistic results of such
a short-term interdisciplinary collaborative task in a small amount of instructional time. How much
negotiation of meaning and language-related episodes does the task elicit? (2) What are the immediate
changes in language performance that can be seen after the intervention? (3) How do students perceive
the collaborative experience?

The study is also based on classroom experiences gained from previous collaborative work. Through the
years, these activities have been adapted to better suit the content of the syllabus, and topics are chosen
to make connections with academic vocabulary and problem-solving in real-life scenarios. The current
edition has been specifically made small, usable, and portable to other EAP classrooms.
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4. Method
4.1. Design and participants

With the student recruits who agreed to participate in the experiment, the method was implemented in an
intermediate-level (B1-B2 CEFR) EAP course at a university in Georgia. The collaborative format was
considered appropriate for this proficiency level because students had enough lexical and grammatical
resources to discuss complex ideas, while still benefiting from structured opportunities to improve
fluency, accuracy, and interactional competence.

The intervention took place in a single four-hour classroom block of instruction (240 minutes) and was
amicro-level exploratory classroom study. Since the time frame was brief, immediate performance-based
and interactional indicators rather than acquisition were studied. Eight undergraduate students
participated. They came from five different academic disciplines: Social Sciences, History, Architecture,
Economics, Business, and Computer Science. The group was deliberately diverse — no one student had
all of the information to complete the task. The pressure of communication and supportive
interdependence were induced by the asymmetry.

4.2. Task foundation and procedure

The theme "Planning an Eco-Friendly Trip in Thbilisi" was chosen for its relevance to the course syllabus
and ability to integrate language use with a practical, local context.

The final task involved developing and presenting the best possible one-day ecological route in Thilisi,
Georgia. The plan needed to be economic, educational, include zero emissions, and feature the city's
multicultural heritage. This activity aimed to provide students with an opportunity to apply their language
skills in practice in a realistic activity where they have to solve a problem, taking into account principles
of environmental protection and responsible tourism.

The task was cognitively challenging and structurally asymmetric. Students were required to explore and
explain their selections and develop a cohesive plan. This design prompted them to go beyond merely
sharing ideas and towards synthesis.

The intervention consisted of five phases. Students were provided with detailed instructions in the first
phase. Secondly, they searched independently for information and formulated arguments. Thirdly, they
shifted into a group working mode, sharing resources and amalgamate ideas. Fourth, they went on to
build consensus and further refine collaborative work. Lastly, they showed their class their final plan.
The series was designed to take the learners from preparation to negotiation to the final stage, which was
public reporting, with each step requiring more accurate oral expression.

Subject matter was also important. Eco-friendly travel is easily measurable and specific enough that
students can come up with ideas fast, yet it is also wide-ranging that there is always a compromise. All
of these factors can apply. In the classroom, it involves having multiple potential answers and so provides
a space for discussion, not just a single correct answer.
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4.3. Data sources and analysis

The data was gathered from: classroom observation, analytic rubrics, interactional analysis, and short
pre-task and post-task performance comparisons. The analysis was based on observable signs of
episodes, negotiation of meaning, peer scaffolding, and pushed output. The teacher also observed
students' notes to determine if ideas were more organized following the discussion.

To enhance trustworthiness, a second trained evaluator independently analyzed 25% of the data, based
on the same criteria. There was 87% interrater agreement, indicating good consistency between scorers.
Statistically generalizing is not part of the study. Instead, it provides descriptive and performance-based
evidence to demonstrate how the task worked in practice.

This analysis was intentionally qualitative-descriptive in nature and not inferential. It's a decision that's
appropriate for the project size. While a one-session intervention with eight learners is not a scientifically
valid basis for making any broad statistical claims, it can establish whether or not a particular task design
can generate useful classroom language behavior. The focus was thus on pattern, rather than prediction.

4.4. Evaluation framework

The teacher and assistant watched the entire process and documented the students who performed the
following: who found information relevant to the group; who brought in new information; who debated
and justified ideas; who synthesized group input; and who helped the group make a final decision. In
addition, creative thinking was also addressed in terms of the quality of idea generation, synthesis and
problem solving.

A rubric measuring the four points: 1 = Needs Improvement, 2 = Satisfactory, 3 = Good, and 4 =
Excellent was used. The same evaluation criteria were used for collaborative processes as well as for
language use, enabling the class in its entirety to be assessed as a group of speakers instead of as single
language users.

4.5. Measuring linguistic progress

As the intervention was brief, there was a descriptive assessment of linguistic development by comparing
the brief pre-task speaking activity to the post-task presentation. Collaborative stages were also followed
by written notes, and compared with the pre-collaborative stages. Task performance, information
selection, and responsiveness during interaction were measured for reading and listening. This is helpful
for micro-level classroom research because it demonstrates change in performance, but does not attribute
long-term acquisition from a single session.

The most crucial decision made in practice was to make note-making a part of learning and not a by-
product of it. In tasks such as this, notes are not only memory aids. They are the middle ground between
ideas and words, and words and plans.
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Table 1. Participant Distribution by Discipline

Discipline n %
Social Sciences 2 25.0
History 1 12.5
Architecture 1 12.5
Economics and Business 2 25.0
Computer Science 2 25.0
Total 8 100.0

Figure 1. Participant Distribution by Discipline
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Table 2. Intervention Phases and Time Allocation

Architecture Economics Computer Science

Phase Duration Purpose
) ) Explain the task and the working
Instruction 15 min
stages
o ) Collect information and prepare
Individual work 45 min
arguments
Group work 60 min Share ideas and build a first proposal
Collaborative work 60 min Negotiate, refine, and reach consensus
_ ) Present the final plan and explain
Presentation 30 min o
decisions
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Figure 2. Intervention Phases and Time Allocation

Intervention Phases and Time Allocation

Presentation

Collaborative work

Group work
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T T T T T T
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Table 3. Analytic Rubric for Collaborative Processes and Linguistic Performance

accountability

and contributed substantively to the group product.

Criterion Operational description Domain
N Observable reliance on peers' contributions and
Positive . . e o .
_ integration of multiple disciplinary perspectives into the Collaborative
interdependence _
final proposal.
Individual Evidence that each participant completed assigned roles

Collaborative

Face-to-face

interaction

Frequency and quality of discussion, clarification requests,
elaborations, and supportive feedback.

Collaborative

Social skills

Turn-taking, leadership, respectful disagreement, and

conflict resolution.

Collaborative

Group processing /

reflection

Ability to evaluate the collaborative process and identify
strengths and areas for improvement.

Collaborative

Speaking

Fluency, lexical range, grammatical accuracy, and task

achievement during discussion and presentation.

Linguistic
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N Organization, coherence, lexical diversity, and o
Writing ] ) ] Linguistic
grammatical correctness in notes and proposal outlines.

] Accuracy in extracting and synthesizing information from o
Reading ) o ] Linguistic
interdisciplinary materials.

_ ) Responsiveness to peer contributions and evidence of o
Listening ] ) ] ] Linguistic
comprehension during discussion.

Table 4. Quantitative Descriptors Available in the Study

Indicator Value Source in the study
Participants 8 Classroom intervention
Academic disciplines o _

5 Participant profile
represented
Total duration 240 minutes Task design
Independent double-coding 25% of the dataset Reliability procedure
Inter-rater agreement 87% Scoring comparison
Evaluation scale 4 points Analytic rubric
Collaborative-process criteria 5 Rubric
Linguistic-performance criteria 4 Rubric

5. Results and Observations
5.1. Interactional evidence

The comparative observation in the United States was a descriptive, non-interventional observation.
Observations were conducted in five undergraduate courses at an American university. The sample of
the observed consisted of 140 students from First-Year Undergraduate Training, Sociology, Economics,
Public Communication, and Introduction to Leadership courses. The purpose of the observation was not
to judge the effectiveness of instruction and/or to compare academic achievement statistically across
disciplines, but to provide context on learning environments in which students interacted with the
institutional learning management system (Blackboard).

Median Blackboard scores were calculated from class statistics that students could access in Blackboard
and indicated the middle point of students' overall coursework for the class during the period of
observation. Due to inter-curriculum variation in grading systems, assessment systems, and discipline
expectations, these scores were used only as an indicator of performance. These data were not used to
perform inferential statistical tests, nor were they used as dependent variables in the larger study. The
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observations were used instead, however, to set the context for the educational setting and exemplify
differences in undergraduate courses in the U.S. institutional sample.

The interaction data analysis revealed a high level of engagement, lots of negotiation of meaning, and
active interdisciplinary collaboration. Students were required to explain terms, to clarify meanings, to
compare options, and to merge subject specific knowledge into one proposal. In practice, it was not a
requirement for the work that language be added to it, but that it is a requirement of the work.

The task also promoted repetition of rephrasing. Students did not just give ideas to one another; they
made and tried out ideas and changed them based on what others had said. This is a situation where
pushed output is most apt to occur. The most noticeable descriptive results were: greater participation,
increased oral fluency in group discussion, increased task-related vocabulary, and increased coherent
organization in the concluding group product.

It was particularly apparent when the group was asked to prioritize options. From then on, they switched
from producing short answers to producing sequences of explanation, one student proposing a choice,
another asking if it was feasible, and the third rephrasing the suggestion in a more manageable version.
This sequence was repeated a number of times throughout the session. The pattern is significant because
it illustrates that collaboration was not just social; it was cognitively and linguistically significant.

5.2. Student notes and micro-artifact evidence

The written notes supplemented the oral data. At the individual phase, students created short and vague
lists of modes of transport, cost considerations, environmental considerations and cultural tourism. These
fragments became more coherent and organized into a planning structure by the time the group reached
the collaborative stage. There is an interesting, but very helpful, movement from information gathering
to synthesis in the notes, away from the one to the many.

This is important because the writing was not separated from the speaking and was not considered a
different skill. Rather, it served as a link between listening, reading, and oral negotiation. As students'
notes were put together, they combined common points, eliminated redundant choices, and kept only
those points that they would be able to back up in the final report. The process of transitioning from
scattered notes to a coordinated plan offers a mini case study of how interdisciplinary learning is
manifested in practice.

Another implication is that the quality of the notes may be a valid measure of collaborative learning. The
last notes were not just longer, they were more meaningful. They included headings, sequencing, and
clearer justification. In EAP terms, organizing small bits of information into a plan that can be defended
is a transferable academic skill.

5.3.Examples of interactional evidence

Excerpt 1. Discussions for meaning during a budget. Context: Students talked about how they’d get to
the eco-friendly trip. One student suggested taking the bus, and another student asked for clarification.
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A language-related episode was clearly demonstrated in the discussion. One student asked about the
words: economical and economic. The speaker rephrased the explanation to relate to cost-cutting. The
next step involved eco-tourism-based arguments, such as carbon emissions and time efficiency. This is
crucial as it demonstrates that a single question of clarification can give rise to further metalinguistic
reflection and enrich the content discussion.

Excerpt 2. Consensus building in the process of trip planning. Task: To make a decision about adding a
guided tour to the eco-friendly itinerary. Task context: Students were considering whether to add a guided
tour of the history to the eco-friendly itinerary. There is a long negotiation of meaning and consensus-
building. Students also had conflicting opinions on cost, suggested a self-guided option, and created a
QR code-based digital guide. The compromise solved both the budget and sustainability concerns. It also
demanded that students explain, justify, and synthesize the disciplinary knowledge in comprehensible
English.

Similar episodes happened multiple times throughout the intervention period of 4 hours. They generated
communicative tensions and maintained interaction to facilitate language and collaborative problem
solving. Such episodes are helpful because they make the learning mechanism visible: Students did not
just get the right answers to the questions, they not only negotiate what constituted a good answer.

5.4. Attitudes toward collaborative learning

The task was well received by students on the whole. They found it to be interesting, stimulating and
useful for their vocabulary development, fluency, and confidence. They also appreciated that the subject
was of practical value and that they could share their various forms of expertise.

Meanwhile, there were some concerns raised. Some students felt it would be difficult to ensure equal
participation in group work. It is a concern in collaborative learning and is one of the reasons that roles
and clarification of assessment criteria are important. Overall, the task was successful when the teacher
and assistant kept track of the group's participation, made notes about what each person had contributed,
and only stepped in to direct the group when it needed it.

The feedback indicates that the students didn't feel the task was ‘artificial’. They felt it was a real problem
in learning and had a definite solution. This perception is important because most of the time, student
buy-in is responsible for making a collaborative task successful, or unsuccessful, even when it appears
to technically do what's required.

5.5. Immediate linguistic shifts

There were noticeable, but minor, changes in the immediate language. As students engaged in the task,
they increasingly employed longer turns, more explicit connectors, and more reformulation in their
responses to peers. Many contributions were short and ‘list-like' at the start of the activity. At the
collaborative stage, the same students are more likely to explain the significance of a choice, to compare
two choices, and paraphrase a peer's suggestion before endorsing or challenging it.

327



The pattern is important because it indicates that the task was not just about the amount of speech; it is
about the quality of speech. Students now started to justify their thinking and opinions with greater
academic form than spontaneous speech. The second change was to decrease isolated contributions.
Students were still given the opportunity to give their own ideas, but more often they connected their
ideas with the group's plan.

Linking behavior is significant in EAP since academic oral activities are not usually single opinions. It
typically asks students to develop on their previous statement, respond to an objection, or explain how a
claim is part of a larger argument. The task thus promoted a small, but significant, move from a single-
sentence involvement in the text to connected discourse. These changes are short-term because the
intervention was short, and thus should be interpreted as immediate changes in performance due to the
intervention, not as long-term learning, but they count as evidence that the activity was impacting the
classroom process.

Overall, the evidence from the classroom and the student notes suggest that students were developing the
habit of simplifying complex processes. This compression is a very real academic acumen. A student
who has the ability to synthesize a few uncertain ideas into a single proposal is already engaging in a
synthesis process that will eventually become a part of his/her essay and presentation writing skills and
group projects. The task did not just pull students into interaction; it taught students how to frame
uncertainty so that it could be discussed, defended, and presented.

Table 5. Descriptive Summary of Observed Undergraduate Courses and Blackboard Medians

Share of Observed Median Blackboard
Course Students (n)
Sample (%) Score

First-Year Undergraduate

o 50 35.7 70
Training
Sociology 40 28.6 90
Economics 20 14.3 70
Public Communication 15 10.7 80
Introduction to Leadership | 15 10.7 70
Total 140 100.0 —
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Figure 3. Observed Course Distribution and Median Blackboard Scores

Observed Course Distribution and Median Blackboard Scores

100

90

804
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40

Median Blackboard score

20 A

First-Year Sociology Economics  Public Communication Introduction
Undergraduate Training to Leadership

Note. Scores reflect learning-management-system class statistics visible to enrolled students and are

presented here as descriptive context.

6. Discussion

Results indicate that it is possible to have interactionally rich conditions for language use in such a short
interdisciplinary task. Students had to negotiate meaning many times because of the incompleteness of
knowledge, shared responsibility, and the objective of real decision-making. This is a positive finding,
especially since it demonstrates that the same level of interaction that is often described as deeper learning
is possible when working on tasks within the confines of a classroom for a limited amount of time.

This is important for EAP because EAP students do not simply require "the right words. They must be
able to apply language to plan, discuss, and justify choices and decisions. Task demonstrated that these
skills can be taught in a brief, systematic session. Perhaps the best evidence was that the pattern of
performance was more like the students: more talking, more fixing and repairing, more synthesis, and a
more coherent product than the students first made on their own.

The comparative observational note goes the same way. The five undergraduate course settings observed
were Sociology (n = 40), Economics (n = 20), Public Communication (n = 15), Introduction to Leadership
(n = 15), and First-Year Undergraduate Training (n = 50) from August 2025 to March 2026. Class
performance, reflected in the class statistics that are available to the students, varied from one class to
another, and the medians of the classes of Sociology and Public Communication were comparatively
higher than in some of the settings observed. Academic achievement in English-medium schools is not
dependent on one course versus another, but rather on more than passive exposure. Structured academic
work is still a thing of value for precision, clarity, and performance.
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All these observations provide a succinct comparative benchmark. Immersion helps build confidence and
helps learners use the language in the real world, but doesn't eliminate academic language demands. The
current research then suggests that collaboration, rather than simply being exposed to language, is
necessary to provide students with opportunities to transition from everyday language to academically
appropriate language. This is particularly important in mixed-discipline EAP classrooms where students
have to acquire knowledge and content skills, discourse control skills, and interpersonal negotiation skills
simultaneously.

The findings further imply that, in a subject area that truly calls for more than one type of expertise,
interdisciplinary teams can mitigate the risk of passivity. An architecture student is aware of spatial
feasibility, an economics student is aware of cost, a computer science student is aware of digital tools,
and a student in the social sciences is aware of audience and social impact. If each of these perspectives
is relevant, it is difficult for any one speaker to stay within a comfort zone and dominate the task. This
doesn't remove the need for monitoring, but makes it more essential. This principle is useful to utilize in
future EAP activities as a way of utilizing diversity of background as a resource instead of a "problem of
imbalance”.

Another significant point about the task is that it demonstrates the interplay between oral and written
work in a collaborative EAP context. The notes were not merely planning notes, but rather a transitional
ground in which new words, categories, and arguments were explored prior to speech. After all, once
students returned to oral discussions, those written pieces became more structured and easier to defend.
It's a small detail in the classroom but a very important one: when students have time to jot down some
ideas, they are able to speak afterwards with greater control, since they are not having to invent the whole
thing as they go along.

The small changes have pedagogical value because they facilitate transfer. In a single task, students are
practicing a more general academic skill: supporting claims with evidence. This is a habit that is vital to
presentations, seminars, project work, and eventually to communication in the workplace. That is, the
scope of the classroom event was narrow, and the skill being rehearsed was broad. This is one way
collaborative EAP work can be efficient. Reading, note-taking, discussing, negotiating, and delivery are
many of the academic activities that fit into one activity.

The balance between structure and openness was also a factor in the task. Excessive structure may lead
to fill-in-the-blank, and a lack of structure may result in unfocused chatter. In this situation, the goal was
clearly defined, there was a realistic limit of constraints, and there was a product. Meanwhile, students
were given sufficient freedom to suggest other ways, means, and focuses. This balance is crucial since
interaction requires both pressure and choice to be productive.

The study findings are also consistent with recent research highlighted in relation to classroom discourse
and collaborative dialogue. The literature of dialogic education emphasizes that learning consists not
only of transmitting but also of joint reasoning in talk (Mercer et al., 2020). The research on peer
interaction also indicates that collaborative dialogue can support noticing, reformulation, and uptake
(Philp et al., 2021). These patterns showed up in miniature in this study. Students did not progress in a
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linear fashion from incorrect to correct; they oscillated between partial thoughts, feedback from their
peers, and the refinement of their wording. That is the reason why doing something for a short period of
time is still educationally beneficial. It also aligns with the reflective teaching approach outlined by
Walsh and Mann (2021), as they suggest that teachers should use evidence collected to inform task design
in the future.

Another aspect of analysis has to do with fluency. The improvement seen here should not be taken to
mean fluency in the native language, and it is not evidence of permanent development. It is more clearly
seen as performance fluency: more skill and confidence in sustaining speech, prolonging turns, and
continuing conversation in the face of task demands. The distinction is important because the changes in
performance that result from short classroom interventions are more likely to be visible than changes in
development. But even when the performance changes it is important, particularly in an EAP classroom
where students have to present, explain and defend ideas under time constraints.

The writing dimension is the same. The research on academic discourse would indicate that the language
of the university is influenced by genre, audience, and expectations for a particular discipline (Hyland
2009a, 2009Db). The students in this task were not writing a finished essay, but they were practising similar
skills: structuring information, articulating choices, and developing a rationale. The support provided by
the task of note-taking and oral explanation, both in the same direction, indicated that the learners could
convert their raw ideas into structured academic language.

The other good thing about the intervention is that it was based on content that was relevant to the local
context. The eco-friendly travel of Thilisi is not just a random call to action; it is a call to reason with the
learner about transport, heritage, and sustainability. Task relevance is important because when students
can visualize the decision that they are being asked to make in the real world, they tend to pay more
attention to the task. The local context also reduces the barrier to participation: students do not need to
be experts in the area to make a contribution, but they must also think carefully to make their plans viable.

Lastly, this study indicates that shorter tasks can be particularly helpful for teachers who require scalable
routines in class. In most university curricula, a 4-hour block is a realistic time period, with only minor
changes needed to the design for other themes. The topic may shift, but the structure remains the same:
individual preparation, role-specific collaboration, consensus building, and public reporting. This makes
the model a practical one rather than an extraordinary one.

6.1. Limitations and future research

The study is not generalizable due to the small sample size, the relatively brief time of the study, and the
single-site design. It also uses descriptions and not inferential statistics, and the results should be
interpreted as a diagnostic and not as a causal statement for general application. Also, it is context-rich
and reflective, but not a controlled comparison, and the comparative observational note.

These limitations could be overcome in future studies by incorporating delayed posttests, larger samples,
and parallel comparison groups. It would also be interesting to make a comparison between homogeneous
and interdisciplinary task groups as the findings of the present study indicate that some of the
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characteristics that most positively influence negotiation is the disciplinary discrepancy. In a subsequent
study, the effect on lexical range and oral fluency could be investigated for delayed post-learning periods.

An alternative productive activity that could be pursued next would be to study the task at different levels
of proficiency or in other EAP modules. It would be particularly helpful to know if there is a difference
in learning gain from tightly scaffolded prompts for lower-proficiency learners and whether there is a
difference in synthesis quality for higher-proficiency learners when the content load is greater. The
questions would enhance the model but not alter its fundamental logic.

7. Conclusion

Based on this micro-level exploratory study, it is recommended that structured interdisciplinary
collaboration can be used to enhance the performance development in an EAP classroom in the short
term. The task promoted an interdependency of positive task relationships, meaning negotiation and
perceptible improvement in oral fluency and lexical range in performance. The written notes also indicate
that students were able to transition from disorganized ideas to a more coherent planning product when
they started to work together.

The study does not guarantee long-term acquisition in one session. It does demonstrate, however, that
well-designed, collaborative, short tasks can foster meaningful language use and evidence-based learner
engagement. The small episodes are of importance here: when clarification requests were made, they
resulted in reformulation; when there was disagreement, there was explanation; and when there was
explanation, there was a more precise group decision. These are precisely the micro-processes that are
educationally valuable for classroom collaboration.

Finally, that the task worked well is related to the fact that it involved a number of strengths at one time.
It was not too long to fit into real classroom time, but not too short to not allow for actual problem
solving. It was multidisciplinary, so a student couldn't finish it without listening to others. It was
communicative, and language was necessary to achieve success. Therefore, the study confirms the
general conclusion that students will benefit a lot when they are encouraged to think, compare,
synthesize, and make decisions together in EAP classrooms.

To sum up the results of the study, the following three related findings are emphasized. First, the task
caused recurring language related incidents indicating that students not only exchanged ideas but were
aware of and corrected language in real time. Second, planning and talking went in the same direction;
the notes and the talk were mutually supportive. Thirdly, the students were receptive, though the task
needed teacher supervision to ensure balance in participation. These are modest results, but collectively
illustrate the potential for a brief intervention to create a fruitful academic language environment.

As a result of the intervention having a number of linked effects, the intervention can be used again
within a semester as a re-occurring module, not as a one-off event. These behaviors — clearer note-
making, faster peer negotiation, and more confident presentation language — are likely to be reinforced
through repetition. It may be a different topic every time, but the structure could be the same. That's a
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practical strength for EAP teachers, since, as already mentioned, a good task is one that is not only
interesting once, but one that can be reused, adapted, and easily connected to various units of the syllabus.

8. Implications for Practice

Collaborative tasks in EAP should be cognitively demanding, interdisciplinary, and outcome-oriented.
Complexity and asymmetry increase communicative pressure and lead to deeper processing. Teachers
should assign roles, monitor participation, and guide students toward explanation, reformulation, and
consensus-building.

Assessment should include both collaborative processes and linguistic outcomes. When students know
that participation, negotiation, and synthesis are part of the evaluation, they are more likely to contribute
meaningfully. Short collaborative modules can be added to regular instruction without requiring a full
semester-long project, which makes the model flexible and realistic for higher education contexts.

One especially useful classroom practice is to require each student to bring one discipline-specific idea
and one feasibility constraint to the group. That small requirement increases accountability without
making the activity feel overly controlled. Another useful practice is to build a short note-review stage
between group discussion and presentation, because that step helps students transform scattered ideas
into a coherent oral report. These small design choices fit the broader results of the study: they preserve
spontaneity, but they also make collaboration more visible and more educationally productive.

The Statement Regarding the Usage of Al

The authors used Grammarly solely for language refinement, grammar correction, and improving
readability. All research design, data collection, analysis, interpretation of findings, and final editorial
decisions were conducted by the authors. The authors take full responsibility for the content of the
manuscript.
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