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supported learning, collaborative during group discussions. A qualitative research design
interaction quality, group dynamics, was employed with 20 third-semester English education

SPEAK-BOT k ; i i
framewor students at Universitas Teuku Umar, Indonesia. The

Students were organized into four small groups and

engaged in structured speaking tasks that required

consulting chatbot prompts as discussion starters. The

instruments used in this research were an audio recorder
for data collection, a thematic coding framework for discourse analysis, and a rubric-
based scoring sheet to evaluate participants” performance. The data were analyzed using
discourse analysis and rubric-based scoring supported by descriptive statistics. The
findings revealed a clear variation across groups. One group achieved very high
interaction quality, marked by equal participation, deep elaboration, and strong cohesion.
Two groups performed moderately, each showing strengths in some dimensions but gaps
in others. One group demonstrated weak collaboration, relying heavily on chatbot output
and producing fragmented discussions. The results suggest that the SPEAK-BOT
framework has the potential to foster richer collaboration when learners use Al critically,
but risks weakening interaction when prompts are adopted passively. The study
contributes by reframing Al not as a substitute for peer dialogue but as a pedagogical
mediator that can strengthen collaborative speaking pedagogy.
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INTRODUCTION
Speaking is widely recognized as one of the most essential yet difficult skills in
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) learning. Unlike reading or listening, which mainly

involve comprehension of input, or writing, which allows time for revision, speaking
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requires learners to produce language in real time (Essien et al., 2024). Students must
manage grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, and intonation simultaneously, while also
paying attention to meaning, context, and the reactions of their interlocutors. For many
learners, this creates anxiety and hesitation, leading to silence or very limited
contributions in class discussions. In EFL contexts where exposure to English outside the
classroom is minimal, the challenge becomes even greater. Teachers and researchers have
long tried to design activities that support learners in developing fluency, accuracy, and
communicative competence in speaking. Traditional speaking tasks such as role play,
debates, and group discussions have been widely used to provide opportunities for
practice (Murtisari et al., 2020). However, these activities sometimes fail to fully engage all
students. In many classrooms, participation is unequal: confident learners dominate,
while weaker or shy learners remain passive. As a result, the potential of collaborative
speaking tasks is not always realized. The central challenge for pedagogy is therefore not
only how to help students speak more accurately or fluently, but also how to create
conditions where learners can interact collaboratively (Eisenring et al., 2024).

At the same time, language education is undergoing a transformation due to the
rapid development of digital technology and Artificial Intelligence (AI). Artificial
Intelligence (AI) has become an important area in the field of language education. Unlike
earlier technologies that relied mainly on static materials, Al systems offer dynamic,
responsive, and adaptive interaction with learners (Arumugam, 2025). The most visible
form of Al in education is the chatbot, a program designed to simulate human
conversation. Al tools, especially conversational chatbots such as ChatGPT, Bing Al, or
other educational bots, now provide new ways for learners to access authentic input,
practice interaction, and receive feedback (Siregar, 2022). Unlike earlier digital tools that
were limited to multiple-choice exercises or static content, Al chatbots simulate a human
interlocutor, offering responses that are immediate, flexible, and context-sensitive. They
can answer questions, generate prompts, suggest corrections, and even play the role of
conversation partners. This technological change has attracted increasing attention in EFL
research and practice. Many studies have shown that Al chatbots can support learners’
fluency, helping them to speak more smoothly by providing models of natural
conversation (Khalil et al., 2019). Other studies highlight improvements in accuracy, since
chatbots can correct grammatical mistakes or provide examples of correct usage. Learners

often report higher motivation because interaction with Al feels less threatening than
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speaking to teachers or peers. Chatbots are patient, non-judgmental, and available
anytime, reducing learners’ anxiety (Baek et al., 2025).

Chatbots can engage learners in dialogues, generate questions, provide models of
sentences, or suggest corrections. For example, learners can ask a chatbot to act as a travel
agent, customer, or debate partner, creating simulated contexts that resemble authentic
communication. Beyond chatbots, intelligent tutoring systems (ITS) represent another
strand of Al in education. These systems are designed to diagnose learner needs and
adapt tasks accordingly (Arumugam, 2025). In language learning, ITS can analyze errors,
track progress, and provide individualized exercises. They are often used for grammar
training, vocabulary practice, or reading comprehension. A broader term, Al-assisted
pedagogy, refers to the integration of Al tools into structured teaching and learning
processes (Vibhavi et al., 2024). This includes not only using Al for individual practice but
embedding it into classroom activities, assessment, and collaborative tasks. Al-assisted
pedagogy emphasizes the role of teachers in guiding how Al is used. Teachers are not
replaced but act as mediators, ensuring that AI interaction is meaningful and
pedagogically sound (Erguvan, 2021). This perspective is particularly relevant to the
present study, which does not treat Al as a stand-alone tool but as a component of a larger
framework for collaborative speaking practice (Safar & Anggraheni, 2024).

In relating this issue to learning, there are several related collaborative learning
theories. Language learning is fundamentally a social process. Theories of collaborative
learning provide a strong foundation for understanding why interaction matters in EFL
classrooms. One of the most influential perspectives comes from Lev Vygotsky’s Zone of
Proximal Development (ZPD). According to this concept, learners can achieve higher
levels of performance when working with peers or teachers than when working alone.
Interaction provides scaffolding that supports learners in completing tasks slightly
beyond their independent ability. When learners negotiate meaning, ask questions, and
receive feedback from peers, they operate within their ZPD and gradually internalize new
skills (Koriat, 2015). Social Constructivism further explains that knowledge is co-
constructed through interaction. Learning is not simply the transfer of information from
teacher to student, but a collaborative process in which meaning is built collectively. In
EFL speaking classes, this means that students learn not only by practicing individual
sentences but by engaging in discussions where ideas are shaped, contested, and refined

together.
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Interaction theory adds that communication itself is a driver of language acquisition
(Yoo et al., 2022). Learners acquire language as they participate in conversational
exchanges that require comprehension, production, and negotiation. Through interaction,
they notice gaps in their language, attempt repairs, and receive input that is modified to
their level. Collaborative speaking activities such as group discussions or problem-solving
tasks provide opportunities for this kind of meaningful interaction (Arochman et al.,
2023). Together, these theories emphasize that learning is maximized when students
participate actively in group work, share turns, and co-construct meaning. They highlight
why interaction quality —not only the quantity of speech —should be a central concern of
pedagogy (Safar & Anggraheni, 2024).

While many studies measure speaking ability in terms of fluency and accuracy,
interaction quality offers a broader lens to evaluate communication. Interaction quality
refers to how well participants engage with each other during a task (Azman & Johari,
2022). Four common indicators are often used: (1) Turn-taking - Effective collaboration
requires balanced participation (Alrashedi, 2020). High-quality interaction is seen when
members share speaking opportunities fairly and no one dominates or remains silent; (2)
Elaboration - Learners do not simply provide short answers but expand on ideas, add
details, or introduce new perspectives. Elaboration shows deeper processing of language
and content; (3) Responsiveness - Strong interaction quality is marked by students
responding directly to what others say, building connections between contributions, and
showing that they listen actively; and (4) Cohesion - Group discussions that maintain a
sense of unity, support, and continuity demonstrate cohesion. Learners encourage each
other, follow the same line of thought, and co-construct meaning rather than producing
disconnected statements (Yoestara & Ismail, 2023). These indicators move beyond
linguistic correctness and provide a way to analyze the social and collaborative
dimensions of speaking tasks. They are particularly important when evaluating how Al
influences group work, because Al may affect not only what students say but how they
interact with each other (Ismail & Sabrina, 2023).

However, most existing research focuses primarily on individual learning outcomes
such as fluency, accuracy, vocabulary development, or learner motivation. Much less
attention has been paid to what happens when AI chatbots are integrated into
collaborative classroom contexts. Speaking is inherently social. Real-world
communication usually happens in groups, not only in one-to-one exchanges. In

classrooms, group work is a central pedagogical strategy to promote peer learning,
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encourage negotiation of meaning, and provide richer opportunities for practice. Yet the
influence of Al on group dynamics and collaborative interaction quality is still
underexplored.

Several studies have been done under the topics of using Al chatbots in language
learning. Huang, et al. (2022) conducted a systematic review of 25 empirical studies on
chatbot-supported language learning. Using an inductive grounded approach and
Garrison’s social presence framework, they examined the technological, pedagogical, and
social affordances of chatbots. Findings revealed three technological strengths: timeliness,
ease of use, and personalization. Five pedagogical uses were identified: chatbots as
interlocutors, simulations, transmission tools, helplines, and recommendation providers.
They also promoted social presence through affective, open, and coherent
communication. However, challenges included technological limitations, cognitive load,
and the novelty effect. The study proposed initial design principles for implementing
chatbots in language education. Besides, Harisha, et al. (2024) investigated the
effectiveness of chatbots in English language learning with undergraduate students at
UIN Sultan Maulana Hasanuddin Banten. Using a qualitative descriptive design, they
collected data through questionnaires from 30 students and conducted interviews with 3
participants. Findings emphasized the benefits of chatbots in providing speedy, tailored
assistance, improving accessibility, and supporting individualized learning. However, the
study also highlighted constraints such as potential errors and platform limitations.
Overall, the authors concluded that chatbots have strong potential to enhance English
language acquisition when used critically and effectively in instructional contexts. Last,
Safar & Anggraheni (2024) investigated how Al chatbots affect language learning and
cognitive load among 60 university learners through a mixed-methods study. Over a
three-week period, participants” language proficiency —especially conversational fluency
and vocabulary —was assessed before and after chatbot use. Results showed significant
improvements in both areas. However, learners reported a moderate cognitive load,
primarily due to the challenge of engaging in real-time conversation while processing
feedback. Importantly, reported cognitive load varied with individual factors like prior
proficiency and familiarity with Al tools. The study concludes that AI chatbots can
effectively support language learning, provided cognitive load is thoughtfully managed
(Lee & Hahn, 2024).

Collectively, the reviewed studies emphasize individual learning outcomes such as

fluency, accuracy, vocabulary development, learner perceptions, or cognitive load. None
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of them directly investigate how chatbots function within group-based speaking activities
or how they shape the quality of collaborative interaction among peers (Izzati et al., 2020).
This leaves a gap in understanding the social dimension of Al-assisted pedagogy. The
current study addresses this unexplored area by examining group dynamics and
collaborative interaction quality —specifically turn-taking, elaboration, responsiveness,
and cohesion —within the SPEAK-BOT framework, which positions chatbot prompts not
as answers but as catalysts for peer discussion in EFL classrooms. Filling this gap is
crucial, as collaborative speaking mirrors authentic communication and determines how
effectively learners can transfer classroom interaction into real-world language use (Ma,
2023).

Building on this gap, the novelty of this study lies in its shift from the individual to
the collective. Rather than asking only how AI supports accuracy or vocabulary, it
investigates how Al can be embedded in group activities through the SPEAK-BOT
framework. SPEAK-BOT is not a chatbot itself, but a pedagogical design that integrates
chatbot interaction into structured classroom practice. Here, chatbot prompts serve as
starting points for peer dialogue, positioning Al as a catalyst for collaboration rather than
a substitute for human interaction. This focus is significant because successful group
learning depends not on the quantity of speech alone, but on balanced participation,
responsiveness, elaboration, and cohesion. By foregrounding these dimensions, the study
offers a fresh lens to evaluate the impact of Al in EFL classroom:s.

This study also highlights the dual role of Al in pedagogy: it can enrich discussion
or, if overused, reduce interaction to mechanical exchanges. When students depend too
heavily on chatbot output, collaboration weakens; but when Al prompts are framed
through the SPEAK-BOT framework as material to adapt and debate, they become
triggers for meaningful dialogue. This reframing is the core innovation of the study,
positioning Al as a mediator of collective learning rather than a source of ready-made
sentences (Premkumar et al., 2024). The study further contributes to debates on ethics and
digital literacy by acknowledging risks —such as dependency, bias, and misinformation—
while showing how teacher mediation and critical use can address them. By combining
pedagogical design, collaborative theory, and ethical awareness, this research
distinguishes itself from prior work.

Based on the rationale above, the guiding research question is:

To what extent is collaborative interaction quality reflected in student conversations

stimulated by the chatbot within the SPEAK-BOT framework?

P-ISSN: 2355-004X E-ISSN: 2502-6801 | 126



Veni Nella Syahputri, Nyak Mutia Ismail, Cut Nabilla Kesha (2025). GEE]. Vol. 12(2) PP. 121-138

This question directs the study toward interactional processes rather than
individual outcomes, shifting the focus from language products to group dynamics. In
doing so, the study seeks to deepen understanding of how AI can be integrated into

pedagogy to strengthen collaboration.

METHOD

This study employed an exploratory qualitative design to investigate how the
SPEAK-BOT framework influences group dynamics and the quality of collaborative
interaction among EFL learners. Furthermore, the study incorporated descriptive
quantitative elements by scoring interaction quality using a Likert-based rubric. The
participants in this study were third-semester students enrolled in the Language
Education Department at Universitas Teuku Umar, Aceh, Indonesia. Data collected from
the 20 students who were taking a compulsory speaking course. The selection of third-
semester students was intentional. The students had already completed basic speaking
courses and were familiar with pair and group activities, but they still faced challenges in
fluency, confidence, and collaborative speaking. This made them an appropriate group to
explore how Al-supported frameworks might enhance their interaction quality. The
students were divided into small groups of five, resulting in a total of four groups for
observation and analysis. Participation was voluntary, and informed consent was
obtained from all students. They were assured that their performance would not affect
their course grades, and data would be anonymized to protect privacy.

The instrument used for data collection was a rubric for collaborative interaction
quality (Stuckey, 2015). This rubric was developed to evaluate the quality of interaction
within each group. The rubric included four dimensions commonly identified in the
literature: turn-taking, elaboration, responsiveness, and cohesion. Each dimension was
scored on a five-point Likert scale, where 1 indicated very low quality (e.g., domination
by one student, minimal responsiveness) and 5 indicated very high quality (e.g., balanced
turns, deep elaboration, strong cohesion). The rubric served both as an observational tool

for the researchers and as a framework for analyzing transcripts.

Table 1. collaborative interaction quality ((Bruner, 2006), (Leahey, 2012), and (Vygotsky,

1978))
_ - 3= . 5 =Very
Dimension Lolw_glf:lyi zQu:l(i)w Moderate 4Qu§111igh High
ty ty Quality ty Quality
Turn-taking  One student Uneven Some Turns are All
dominates; participation; sharing of fairly well members
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_ _ 3= - 5= Very
Dimension Lolw_gtf:lyity ZQIJ:I(::; Moderate 4Q_u?lli§;/l High
Quality Quality
others mostly limited turns, but distributed, share
silent. contribution  still most members speaking
from weaker unbalanced. contribute. time equally
members. and actively.
Elaboration Responses Occasional Moderate Frequent Consistent,
are minimal; elaboration elaboration elaboration; in-depth
no expansion but mostly with some students elaboration;
of ideas. short or details, but expand and ideas are
surface-level  not add relevant developed,
answers. sustained. details. extended,
and
enriched.
Responsiven Little or no Limited Some Regularly Highly
ess response to acknowledg  responsive responds  to responsive;
peers; ment of moves but peers, shows peers build
comments peers’ often understanding on each
are isolated. contributions  disconnected , and connects other’s
ideas. input
seamlessly.
Cohesion Discussion Weak Moderate Strong Very strong
feels cohesion; cohesion; cohesion; cohesion;
fragmented;  ideas are some linking ideas linked group
no sense of disconnected butalso gaps clearly and shows
group unity.  and lack in flow. supportive unity,
continuity. atmosphere. mutual
support,
and co-
construction

of meaning.

The rubric was developed by adapting insights from Long’s Interaction Hypothesis
(1996), which emphasizes negotiation of meaning during conversational exchanges,
Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory (1978), which highlights the importance of collaboration
and scaffolding within the Zone of Proximal Development, and interaction analysis
frameworks such as Flanders (1970), which provide systematic categories for evaluating
participation and discourse patterns in classroom interaction.

The procedure of collecting data involve some phases. First, students were
introduced to the SPEAK-BOT framework, including how to use chatbot prompts
responsibly as triggers for discussion. They were reminded that the chatbot output was
not the “answer” but material to be adapted, debated, or elaborated in their groups.
Second, students were assigned a discussion task relevant to their course content, such as
planning an English Day event or debating solutions to an environmental issue. Groups
were instructed to begin by consulting SPEAK-BOT for initial prompts or example

sentences. After receiving these prompts, the groups continued the discussion among
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themselves, integrating, adapting, or critiquing the Al-generated material. At the end of
the session, students provided short written reflections on how they used chatbot
prompts and how they felt about the group collaboration. These reflections supported the
interpretation of data found in rubric.

The data were analyzed using a thematic coding and quantitative scoring. Initially,
all audio recordings were transcribed verbatim. The transcripts included not only the
words spoken but also pauses, overlaps, and other markers of interaction. Discourse
analysis was applied to examine how students managed their group discussions. This
involved identifying sequences of turn-taking, examples of elaboration, and instances of
responsiveness or lack thereof. Particular attention was given to how chatbot prompts
entered the flow of conversation —whether they were simply repeated, adapted, or used
as springboards for further dialogue. After the initial discourse analysis, transcripts were
subjected to thematic coding. Codes were developed both deductively (based on the four
dimensions of interaction quality) and inductively (emerging from the data). For example,
deductive codes included categories such as “balanced turn-taking” or “surface-level
elaboration,” while inductive codes included themes like “over-reliance on chatbot
output” or “peer encouragement through humor.” Thematic coding allowed the
researchers to identify recurring patterns and contrasts across different groups. To
complete the qualitative findings, each group’s interaction was scored using the rubric for
collaborative interaction quality. Two raters independently evaluated the recordings and
transcripts, assigning scores for each dimension on the 1-5 Likert scale. Inter-rater
reliability was calculated to ensure consistency. The resulting scores were analyzed
descriptively, producing averages and ranges for each dimension. These descriptive
statistics provided a general picture of interaction quality across the eight groups and
helped highlight which aspects were strongest or weakest.

Triangulation was applied by combining multiple data sources to ensure the
trustworthiness: transcripts, rubric scores, and student reflections. Inter-rater reliability
between the two scorers strengthened the credibility of the quantitative rubric results.
Additionally, this study adhered to ethical research standards. Participants were informed
about the purpose of the research and their right to withdraw at any time. Anonymity
was guaranteed by replacing names with codes in transcripts and reports. Since chatbot
interaction involved no personal data storage, there was no risk of privacy violation from
the Al tool. Still, students were reminded to avoid sharing sensitive information during

sessions.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Results

The results of this study provide insight into how the SPEAK-BOT framework
influenced collaborative interaction quality among third-semester EFL learners. By
examining turn-taking, elaboration, responsiveness, and cohesion across four groups, the
findings reveal distinct patterns of group dynamics, ranging from highly collaborative
exchanges to fragmented discussions. These variations highlight both the potential and
the limitations of Al-supported pedagogy in speaking classes. In the following section, the
results are presented in detail, followed by a discussion that interprets them in light of

collaborative learning theories, interaction frameworks, and previous studies on Al in

language education.

Table 2. Results of Collaborative Interaction Quality (Groups 1-4)

Dimension Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4

Turn-taking 4 - Turns fairly 3 - Some 5 - All members 2 - Uneven
distributed, sharing of turns, shared time participation;
most members but one stronger equally and weaker members
contributed. member often actively. rarely spoke.

dominated.

Elaboration 3 - Some 4 - Frequent 5 - Consistent, 2 - Mostly short
elaboration but  elaboration with  in-depth answers with
not always added details, elaboration; minimal
sustained. though uneven  ideas developed development.

across members.  fully.

Responsiveness 4 - Regular 3 - Some 5 - Highly 2 - Limited
responses and responses but responsive; acknowledgment
connections, often peers built of peers; ideas
some minor disconnected; seamlessly on often isolated.
gaps. limited follow-  each other’s

up. input.

Cohesion 3 - Moderate 4 - Strong 5 - Very strong 2 - Weak
cohesion; some cohesion, ideas cohesion; unity cohesion;
linking but linked clearly and co- fragmented
occasional gaps. with supportive  construction discussion

atmosphere. evident. without flow.

From the table above, it is learned that collaborative interaction quality across the
four groups revealed clear variation in how students engaged with each other when using
the SPEAK-BOT framework. Overall, the findings show that while some groups were able
to use chatbot prompts as effective triggers for collaboration, others struggled to move
beyond surface-level responses and displayed weaker patterns of group interaction.
Group 1 achieved an average quality score of 3.5, which falls between moderate and high.

The group demonstrated balanced participation, with most members contributing and
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turns fairly well distributed. Responsiveness was also strong, as members often
acknowledged and built on peers’ comments. However, elaboration remained limited;
ideas were expanded occasionally but not consistently sustained. Cohesion was moderate,
as the discussion sometimes lacked continuity despite general group effort. Group 2, also
with an average score of 3.5, performed similarly to Group 1 but with different strengths
and weaknesses. The group showed frequent elaboration and strong cohesion, suggesting
that ideas were often extended and the group maintained a supportive atmosphere. Yet,
turn-taking was less balanced, as one or two students dominated the interaction, while
weaker members contributed less. Responsiveness was also uneven, with several
comments not fully connected to previous turns.

Group 3 emerged as the strongest group, with an average score of 5 across all
dimensions. This group achieved highly collaborative interaction where all members
shared speaking turns equally, elaborated ideas in depth, and responded seamlessly to
each other’s contributions. Cohesion was very strong, and the discussion reflected a
collective effort in meaning-making. This suggests that SPEAK-BOT prompts were
effectively used as springboards for co-construction of knowledge. Group 4, in contrast,
obtained the lowest average score of 2. The group displayed weak interaction quality,
with one member dominating and others remaining largely silent. Responses were short
and isolated, elaboration was minimal, and cohesion was lacking, resulting in fragmented
discussion. This indicates that the group relied on chatbot input without effectively
engaging in peer collaboration. In sum, the results show that the SPEAK-BOT framework
can foster high-quality interaction, but its impact depends on how groups manage
participation, responsiveness, and the use of Al prompts.

Below is the chart showing collaborative interaction quality across the four groups.
It compares scores for Turn-taking, Elaboration, Responsiveness, and Cohesion on the 1-5

Likert scale.
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Collaborative Interaction Quality across Groups

= Turn-taking

W Elaboration

B Responsiveness
Cohesion

Score (1-5 Likert scale)

Group 1

Group 2 Group 3
Groups

Figure 1. Collaborative interaction quality

Group 4

In addition, Figure 2 below illustrates the average scores of collaborative interaction
quality across the four groups. The chart provides a clear overview of how each group
performed in terms of turn-taking, elaboration, responsiveness, and cohesion,
summarized into a single mean value. By presenting the results in this way, it becomes
easier to identify patterns of group dynamics and compare relative strengths and
weaknesses. The visualization highlights the overall contrast between high-performing
and low-performing groups, offering an accessible representation of interaction quality

under the SPEAK-BOT framework.

Average Collaborative Interaction Quality by Group

5.0

N w ~

Average Score (1-5 Likert scale)

un

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4
Groups

Figure 2. Average collaborative interaction quality across the four groups

The average scores of collaborative interaction quality highlight clear contrasts
among the four groups. Group 3 stood out with a perfect mean of 5.0, indicating very
high-quality collaboration across all dimensions. Members of this group distributed turns
equally, elaborated ideas in depth, responded seamlessly to one another, and maintained

strong cohesion throughout their discussion. In contrast, Group 4 obtained the lowest
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mean score of 2.0, reflecting weak collaboration. Their discussion was fragmented, with
uneven participation, minimal elaboration, and limited responsiveness, showing a
tendency to rely heavily on chatbot prompts without deeper peer engagement. Both
Group 1 and Group 2 achieved mid-level averages of 3.5, but with different strengths and
weaknesses: Group 1 showed balanced turn-taking and responsiveness but lacked
consistent elaboration and cohesion, while Group 2 demonstrated stronger elaboration
and cohesion yet suffered from uneven participation. These variations suggest that while
the SPEAK-BOT framework has the potential to stimulate collaborative interaction, its
effectiveness depends on how groups negotiate participation and use Al-generated

prompts as triggers for dialogue rather than final answers.

Discussion

The primary purpose of this study was to investigate how the SPEAK-BOT
framework influences group dynamics and the quality of collaborative interaction in EFL
speaking classrooms. While previous research on Al in education has often highlighted
individual benefits such as improved fluency, accuracy, and vocabulary growth, this
study contributes by focusing on the collective dimension of speaking pedagogy.
Specifically, it emphasizes how chatbot-generated prompts, when integrated through a
pedagogical framework, can stimulate group discussion and enhance or hinder
collaboration. By directing attention to interaction quality —measured through turn-
taking, elaboration, responsiveness, and cohesion—this study provides a novel
contribution to the growing field of Al-assisted pedagogy. The findings extend the
discussion from individual practice with Al toward its role as a mediator of peer
collaboration in classroom contexts. The study employed an exploratory qualitative
design with descriptive quantitative support. Participants were third-semester EFL
students at Universitas Teuku Umar, divided into four small groups. Each group engaged
in speaking tasks that required them to consult chatbot prompts within the SPEAK-BOT
framework before developing their own discussions. Group interactions were audio-
recorded, transcribed, and analyzed using three approaches: discourse analysis to
examine conversational features, thematic coding to identify patterns of interaction, and
rubric-based scoring to provide measurable indicators of collaborative quality. The rubric,
developed from established theories of interaction and sociocultural learning, assessed
four dimensions — turn-taking, elaboration, responsiveness, and cohesion—on a five-point

Likert scale.
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The results showed significant variation among the four groups. Group 3 achieved
the highest performance, scoring consistently at the maximum level across all dimensions.
Their interaction was marked by equal participation, in-depth elaboration of ideas, strong
responsiveness, and high cohesion. Group 4, in contrast, performed weakest, with low
scores on every dimension, demonstrating uneven participation, minimal elaboration,
poor responsiveness, and fragmented cohesion. Groups 1 and 2 fell in the mid-range with
average scores of 3.5, though their strengths differed. Group 1 demonstrated balanced
turn-taking and strong responsiveness but weaker elaboration and cohesion, whereas
Group 2 showed strong elaboration and cohesion but uneven participation and weaker
responsiveness. These results suggest that while the framework has potential to foster
collaborative interaction, its impact varies depending on how groups manage
participation and use chatbot prompts. The findings align with key insights from
Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory (1978) and the Zone of Proximal Development
(ZPD)(Vygotsky, 1978), which emphasize that learners achieve more when supported
through collaboration and scaffolding. Group 3 exemplified this principle, as students
worked within each other’s ZPD, building ideas collectively and achieving higher-quality
interaction. In contrast, Group 4 showed limited scaffolding and peer support, resulting in
weak collaboration.

The results also support Premkumar's et al. (2024) finding which argues that
negotiation of meaning during interaction promotes language learning. Groups that
responded to each other’s contributions and elaborated on ideas (especially Group 3)
demonstrated precisely the kind of negotiation Long describes. Conversely, Group 4’s
lack of responsiveness reduced opportunities for negotiation, limiting learning potential.
Furthermore, the study connects with Social Constructivism, which frames learning as a
co-construction of knowledge through social interaction. The varying levels of cohesion
across groups illustrate how the social context strongly shapes learning outcomes (Belda-
Medina & Calvo-Ferrer, 2022). Cohesive groups were able to co-construct meaning, while
fragmented groups failed to achieve the same level of depth.

Several explanations can account for the patterns observed. First, the strong
performance of Group 3 may be attributed to their ability to use chatbot prompts as
springboards rather than final answers. By adapting and debating Al output, they
maintained active engagement with peers, which strengthened all dimensions of
interaction quality. This reflects findings from previous studies, such as those highlighting

how chatbot prompts can enhance motivation and stimulate dialogue when used
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critically. Second, the weaker performance of Group 4 suggests the risk of over-reliance
on Al, which has also been reported in earlier research. Some studies note that learners
tend to copy chatbot responses without deeper elaboration, leading to superficial
interaction. The same pattern emerged here, where students leaned too heavily on Al-
generated sentences, resulting in fragmented discussions and weak cohesion, as found by
(Lau et al., 2024).

Comparing these findings with earlier studies reveals both similarities and
differences. Similar to previous research, this study confirms that chatbots can reduce
anxiety and encourage participation, particularly for less confident learners. Evidence
from Group 1 supports this, as weaker members contributed more confidently when
supported by prompts. However, unlike many earlier studies that primarily assessed
individual fluency and accuracy, this research demonstrates that the collective
dimension —interaction quality —may not improve automatically with chatbot
integration, as mentioned by Zhang & Zheng. 2024) and Wahid et al. (2024). The
contrasting performances of Groups 3 and 4 show that Al alone does not guarantee
collaborative learning; rather, its effectiveness depends on how it is framed pedagogically
and how learners choose to engage with it. Another difference lies in the explicit focus on
group dynamics. While previous studies often highlight learner-chatbot interaction, this
study positions chatbot use within a framework of peer discussion. This positioning is
crucial, because it shows that Al can be intentionally designed to stimulate collaboration
rather than replace it. By structuring chatbot prompts as triggers for peer talk, the SPEAK-
BOT framework addresses the gap identified in prior literature, which often overlooked
the social dimension of classroom interaction. Finally, the differences among groups
illustrate the context-dependent nature of Al integration. Cultural factors, group
composition, and student personalities may all influence how chatbot prompts are used.
For instance, a dominant student in Group 2 affected turn-taking, while supportive
humor in Group 3 enhanced cohesion. These findings suggest that the success of Al-
assisted frameworks is not only technological but also deeply social, shaped by the
interaction of tools, tasks, and participants.

The findings of this study imply that the integration of Al into speaking pedagogy
must go beyond individual practice. The contrast between highly collaborative groups
and weaker ones shows that Al can either enhance or undermine peer interaction. This
means teachers and institutions need to treat Al not simply as a language tool but as part

of a pedagogical design that shapes how students learn together. For teachers, the
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implication is clear: SPEAK-BOT or similar frameworks should be used to stimulate
discussion rather than supply answers. Teachers should train learners to adapt, critique,
and extend chatbot prompts so that collaboration is preserved. For students, the results
imply that effective group work requires active participation, responsiveness, and
cohesion, not passive reliance on technology. At the broader level, the study implies that
policymakers and curriculum designers can recognize Al as a partner in education. When
structured carefully, frameworks like SPEAK-BOT offer a pathway to prepare learners not
only for linguistic competence but also for the collaborative skills demanded in real

communication.

CONCLUSION

This study examined how the SPEAK-BOT framework influences group dynamics
and collaborative interaction quality in EFL speaking classrooms. Unlike much existing
research that has focused mainly on fluency or accuracy, this study emphasized the social
dimension of speaking, analyzing how students shared turns, elaborated ideas, responded
to peers, and built cohesion when chatbot prompts were incorporated into group tasks.
The findings revealed important variations across the four groups. Group 3 demonstrated
very high-quality interaction, with balanced participation, deep elaboration, and strong
cohesion. Groups 1 and 2 performed at a moderate level, each showing particular
strengths but also weaknesses in responsiveness or turn distribution. Group 4, by
contrast, scored lowest, relying heavily on chatbot output without sustaining meaningful
dialogue. These results suggest that the SPEAK-BOT framework is effective when learners
use chatbot prompts critically and collaboratively, but its impact is diminished when
students treat Al responses passively. These findings reinforce sociocultural and
interactionist perspectives on language learning. Group 3 illustrated how scaffolding and
negotiation of meaning can enrich learning, while Group 4 reflected the risks of
dependency and lack of peer support. The implication is that AI must be integrated
thoughtfully: teachers should guide students in adapting and extending chatbot prompts,
and assessments should include interaction quality alongside language accuracy.

The study is not without limitations. The small sample size, limited to third-
semester students from one university, restricts the generalizability of the results. Data
were collected from short-term discussions only, and the focus on audio excluded non-
verbal aspects such as gestures or eye contact, which also influence collaboration. Future

studies should therefore involve larger and more diverse groups, employ longitudinal
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designs, and capture multimodal data to provide a fuller understanding of collaborative
interaction.

Based on these insights, several recommendations can be made. Teachers should
employ frameworks like SPEAK-BOT to ensure chatbot prompts are used as stimuli for
dialogue, not as final answers, while monitoring group dynamics to balance participation.
Students should be encouraged to treat chatbot responses critically, adapting and
debating them to sustain collaboration. Curriculum designers should incorporate
measures of interaction quality into assessment rubrics, recognizing collaboration as a
learning goal. Finally, future research should broaden scope and method, testing Al-

supported frameworks across contexts and over time.
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