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July 2019 Foreword  

Welcome to the July issue of Asian EFL Journal in 2019. Including six research articles and 

two book reviews, this issue explores diverse topics essential to the field of teaching and 

learning English as a second/foreign language. Specifically, the research articles address self-

directed teletandem learning, accents on English listening comprehension, semi-online 

planning on oral production, self-directed writing revision strategies, short study abroad 

program, and pragmatic competence. This issue also covers reviews of books concerning 

corpus linguistics and pragmatics, and reading as well as vocabulary in academic settings. Such 

diversity is also embodied by the inclusion of authors from different geographic regions around 

the globe, well demonstrating the vitality of the Asian EFL community. 

 

This issue opens with a research paper proposed by Satoko Watkins. The study, “Learners’ 

Perceptions of Benefits in a Self-Directed Teletandem Course: An Approach to Encourage EFL 

Learners to Use English Outside the Classroom”, focused on the potential of an outside 

classroom course where learners practiced teletandem with their English-speaking learning 

partners, while performing self-directed language learning tasks. The results revealed positive 

integration of self-directed teletandem courses for language development. Pedagogical 

implications and suggestions for future design and implementation of similar projects are 

provided. 

  

In “Insights into the Effects of Accents on English Listening Comprehension”, Panjanit 

Chaipuapae examined whether the use of nonnative accents affected L2 listeners’ 

comprehension. Special attentions were also given to L2 learners’ attitudes as well as the 

relationship between attuides and listening comprehension performance. While the results were 

mixed, it is helpful for test developers and educational practitioners to make informed decisions 

to include nonnative accents in listening materials. 

 

Toumaj Arian and Homa Jafarpour Mamaghani, in their study titled “Semi-online Planning: 

the Route to Fluency, Complexity, and Accuracy of EFL Learners’ Oral Production”, probed 

into the effects of semi-online planning (combining strategic planning and online planning) on 

EFL learners’ oral production (fluency, complexity, and accuracy) in Iran. The results revealed 



2 
 

the students’ overall enhancement in complexity, accuracy, and fluency, suggesting the 

development as the result of pre-teaching strategies planning. Implications for EFL learners, 

teachers and material developers are discussed. 

 

As regards “A Comparison of Self-Directed Revision Strategies in EFL Writing”, Matthew 

Coomber directed the readers’ attention to how learners carried out self-directed revisions 

(those stimulated not by third-party feedback, but by the writer’s own response to their writing). 

The results indicated that while some students thought self-directed revision effective, others 

found it challenging and demanding. The author cautioned about the necessity of investigating 

into self-directed revision in different educational settings or with students having diverse 

linguistic proficiencies. 

 

Douglas Hamano-Bunce, Rowan Murray, and Barbara Campbell, in “The Effects of a Short 

Study Abroad Programme on Japanese Learners’ L2 Listening”, investigated the potentials of 

a 15-week study abroad programme on the listening development of 12 Japanese learners. 

Analyses of multiple data sources including tests, questionnaire, learner diaries, and semi-

structured interviews showed benefits of such a program on L2 listening and positive 

perceptions perceived the participants. This article offers suggestions for researchers and 

educators who are interested in issues concerning study abroad program and listening 

comprehension.  

 

In the following article entitled “Assessing pragmatic competence: A case of Filipino ESL 

learners”, Rinarose B. Budeng described the development of a pragmatic comprehension test 

and a pragmatic production task for Filipino ESL learners in assessing their pragmatic 

competence along comprehension and production. The results from 70 English pre-service 

teachers revealed difficulties with linguistic forms in their production of speech acts and the 

need for comprehending and producing contextually appropriate utterances.  

 

We also offer to Asian EFL Journal readers two book reviews that cover issues worth 

mentioning. In the first review, Zahra Fakher Ajabshir addressed Jesús Romero-Trillo’s (2016) 

corpus linguistics and pragmatics by showing the importance of digital access to information 

and how this changes the trajectory of language learning. In the second review, Minh Nguyen 

introduced the workbook written for advanced English learners who need to gain essential 

reading skills and vocabulary knowledge to be successful in academic settings.  
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We hope you find the articles in this July 2019 issue to be informative, inspiring, and 

comprehensive. Bearing in mind the contribution to continuous improvement in English 

language instruction around the world, we sincerely hope that this issue helps provide new 

insights into the formulation of future research and innovations for EFL/ESL practitioners in 

cross-border, interdisciplinary, and collaborative manners. We would like to express our 

sincere appreciation to the contributors and reviewers of articles and book reviews who have 

made this issue possible.  

 

 

Jun (Scott) Chen Hsieh 

Graduate Institute of Network Learning Technology 

National Central University, Taiwan 

Guest and Production Editor of the Asian EFL Journal July 2019 Issue 
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Abstract 

This paper examines the potential of an outside classroom course where learners practiced 

teletandem with their English-speaking learning partners, while performing Self-Directed 

Language Learning (SDLL) tasks.  This course was offered to 21 independent learners at a self-

access center of a Japanese university over two semesters for three and five weeks.  Through 

an interpretive analysis of different sets of data (e.g., surveys and interviews), this study 

investigated the learners’ perception of benefits in a teletandem activity for EFL learners, as 

well as the contribution of SDLL support in teletandem context.  The findings revealed that the 

teletandem practice provided the EFL learners with much-needed opportunities to use the 

language they have studied in a low-anxiety environment, and resulted in several learning 

benefits in such linguistic, cultural, and affective areas.  On the other hand, the SDLL tasks 

(e.g., setting goals, planning, and evaluating) and support (learning journal along with learning 

advisor’s feedback) encouraged learners to engage in tasks and promoted their conscious 

reflection of the learning process; thus, they were able to 

improve their learning and control their affective 

matters.  While current studies in teletandem focus more 

on the classroom collaborations, this course indicated an 

Correspondence address:                    

Kanda University of 

International Studies 

1-4-1 Wakaba, Mihama-ku,  

Chiba-shi, Chiba-ken, 

261-0014, Japan 

mailto:watkins-s@kanda.kuis.ac.jp
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alternative approach to support EFL learners for additional communicative practice, even in a 

short duration, and in outside-the-classroom context. 

 

Keywords: Self-directed language learning, learner autonomy, tandem language learning, 

English as a Foreign Language, learner anxiety 

 

Introduction 

As a Learning Advisor (LA) at a Self-Access Learning Center (SALC) at a Japanese university 

specializing in foreign languages and cultures, the researcher assists individual learners’ 

outside-class study and facilitates their language learning needs.  The job of an LA is not to 

give advice, but to listen to learners’ stories and help them be more reflective about various 

aspects of learning (such as cognitive, affective, and behavioral) so as to become more effective 

and autonomous language learners.  One of the approaches that the SALC LAs take to promote 

this is a Self-Directed Language Learning (SDLL) course.  In the course, learners work with 

an individual LA to set their own goals, choose appropriate resources and strategies to attain 

the goals, and create a personal learning plan.  When the plan is developed, they implement it 

in their own scheduled time and place, while recording and reflecting on their learning process 

in a learning journal.   

Through this course, the researcher has seen many learners become empowered and 

accomplish their goals.  Learners can take this course multiple semesters, and in some superior 

cases, the learners’ goals become not only to learn English but to use English as a tool to 

accomplish their life goals. However, not all the learners reach this level of self-efficacy; in 

fact, many struggle in the first semester.  One common issue is that many learners whose goal 

is to improve their speaking skills are often anxious about their ability, and thus they tend to 

study without practicing what they have learned.  In a previous study, the researcher observed 

how a learner increased her awareness of her speaking anxiety and coping strategies through 

writing in a learning journal and receiving an LA’s implicit and explicit mediation; however, 

the enhanced awareness does not always result in immediate action (Watkins, 2015).  It is often 

the case for our learners that they finally learn to control their anxiety just before the end of the 

semester. 

To create more social learning opportunities for anxious learners in the SALC, the 

researcher attended a presentation about a teletandem (online video conferencing between 

learners learning each other’s first language) project at National Autonomous University of 

Mexico (Peña Clavel, 2015).  Introducing English speaking learning partners to anxious self-

directed learners and providing semi-mandatory opportunities to use the language seemed a 
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positive way to build learners’ confidence.  Moreover, other research has revealed the main 

underlying challenge of tandem learning is learners’ undeveloped capacity for learner 

autonomy and had identified the key role of reflection in addressing such an issue (Little & 

Ushioda, 1998; Ushioda, 2000).  Thus, the researcher was interested in finding out not only 

whether integrating a teletandem activity into the SALC’s existing SDLL course would provide 

anxious learners the opportunity to gain confidence in using English but also whether the SDLL 

support would make tandem learning more effective.  Therefore, a “self-directed teletandem 

course” was developed by collaborating with a colleague that teaches Japanese at a Hawaiian 

university. The partnership was established solely at the learner level and not for the course or 

task designs, as the two contexts were disparate.  In other words, the SDLL tasks (such as 

setting personalized goals, documenting, reflecting, and evaluating their learning) were only 

practiced by learners in Japan, while the Japanese teacher in Hawaii utilized teletandem as a 

part of her course work.   

In the process of developing the course, it appeared that most teletandem learning studies 

were conducted as in-class collaborations and not outside the classroom (Tian & Wang, 2010); 

furthermore, none of the studies found reported the integration of SDLL tasks and support into 

teletandem.  Due to this gap in the studies, the researcher expects that the sharing of learners’ 

experience in the self-directed teletandem course over two semesters will be beneficial to 

educators seeking ways to enhance learners’ learning in tandem or in SDLL.  Moreover, as this 

is a small-scale course requiring minimal structural support, the idea can be adapted to support 

anxious individuals in a class or SALC that need extra outside-classroom learning 

opportunities.  Hence, this study is aimed at illustrating learners’ perception of the course 

through an interpretive approach on different sets of data (e.g., surveys, individual interviews, 

learners’ participation records, and observation notes).   

 

Literature Review 

Fostering Learner Autonomy through SDLL 

In the field of language education, Holec (1980) described autonomy as the ability of learners 

to take responsibility and make decisions about their own learning; Little (1991) made the 

cognitive dimension of autonomy more explicit by explaining that it is “a capacity for 

detachment, critical reflection, decision-making, and independent action” (p. 4).  Moreover, a 

social dimension of autonomy was highlighted, in that taking responsibility does not mean 

learning independently. In fact, knowledge is often socially constructed, and negotiation of the 

learning process with others is an essential skill for an effective learner (Benson, 2011; Little, 
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2007; Murray, 2014).  Aoki (2018) explained the significance of autonomy in learning a foreign 

language due to the fact that individuals' learning environments, purposes, and needs differ; 

therefore, it is ideal that learners design their own learning.   

In order to carry out such autonomous learning, learners need to develop some necessary 

skills and often require some sort of “learner training.”  The term learner training is often seen 

as problematic, as “training” implies something being taught to a learner by someone.  Instead 

of being taught how to carry out learning, Holec (1980) suggested that learners must train 

themselves and practice self-directed learning itself.  Self-directed learning is often associated 

with autonomous learning as its focus is enabling the learners to take control of their own 

learning and making decisions about contents, methods, and evaluation (Benson, 2011).  Kato 

and Mynard (2016) described learner training through SDLL practice more specifically as “a 

combination of reflecting on previous learning, sharing experiences with others, considering 

alternatives, being exposed to different ways of learning, and trialing and appropriating forms 

of learning that work best for an individual or situation” (p. 243). Some of the main tools 

recommended to support SDLL are language advising (Mynard & Carson, 2012); personalized 

learning plans (Kato & Mynard, 2016); portfolio development (Little, 2005); and logbooks, 

learner journals, and diaries (Dam, 2009; Ma & Oxford, 2014).  These tools promote learners’ 

conscious reflection and use of metacognitive strategies, which involve planning, reflecting, 

monitoring, and evaluating the learning and its process (Benson, 2011). Through such practice 

of SDLL and conscious reflection, the learners obtain the skills to analyze their own needs, 

prioritize tasks, and control motivations and other affective factors of learning, thus becoming 

more autonomous in language learning. 

 

Challenges of SDLL in EFL 

Because of the limited access to a teacher and peers, learners’ emotional involvement has been 

found to be crucial in SDLL, particularly in dealing with Foreign Language Anxiety (FLA) and 

maintaining motivation (Valdivia, McLoughlin, & Mynard, 2011; Curry, 2014; Watkins, 

2015).  Curry described the cause of his Japanese university students’ FLA as their learning 

background, where there was little or no communicative language practice.  As a result, they 

worry about not being understood and making mistakes and feel inferior from comparing 

themselves with more competent peers.  He considered FLA to be a major impediment for 

SDLL and enjoyment of learning.  Moreover, Watkins illustrated her self-directed learner’s 

struggle with FLA, which was causing her motivation to decrease.  In order for such learners 

to gain the ability to control their FLA and motivation in SDLL, some tools and forms of 
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support have been suggested.  For example, Oxford (1990) introduced affective strategies that 

learners can utilize, and these can be taught explicitly in a course (Noguchi & McCarthy, 2010) 

and inexplicitly through advising (Mynard & Carson, 2012).  Similarly, feedback, advising, 

and encouragement from teachers or advisors have been found to be vital (Valdivia, 

McLoughlin, & Mynard, 2011).  Consequently, Artini and Padmadewi (2018) described the 

importance of teacher education to help the teachers themselves and their learners become more 

reflective and critical to evaluate their own learning environment and skills.  Additionally, Hurd 

(2008) suggested that online learning could increase motivation and reduce anxiety in self-

directed learners, as they have control over the learning environment; moreover, technology 

offers opportunities for collaboration as well as support. 

Although the lack of communicative language experience has been one reason for FLA, 

there are limited opportunities for learners to use English outside the classroom in English as a 

Foreign Language (EFL) setting (Gebhard, 2006).  This issue is not strictly limited to FLA, but 

the lack of communicative practice hinders learners’ development of linguistic competence.  

As described by Little (2014), in order for learners to develop linguistic and communicative 

competence, the learners must use the target language in ways that are both spontaneous 

(meeting unpredictable communication demands) and authentic (based on the individual’s 

experience, interests, and needs).  In addition, as suggested above, in the literature on autonomy, 

learning is viewed as a social process and people improve their motivation towards learning by 

interacting with others (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Hawkins, 2017).  Moreover, social interaction 

using the target language often acts as a catalyst for motivation in SDLL (Gilles, 2010; Hughes, 

Krug, & Vye, 2012; Watkins, 2015).  Hence, many studies have been conducted focusing on 

foreign language learning and use beyond the classroom.  For example, Nunan and Richards 

(2015) introduced several case studies of out-of-class learning, including online language 

exchange and e-tandem. 

 

Benefits and Challenges of Tandem Language Learning 

Tandem language learning is an approach to language learning based on a partnership between 

two people, whose native languages are ideally their partners’ target languages.  Little and 

Brammerts (1996) suggested that successful tandem partnerships maintain two principles: the 

principles of reciprocity (the importance of both learners giving equal support to each other) 

and autonomy (the necessity of taking control of and being responsible for their own learning 

as well as their partner’s).  Since its origin in the 1990’s, tandem language learning has taken 

different forms (e.g., e-mail exchange, video calls) and many different terms have been used, 



9 
 

including online intercultural exchange, virtual exchange, telecollaboration, and teletandem 

(O’Dowd, 2015). 

The benefits of tandem language learning have been described in a number of studies.  For 

example, Little and Ushioda (1998) suggested that tandem language learning is naturally 

motivating for learners as “it involves purposeful communication with a native speaker; it 

offers regular exposure to the target language; and it gives students the freedom to decide how, 

what and when they want to learn” (p. 100).  Ushioda (2000) described this integration of 

learners’ choices in language practice as fundamental for successful language learning and 

learner motivation, and she recognized the integration as the significance of tandem 

learning.  Furthermore, tandem learning has been viewed as an approach to enhance 

communicative language experience in a low-anxiety environment in EFL settings.  

Wakisaka’s (2013) study described a case of an anxious EFL learner that overcame his fear 

and reluctance to speak English through tandem learning practice.  She argued that learners in 

tandem can practice their target languages without feeling afraid because their partners are also 

learners.  These benefits in motivation and confidence were also reported in Pomino and Gil-

Salom’s (2016) e-tandem study.  Additionally, the opportunity to teach their own language 

helps learners to make a constructive analysis of the languages and increases their awareness 

of both their first and second languages (Appel, 1999).  Finally, as a result of learners’ choices 

in learning and purposeful language exchange, Lewis (2003) suggested that tandem learning is 

effective in improving communicative competence, intercultural awareness, and learner 

autonomy.   

However, many studies also point out the difficulties in sustaining the partnerships over 

time, and a further challenge is related to learners’ undeveloped capacity for learner 

autonomy.  Ushioda (2000) identified the key role of reflection in developing the two principles 

of learner autonomy and reciprocity.  She suggested that the process of reflection encouraged 

learners to develop a clear definition of the two principles in their own terms and ensured 

personal commitment.  In addition to reflection, learners require ample support for preparation 

for and management of meetings, as well as advice on ways to provide feedback to their 

partners and overcome linguistic and affective difficulties (Batardiere & Jeanneau, 2015; Little 

& Ushioda, 1998).   

 

Purpose of Study 

This study is aimed at investigating learners’ experience in a pilot self-directed teletandem 

course.  Because of the unique integration of SDLL tasks and teletandem outside the classroom, 
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the course is hoped to be a possible approach to address the issues described above in both the 

fields of SDLL in EFL and tandem learning.  Since it is a small case study, the intention of this 

study is not to make generalizations, but to report on the findings in this specific context.  

Specifically, the researcher aims to answer the following two research questions through an 

interpretive approach on different sets of data:  

1. What kind of benefits do self-directed learners identify in the self-directed 

teletandem course?  

2. In what ways does SDLL support contribute to learning in a teletandem context? 

 

The Study 

Participants 

A total of 21 individual learners participated in the study: 12 participants in the first semester 

and 11 in the second (two learners participated in both semesters).  They were students of 

Japanese in their first-year to fourth-year belonging to various language majors; eight students 

were majoring in languages other than English.  Although they had particular interests in 

learning the languages and cultures which their university specialized in, they had the same 

standard background for English education, in which the focus was on studying written 

grammar for tests, with minimal or no communicative English practice. As a result, when 

students enter this university and take English courses taught by native speakers, they often 

worry about making mistakes and not being understood; they thus become hesitant to speak 

English.  All of the participants had received some SDLL training from an LA prior to this 

course and were eager to improve their speaking skills, but they expressed concern about 

lacking the opportunity or confidence to use English outside the classroom. They participated 

in this course for their genuine interest in improving their skills and received no university 

credit. 

These Japanese participants were paired up with learning partners individually, who were 

taking beginner or intermediate Japanese courses at a Hawaiian university. The students in 

these Japanese courses were participating in the teletandem activity as a part of classwork, and 

they were given an interview-like task rather than free conversation for their target language 

practice. Although their participation was not voluntary, their motivations for learning 

Japanese were intrinsic, as it was an elective course open to students in all majors, and their 

willingness to use the language was rather high. As learners in Hawaii did not perform any 

SDLL tasks, this study focuses solely on the learners in Japan.   
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Course Design and Materials 

Due to the difference between the two universities in the duration of semesters, the course was 

implemented for three weeks in the first semester and five weeks in the second semester.  There 

were three main dimensions in the course design: the teletandem learning activity, SDLL tasks, 

and course support.   

Firstly, the teletandem activity consisted of 15 minutes of English conversation, 15 

minutes of Japanese conversation, and an extra 10 minutes for learners to give feedback on 

each others’ language performance. They were explicitly advised to time their conversations, 

as they needed to switch languages for the purpose of learner reciprocity. The course was 

designed with advice from National Autonomous University of Mexico (n.d.), which was a 

rare example of teletandem practice in an outside-the-classroom setting.  For the teletandem 

meeting, the free video calling software Skype was chosen for its reliability, ease of use, 

economical affordability, and its text chat function for extra learning support.   

Secondly, the SDLL tasks were based on the university’s existing SDLL curriculum, 

which includes five weekly steps guided by the learning journal (see Appendix A for a sample 

of the learning journal). The steps were: (a) prepare and plan for the teletandem meeting, (b) 

implement and record the learning during the teletandem meeting, (c) review and reflect by 

listening to the audio of the recorded conversation, (d) submit the journal and receive advice 

from an LA, and (e) reply to the LA’s advice for further evaluation of skills and learning 

process.   

Thirdly, there were generally six types of support offered by LAs during this course: an 

initial workshop, a handbook, a Facebook community page, individual meeting(s), weekly 

journal feedback and advising, and reminder emails. At the initial work shop, the researcher, 

as a coordinator of the course, provided the learners with the handbook and taught them about 

the course objectives, principles of learner reciprocity and autonomy, language matters (e.g., 

how to ask questions and give and receive feedback), practical matters (e.g., time differences), 

and technical matters (e.g., how to create accounts on Facebook). They were also advised to 

utilize the Facebook private community page that was created for all the learners so that they 

could introduce themselves and communicate freely. After the workshop, the participants 

worked with an LA of their preference, including myself. Before the teletandem meetings 

started, they met with their LAs, who helped them with choosing goals, conversation topics, 

and learning resources and strategies to prepare for tandem meeting. They could also make an 

appointment with their LAs at any time during the course while also receiving weekly feedback 
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on their learning journals. Moreover, the course coordinator sent reminder emails to 

participants regarding the meetings and journal submissions and kept track of their meetings. 

 

Instruments 

Participant survey 

A bilingual survey, which consisted of both Likert-scale questions and open-ended questions, 

was administered to all participants at the end of the course in both semesters.  The Likert-scale 

questions asked participants to self-evaluate their achievement of the course objectives, which 

were developed based on the benefits described in the literature on tandem learning and 

SDLL.  The open-ended questions asked the participants to describe their experience in the 

course and provide feedback on the SDLL support.  Most participants responded the survey in 

Japanese and a few wrote in English.  The survey results are summarized in Appendix B.  A 

single response for open-ended questions often contained more than one idea; therefore, the 

total number of responses was greater than the number of participants.  Since the number of 

participants was limited, this survey was utilized not for the purpose of collecting quantitative 

data but rather for illustrating the characteristics of the group. 

 

Participant interviews 

Four participants were interviewed individually in order to further investigate the participant 

survey results: Aya, Yuki, Ken, and Ayumi (pseudonyms).  In the interviews, these participants 

were given a summary of the survey results to read while sharing their thoughts and experiences.  

Also, they were shown hard copies of their own learning journals to help them reflect on their 

experience. The interviews were open-ended and semi-structured and lasted between 30 and 

60 minutes. They took place in Japanese so that the participants were able to express themselves 

freely.  There might be validity concerns related to the researcher conducting the interview 

with her own learners. However, there seemed to be more benefits to an interviewer knowing 

the specific backgrounds of participants; this familiarity enabled the formation of questions to 

understand the learners’ experience in greater depth.  The process of interviewing, recording, 

transcribing, and coding mirrored the steps presented by Dörnyei (2007).  Interview excerpts 

that appear in this paper have been edited for the sake of word economy (For instance, false 

starts and repetitions have been deleted). 
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LA survey 

In the second semester, three LAs beside myself worked with a total of eight 

participants.  These LAs were asked to answer an open-ended survey at the end of the semester 

in order to give feedback on the participants’ mastery of course objectives and how their 

learners perceived the course.  

 

Task participation records and researcher’s observation notes 

Participants’ teletandem meetings and learning journal submissions were recorded in order to 

monitor their task participations. Also, observation notes were kept for the purpose of 

documenting participants’ behavior and dialogues in a naturalistic setting for additional 

supplement to understand the participants’ perceptions of the course. 

 

Results 

Course Benefits Identified by the Participants 

The participants’ overall experience can be categorized into several themes: learning 

opportunity, cross-cultural awareness, English skills, partnerships, affective matters, and 

learning about learning (see Appendix B for the results of the open-ended questions). Although 

some ideas from the participants fall into two or more themes, same themes were emerged from 

participants’ interview and LA survey results.   

 

Learning opportunity  

The most prevalent theme was that of learning opportunity. The participants repeatedly 

reported in the survey and interviews that they enjoyed the opportunity to speak English, with 

some specifically adding, “with a person of my age” and/or “on the contents of my interests 

and needs.” This trend highlighted the issues of SDLL in the EFL context that learners’ craving 

for actual use of language, not just with teachers but with someone of their own age and with 

freedom of contents. After finally having such opportunities in this course, the participants 

identified several impacts on themselves and their learning, which are the rest of the recognized 

themes, as illustrated below.  

 

Cross-cultural awareness 

Learning the culture of their partner was highly valued by the participants. It was one of the 

course objectives and was rated highest in the participants’ self-evaluation (see Appendix B). 

One LA wrote in the survey that having access to other college students with whom they could 
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share their knowledge and experience helped his students to think outside of themselves and 

outside of Japan.  He said, “although all of the students set language goals each week, what 

really struck me about their interaction is that communicating their ideas in English became 

more important to them.”  His students sought him for advice not only about language goals 

but also about what they were discussing, because they were learning actual contents from 

interacting with their partners in English and Japanese. The emphasis on the cultural exchange 

was apparent during the interview; Aya and Ken said that they appreciated it more than their 

linguistic gains. In addition, another notable point was that both Yuki and Ayumi mentioned 

being surprised by how humble their partners were; they had previously thought that Americans 

would be more arrogant. This indicated another concern related to the lack of communicative 

practice in EFL contexts; it seemed that the learners’ cultural education has relied on limited 

information and was often affected by exaggerated stereotypes in the media. 

 

English skills  

Another learning benefit was related to English skills. About half of the participants mentioned 

that the course was effective for improving their skills in the open-ended question, and some 

detailed the actual improvement. In the follow-up interview, Aya and Yuki reported their 

improvement in speaking fluency within just the three weeks. Yuki, who was particularly 

engaged in this course and had six teletandem meetings in three weeks, said that she began 

understanding her teacher better and responding to her more quickly in class. Additionally, the 

participants emphasized the value of an “authentic” language learning experience. In addition 

to Little’s (2014) explanation of authentic language experience, the participants’ view of 

authentic learning included learning about how native speakers use English in real situations. 

This contrasts with their English classes, where their conversation partners are other Japanese 

learners of English and topics were often prompted. For example, Ken was excited to relate his 

partner’s expression “Yakiniku (Japanese BBQ) is my heaven.”  Ken said, “I’ve never thought 

that the word heaven can be used in such a way, but then I realized that I do similar things in 

Japanese. I learned that I could be more creative with English.” Moreover, Ayumi reflected on 

her experience of learning English through observing how her partner used Japanese. When 

her partner said “I want to say about my life [watashi wa jibunn no seikatsu ni tsuite iitai]” in 

Japanese, she found the use of the verb “say [iu]” strange and asked him whether he meant 

“introduce.” However, her partner told her that what he meant was “explain.”  To Ayumi, the 

English word explain would be only used by teachers when teaching students; she then realized 

that she had memorized many words from the dictionary and did not know how they could be 
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used in different contexts.  Ayumi’s experience mirrored the findings of Appel (1999), who 

investigated the effectiveness of tandem language learning using e-mail.  She suggested that, 

by correcting partners’ language, tandem learners engage in constructive analysis of languages 

and thus improve their skills. 

 

Partnership 

 As stated in the survey, the participants were surprised that it did not take much time at all to 

become friends with their partners; in fact, it was only in the first meeting that participants were 

anxious, and many expressed how exciting the experience was after that.  This result is 

significant considering the fact that overcoming or even controlling FLA is a lengthy process 

(Curry, 2014; Watkins, 2015), and it shows that how naturally motivating tandem learning is 

for language learners, as described in the literature (Little & Ushioda, 1998).  Moreover, even 

in just three or five weeks, some participants developed a solid relationship with their partners 

and maintained the principles of reciprocity and autonomy.  For example, when the teacher in 

Hawaii told me about a student that was struggling in her class, her tandem partner extensively 

helped her with the course. The teacher suggested that she probably would not have made it 

through the course without her partner’s help. In addition, in the survey, one participant 

identified learner reciprocity as her biggest gain in the course. She wrote, “since it was no 

longer about me or her but ‘us,’ our perception of learning changed. We wanted to overcome 

the hardship of learning a second language together and help each other. I felt her kindness, 

and my motivation increased.” These cases undoubtedly highlighted the learner reciprocity and 

autonomy of tandem learning in that the learners took responsibility for their own as well as 

for their partner’s learning.   

On the other hand, the principle of reciprocity became an issue for some participants. As 

shown in open-ended question 2 on the survey, some mentioned the cases of unreliable partners. 

The difference in motivations between learners in Japan and Hawaiian were obvious in some 

cases. This gap may be because of the fact that the learners in Hawaii were participating in the 

course as part of their classwork, whereas learners in Japan were doing it for their own benefit. 

Even though both groups of students had intrinsic motivation to improve their target languages, 

learners in Japan were more autonomous, as they were practicing SDLL. Moreover, following 

Ushioda’s (2000) suggestion that learner reflection has a key role in developing learner 

reciprocity and autonomy, the fact that learners in Japan were performing SDLL tasks and 

practicing conscious reflection during the course may have been a part of the reason for their 

higher motivation and autonomy. 
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Affective matters 

In addition to the increase in motivation due to the partnerships and authentic language and 

cultural experiences, another affective matter described by the participants was their gains in 

confidence towards using English. For example, Aya explained that even after years of study, 

she was never sure that she could actually communicate in English with a native speaker other 

than her English teachers. Thus, when her partners in Hawaii understood her English, she 

finally recognized her improvement and felt rewarded. Furthermore, in the following excerpt, 

Yuki described her powerful transformation as a learner involving the ideas of learner 

reciprocity, autonomy, and affective matters: 

I enjoyed the final week’s chats the most.  Part of this was because I had become 

used to them and comfortable, but mostly because I was more motivated and 

confident enough to push myself.  I was able to ask my partners to slow down 

and type out unknown words for me.  I wanted to try my best because I wanted 

to be a better language partner to them.  I became more confident not only 

because my speaking skills have improved, but also because I am more 

confident as a learner.  

 

Her LA knew her as an anxious learner that responded with an awkward smile when she did 

not understand what was told in English.  She suggested that the opportunity to practice English 

in a low-anxious environment had resulted in this change in her confidence. 

 

Learning about learning 

Besides their experiences with SDLL-related skills, which are described in detail in the next 

section, the participants shared some insightful comments on and examples of their learning. 

Survey responses such as “I learned that I need to use English to improve my English skills,” 

“I learned that learning English is fun,” and “I was able to evaluate my actual skills” again 

highlighted the issue of their previous learning environment, where there were not enough 

opportunities to actually communicate with people in English. Additionally, Ayumi gave a 

more practical example of learning about learning, which is about effective use of a dictionary. 

She realized that the dictionary was not just for checking the meanings of unknown words but 

also a tool to find synonyms, collocations, and example sentences so that she could express 

herself better. 
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Contribution of SDLL Support in Teletandem Context 

Before discussing the impact of SDLL tasks on learners, it is necessary to clarify the 

participants’ completion (or incompletion) of the course tasks (see Table 1). During the first 

semester, the participants were asked to complete a minimum of three learning journal 

submissions, as it was a three-week course, whereas the number of required submission was 

five for the second semester. As discussed in the above section on Partnership, some 

participants had difficulty reaching their partners, especially in the first week, which was a 

serious problem in a three-week course. The course had to start somewhat hurriedly and ended 

just when participants had become accustomed to the tasks, while the extra two weeks in the 

second semester helped the participants engage in the tasks more. Besides this issue, the 

reasons for participants’ missing tasks were their other priorities, such as exams, school festival 

preparations, or illness. Due to the nature of SDLL, it was not intended to track down the 

participants and force them to do tasks when they were not responding to reminder e-mails; 

self-directed learners should indeed make their choices about what to learn (as well as what not 

to learn), how to learn, and when to learn. On the other hand, there were some participants who 

put priority on this course and scheduled extra teletandem meetings for more learning 

opportunities. Some continued the partnerships beyond the completion of the course, and three 

particular pairs even arranged to meet in person during their school holidays. 

 

Table 1 

Participants’ Task Participation (1st semester N=12, 2nd semester N=11) 

 # of participants who had teletandem 

meetings 

# of participants who submitted the 

learning journal 

Time(s) 1st semester 2nd semester 1st semester 2nd semester 

0  1 0 2 0 

1 0 0 2 2 

2  4 1 4 0 

3  6 1 4 3 

4  0 3 n/a 2 

5 0 3 n/a 4 

6  1 0 n/a n/a 

7  0 1 n/a n/a 

8  0 2 n/a n/a 

Note: n/a = The journal submission was not required as the course ended in three or five weeks. 

  

In contrast to the fact that there were some incomplete journal submissions, the learning journal 

was highly valued by those that used it. They commented on how their learning would have 

been different without it during the interviews and on the survey. The participants described 
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various SDLL skills as the benefits of using learning journals, such as goal-setting, preparing, 

recording their learning, monitoring, reflecting, and evaluating their skills. Moreover, writing 

reflections in the learning journal facilitated the participants’ use of affective strategies. By 

writing about their feelings and identifying their moods and anxiety levels, some participants 

were able to control their motivation. Ken specifically compared his experience of the times at 

which he used the journal and the time when he casually chatted with his partner without any 

focuses on learning. Without the learning journal, he did not do any SDLL tasks, and the 

conversation was mostly done in English. He said that this experience was not effective for 

learning. Yuki and Aya also mentioned the difficulty in keeping the principle of reciprocity, 

and they tended to use one language more. However, they suggested that the structure and the 

guidelines provided by the learning journal helped them alter the situation when one language 

was used more. Therefore, the learning journal provided the learners with structural support to 

engage in SDLL tasks and keep the principles of learner reciprocity and autonomy; thus, it 

made learning more effective and collaborative. 

In addition to the learning journal, the LAs’ advice had an important role in facilitating 

participants’ SDLL needs and support of teletandem tasks. Firstly, the participants reported 

that LAs’ advice gave them new points of views, ideas for learning resources and strategies, 

and opportunities to reflect; thus, they modified and improve their learning. One participant 

suggested that she did not make the same mistakes as she had before because of the reflection. 

Few others claimed that if it were not for the advice, they would have continued using the same 

learning habits even if they were not effective. The LAs’ advice offered the participants the 

opportunity to think more deeply about what they did and modify their learning.   

Secondly, the LAs’ advising provided emotional support for the participants to continue 

SDLL. Some incomplete journal submissions and participants’ voices revealed that engaging 

in SDLL tasks and writing reflection is demanding work for the learners, especially without 

the reward of course credit.  In fact, three interviewees mentioned that receiving feedback from 

their LA raised their motivations for writing their learning journals and that it would have been 

difficult to continue without it. 

Thirdly, besides advising on learning, LAs’ practical support on the course gave the 

participants clear instruction on the tasks, and most importantly, their questions were answered 

on time. As Dörnyei and Murphey (2003) suggested about the benefits of using journals in 

classrooms, through ongoing communication with an LA (or a teacher), learners felt more 

involved in the course, and dialogues revealed potential issues to be addressed in time. The 
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researcher found this crucial, especially in the SDLL context, where learners have limited 

access to guidance and support. 

Although providing each learner with feedback on their journals might seem a demanding 

task, the use of learning journals have various benefits to language learners such as engaging 

learners in the reflective process, helping learners self-assess their strengths and weaknesses, 

and developing a wider range of problem-solving skills in learners (Benson, 2011; Valdivia, 

McLoughlin, & Mynard, 2012). Furthermore, written advising in the journal enhanced those 

benefits and helped learners be engaged in tasks and the course. 

 

Discussion and Conclusion 

This paper’s aim was to illustrate a course where learners practiced teletandem while 

performing SDLL as well as the participants’ experience through narratives. Although the 

interpretation of narratives is subjective and of an individual nature, the interpretive work 

rooted in a data-based conception has been seen as a way to provide meaningful explanations 

of the subjects (Hatch, 2002).  In this study, survey data followed up by interviews offered the 

participants’ perceptions of the teletandem and SDLL support in depth. 

It was revealed that the participants identified several benefits of the teletandem activities 

even in a short duration, and in outside-the-classroom context. These described benefits were 

consistent with the literature on the tandem learning that the course raised awareness of both 

first and second languages (Appel, 1999); improved motivation and confidence (Little & 

Ushioda, 1998; Wakisaka, 2013; Pomino & Gil-Salom, 2016); and developed communicative 

competence, intercultural awareness, and learner autonomy (Lewis, 2013). Additionally, some 

successful cases of development of strong learning partnerships were reported, which 

highlighted the benefits of learner reciprocity and autonomy. Besides these benefits and the 

principles of successful tandem learning, the participants made insightful comments about 

“learning about learning” resulted in their finally using the language that they have studied for 

a long time and discovering what they can do with it. Although communicative language use 

has an imperative role in the development of communicative fluency (Little, Dam, & 

Legenhausen, 2017), the opportunities for use are limited and/or not utilized by anxious 

learners in EFL contexts. However, the self-directed teletandem course offered the participants 

such an opportunity in a low-anxious and motivating environment—the environment was so 

collaborative and stimulating for the learners that they made rapid progress in controlling their 

anxiety to speak English. 
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Behind these successes in teletandem, there seems to be a significant role for the learning 

journal and LAs’ advising. These elements provided the participants with guidelines for 

engaging in SDLL tasks and chances to reflect on their learning; thus, learning became more 

effective, and affective matters were controlled. Without them, participants tended to fail to 

perform the tasks and to keep the principles of tandem learning, even though they were aware 

of their importance.  It has also been shown that the conscious learning activities are demanding 

work, and advising and feedback on the journal was crucial for self-directed learners. Moreover, 

there were some obvious differences in task engagement between learners in Japan and Hawaii, 

which implied the possible impact of SDLL tasks on Japanese learners’ learner autonomy. This 

issue is worth investigating in a future study. 

The main limitation of this study was that the limited number of participants and course 

length provided only retrospective data, which were likely to reveal just the first stage of the 

participants’ experience and general patterns of course evaluation. However, the researcher 

believes that such a small-scale study has its place and role, especially in the SDLL field, as 

the focus is more on individual learners. Although current studies in teletandem focus more on 

complex intercultural task collaboration on the specific topics that students study in class (Belz, 

2003; O’Dowd, 2015), the participants in this study had the opportunity to individualize their 

learning and enjoy its flexibility along with the SDLL support. This fact implies further 

possibilities for supporting anxious learners outside the classroom as an alternative to 

classroom collaboration. For example, by utilizing language exchange websites or apps, the 

self-directed teletandem practice can be implemented on the smallest scale (with even one 

learner in the class or SALC that needs extra communicative practice outside the classroom). 

It is hoped that this study of the unique integration of teletandem and SDLL support provides 

educators in both fields ideas with which to facilitate their learners’ learning needs. 
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Appendix B 
Participants’ Survey Results 

 

Likert-scale questions: Participants’ self-evaluation of mastery of objectives (1st semester 

N=12, 2nd semester N=11) 

Item 

 
Agreement 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) M 

(a) I was able to use my new words, pronunciation, or 

grammar that I studied during video chat. 

1st 

sem 

2nd 

sem 

0 

 

0 

 

3 

 

0 

 

1 

 

0 

 

2 

 

6 

 

6 

 

2 

0 

 

3 

3.92 

 

4.73 

(b) I was able to concentrate on my individual 

learning needs and goals.  

1st 

sem 

2nd 

sem 

0 

 

0 

0 

 

0 

0 

 

0 

2 

 

4 

8 

 

5 

2 

 

2 

5.00 

 

4.82 

(c) I was able to learn languages of my conversational 

partner.  

1st 

sem 

2nd 

sem 

0 

 

0 

0 

 

0 

0 

 

0 

1 

 

2 

5 

 

6 

6 

 

3 

5.42 

 

5.09 

(d) I was able to learn cultures of my conversational 

partner. 

1st 

sem 

2nd 

sem 

0 

 

1 

0 

 

0 

0 

 

0 

2 

 

1 

7 

 

5 

3 

 

4 

5.08 

 

4.91 

(e) I became more confident in how to learn 

languages.  

1st 

sem 

2nd 

sem 

0 

 

0 

0 

 

0 

2 

 

1 

0 

 

5 

8 

 

4 

2 

 

1 

4.83 

 

4.45 

Note: 6 = Strongly Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree; M = Mean Agreement (1-6). 
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Open-ended questions: Participants’ experience of the course (1st semester N=12, 2nd 

semester N=11)  

1. Overall, what did you think about the course?  What did you learn? (# of responses in 

1stsem +2ndsem = total) 

I appreciated the opportunity to speak English (4+7=11 responses) 

I found the course beneficial to improve English skills or noticed improvement (5+5=10 

responses) 

I learned about new culture and perspectives from my partner  (3+6=9 responses) 

I made good friends/learning-partner relationships (3+3=6 responses) 

I became more motivated to learn (3+2=5 responses) 

I enjoyed talking with a person with similar age (0+5=5 responses) 

I learned about my own culture and language (2+1=3 responses) 

I was able to practice English in a low-anxious environment (0+2=2 responses) 

I became friend with my partner and got over my nervousness quick (2+0=2 responses) 

I became more confident (2+0=2 responses) 

I learned that I need to use English to improve (1+1=2 responses) 

It matched my learning needs and interests (2+0=2 responses) 

I was able to evaluate my actual speaking skills (1+0=1 response) 

I found difficulty in sustaining partnership (0+1=1 response) 

I improved my self-learning skills (0+1=1 response) 

I learned that speaking English is fun (0+1=1 response) 

2. Did you encounter any problems during this program? 

My partner did not reply to my message promptly (4+2=6 responses) 

I did not have any problem (4+2=6 responses) 

My partner and I had a difficult time matching our schedule (0+3=3 responses) 

I experienced problem with Wi-Fi connection during Skype (2+0=2 responses) 

I had difficulty finding time to have the chat (2+0=2 responses) 

I had difficulty finding a place to have teletandem meeting (1+0=1 response) 

Time difference was confusing (0+1=1 response) 

My partner was shy (0+1=1 response) 

My partner’s motivation was low (0+1=1 response) 

3.  Did you find the Learning Journal useful?  Why or why not? 

It helped me review and reflect on my learning (4+5=9 responses) 

It helped me prepare for teletandem (3+4=7 responses) 

It helped me diagnostic my weaknesses and set goals (2+3=5 responses) 

It helped me record my learning (1+1=2 responses) 

It made my learning more effective (2+0=2 responses) 

I could not use it well (2+0=2 responses) 

LA’s feedback was useful (1+1=2 responses) 

It helped me monitor my learning (1+0=1 response) 

It improved my motivation (0+1=1 response) 

It helped me plan my learning (0+1=1 response) 
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4.  Was Learning Adviser’s advising (written and spoken) useful?  Why or why not? 

It helped me to improve my learning (9+7=16 responses) 

It answered my questions (4+0=4 responses) 

It improved my motivation (1+3=4 responses) 

It suggested me new learning resources or strategies (1+2=3 responses) 

It gave me a clear guidance on tasks (1+0=1 response) 

It made me feel supported (1+0=1 response) 

It helped me reflect on my learning (0+1=1 response) 

It helped me evaluate my skill more positively (0+1=1 response) 
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Abstract 

This study investigated whether the use of nonnative accents affected L2 listeners’ 

comprehension. The attitudes of these L2 listeners toward the use of accents in listening tests 

as well as the relationships between their attitudes and listening comprehension were also 

explored. Fifty-one L2 listeners included 17 ESL Arabic listeners from an intensive English 

program at an American university and 34 EFL Thai listeners from a Thai university. 

Participants listened to a lecture of the same topic twice, once delivered by an Arabic L1 

professor and another by a Thai L1 professor. A multiple-choice listening quiz was 

administered following each lecture. Results showed that there were no significant interactions 

or main effects of the speakers or the listeners. Attitude results revealed that native accents 

were preferable in listening tests. In addition, the study showed no significant relationships 

between L2 listeners’ attitudes toward nonnative accents and their listening comprehension. 

The findings, if replicated, could help test developers and ESL/EFL teachers make informed 

decisions to include nonnative accents in listening materials.  
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Introduction 

Calls have been made to incorporate a variety of English accents in academic listening tests 

(e.g., Kang, Gutierrez Arvizu, Chaipuapae, & Lesnov, 2019). This would allow tests to better 

reflect real target use domains where English is not only spoken by native speakers but also by 

nonnative speakers (Abeywickrama, 2013; Harding, 2012). In English as a Second Language 

(ESL) academic contexts, the variety of English accents of both instructors and students has 

been increasing in light of the globalization of English (Taylor & Geranpayeh, 2011). This 

phenomenon can also be found across continents in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) 

settings. For example, in Thailand between 2008 and 2015, the number of expatriate teachers 

of various nationalities (e.g., Filipino, American, British, and Chinese) employed by Thai 

educational institutions has increased by approximately 29% (Foreign Workers Administration 

Office, 2016). In reality, both ESL students in Inner Circle English speaking countries and EFL 

students in Outer or Expanding Circle English speaking countries such as Thailand are likely 

to be exposed to more than one variety of English (Jenkins, 2006; Kirkpatrick, 2010).        

In this regard, it seems justifiable to develop listening tests that correspond to target 

language use (TLU) domains in which students are expected to make use of the language skills 

learnt in ESL/EFL classrooms and found in real life settings (Bachman & Palmer, 2010). It has 

been argued, however, that the inclusion of English varieties in listening tests might pose a 

threat to tests’ validity if it is found that listening tests are more lenient for a particular group 

of test takers. In other words, having accented speech could create test bias for particular test 

takers who are more familiar with or share the same first language (L1) background as the 

speaker. Evidence from previous research has produced conflicting results in answering this 

question (e.g., Abeywickrama, 2013; Harding, 2012; Major, Fitzmaurice, Bunta, & 

Balasubramanian, 2002; Munro, Derwing, & Morton, 2006).  

Attitudes of test takers toward the use of nonnative accents in listening tests could also 

affect comprehension. Most ESL/EFL students prefer native accents (e.g., McKenzie, 

Kitikanan, & Boriboon, 2016). Abeywickrama (2013) and Harding (2008) reported that 

nonnative accents were more difficult to understand and seemed to distract ESL test takers 

even when the speaker shared the same L1. Similarly, EFL test takers were more familiar with 

native rather than nonnative accents (Suppatkul, 2009). Perhaps, this is due to the fact that 

native accents had typically been used as students’ role models in classroom listening activities. 

Overall, native accents were rated as more preferable owing to perceived positive 

characteristics and L2 listeners’ familiarity. Despite a number of studies showing negative 
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attitudes toward nonnative accents, little attention has been paid to whether attitudes are related 

to listening comprehension (e.g., Harding, 2011).     

The aim of the present study was to investigate the effects of accents on academic listening 

comprehension of L2 listeners. Additionally, the study explored their attitudes toward a variety 

of accents in listening tests and examined whether such attitudes were related to their listening 

comprehension.  

 

Literature Review 

Accent Familiarity and Listening Comprehension 

Recently, many test publishers, such as TOEFL and IELTS, have incorporated a variety of 

native accents into their tests to better reflect real academic domains. Since 2013, TOEFL iBT’s 

Listening and Speaking sections have included accents such as North American English, 

Australian English, British English, and New Zealand English (Educational Testing Service, 

2014). The similar range of accent varieties was included in listening tests of IELTS (British 

Council, 2015) and BULATS (Clark, 2006).  

In real academic settings, it is likely that international students in the US will encounter a 

wide variety of English accents spoken by professors, teaching assistants, and international 

students (Taylor & Geranpayeh, 2011). Similarly, Thai EFL students experience increasing 

opportunities to interact with or listen to professors whose L1s are not English during academic 

lectures (Foreign Workers Administration Office, 2016). At this point, making a strong link 

between TLU tasks and TLU domains is important to be able to interpret and generalize test 

takers’ language ability (Bachman & Palmer, 2010).  

However, several scholars have raised concerns over the potentially negative impact of 

native versus nonnative accents on listening comprehension (e.g., Harding, 2012). 

Consequently, several studies have been conducted in order to determine whether there are 

advantages or disadvantages over particular language backgrounds when nonnative accents are 

used in listening tests. Table 1 summarizes previous literature based on the characteristics of 

the listeners, the speakers, the instruments, and the findings. Although these studies were by 

no means exhaustive, they revealed mixed findings. 
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Table 1 

A Brief Summary of Previous Literature on Accents and Listening Comprehension 

Study Listenersa Speakersb Instruments Findings 

Abeywickrama 

(2013) 

39 Korean, 38 Sri 

Lankan, and 33 

Brazilian (HI-LI) 

 

Korean (H), Sri 

Lankan (H), 2 Chinese 

(H), and 4 native 

English  

 

TOEFL listening 

tests  

Korean and Sri Lankan listeners did not have an 

advantage when the speakers shared their own L1s. 

 

Bent and 

Bradlow (2003) 

21 native English, 

21 Chinese, 10 

Korean, and 12 

mixed L1s   

native English, 2 

Chinese (H&L), and 2 

Korean (H&L) 

A sentence 

recognition task 

scored by exact-

correct keywords 

When the nonnative speakers had high English 

proficiency, L2 listeners (Chinese and Korean) did not 

have an advantage when listening to speakers who 

shared their L1s.  

 

Butler (2007) 312 Grade 6 Korean 

EFL 

1 Korean-American 

(H) 

A listening test No significant difference between American and 

Korean accent stimuli.  

Harding (2012) 70 Chinese, 60 

Japanese, and 82 

mixed L1s  

Mandarin Chinese, 

Japanese (equal 

intelligibility), and  

native English 

 

The University Test 

of ESL listening 

sub-tests   

Chinese listeners had a distinct advantage when 

listening to a speaker of their own L1. Japanese 

listeners had a slight advantage with the Japanese 

speaker. 

 

Major et al. 

(2002) 

 

95 Chinese, 99 

Japanese, 93 

Spanish, and 96 

native English 

2 Chinese, 2 

Japanese, 2 Spanish 

(moderate foreign 

accents), and 2 native 

English  

TOEFL listening 

tests 

Spanish listeners were advantaged by Spanish 

speakers. Chinese listeners were disadvantaged when 

listening to their own accent.  

    (continues) 
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Table 1 

(continued) 

Study Listenersa Speakersb Instruments Findings 

Major et al. 

(2005) 

 

 

158 ESL and 52 

native English 

4 American, 2 

Southern American, 2 

AAVE, 2 Indian, and 

2 Australian (various 

degrees of 

accentedness)  

TOEFL listening 

tests 

L2 listeners were disadvantaged when the nonnative 

speakers were African American, Australian, and 

Indian. 

 

 

Matsuura et al. 

(2014) 

75 Japanese 

university EFL 

1 Indian (H), 1 

Canadian (H) 

TOEIC tests Japanese listeners had lower scores when listening to 

an unfamiliar accent (Indian) than a more familiar 

accent (Canadian). 

Munro et al. 

(2006) 

10 native English, 

10 Cantonese (A), 

10 Japanese (A), 

and 10 Mandarin 

(A) 

 

12 Cantonese (HI), 12 

Japanese (HI), 12 

Polish (HI), and 12 

Spanish (HI) 

Rating and 

transcription tasks 

scored by the exact-

match method 

Japanese listeners had a slight advantage when 

listening to Japanese speakers. The same advantage 

was not found for Cantonese and Mandarin listeners. 

 

Ockey and 

French (2016) 

 

21,726 test-takers 

of mixed L1s 

American, 4 British, 

and 4 Australian 

 

TOEFL iBT 

listening tests 

L2 listeners were advantaged when they heard familiar 

Australian and British accents. 

Suppatkul 

(2009) 

412 Thai high 

school students 

American, Thai, and 

Filipino  

A listening 

comprehension test 

(based on the 

curriculum) 

 

Thai listeners were disadvantaged when the speaker 

was Filipino, but not Thai and American. 

 

Tauroza and 

Luk (1997) 

66 HK high school 

students 

4 RP and 4 HK 

(representatives of 

HK accented 

English) 

A written recall 

summary and a 

listening 

comprehension test  

HK listeners had no advantage when listening to their 

own accent. They had higher scores when listening to 

RP accents but the different mean scores between the 

two accents were not statistically significant. 

 
Note. aA: Advanced; HI: High intermediate; I: Intermediate; LI: Low intermediate; L: Low. bH: High proficiency; HI: High intermediate; L: Low proficiency  
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Several studies suggested that accent familiarity was the key factor which facilitated one’s 

listening comprehension (e.g., Matsuura, Chiba, Mahoney, & Rilling, 2014; Ockey & French, 

2016). Simply put, the listeners understood better when the speakers’ accents were familiar to them. 

Some L2 listeners seemed to have a significant advantage when there was a match between the L1 

of the listeners and the speakers (e.g., Harding, 2012; Major et al., 2002). One extensive study 

using high-stakes TOEFL tests conducted by Major et al. (2002) found that Spanish listeners had 

a distinct advantage when listening to lectures delivered by Spanish-native speakers, whereas 

Chinese listeners were at disadvantage when listening to speakers of their own L1. In Harding’s 

(2012) study, the findings revealed that Mandarin Chinese listeners were facilitated by the speaker 

sharing their own L1, however, the same advantage was not evident for Japanese listeners. 

Similarly, Suppatkul’s (2009) study found that Thai EFL listeners were disadvantaged when 

listening to Filipino accent, but not with Thai and American accents. This suggested that if the L2 

listeners had different L1s from the speakers, it may pose a disadvantage to some L2 listeners. 

Major et al. (2005) followed up their 2002 study and further explored the effects of regional, ethnic, 

and international dialects on listening comprehension. They found that, compared to regional 

dialects, L2 listeners had more difficulties in hearing ethnic (i.e., African American accent) and 

international dialects (i.e., Australian and Indian accents).  

Other studies have indicated that significant advantages may not be found when the listeners 

were familiar with the speakers’ accents (e.g., Abeywickrama, 2013; Tauroza & Luk, 1997). When 

Korean students listened to American and Korean accent stimuli, no significant differences were 

found (Butler, 2007). In other words, Korean students were not advantaged when listening to their 

own accent. Similarly, Tauroza and Luk (1997) found that Hong Kong listeners did not have higher 

scores when listening to Hong Kong accented English compared to British Received Pronunciation. 

They suggested that at that time Hong Kong listeners might be more familiar with a British accent 

rather than Hong Kong English. Thus, accent familiarity as the amount of exposure to accents could 

explain their findings. Munro et al. (2006) found that having the same L1 backgrounds and the 

familiarity with a particular accent may not entirely contribute to intelligibility. In their study, only 

a slight advantage was found for Japanese listeners listening to Japanese speakers, whereas the 

same advantage could not be found for Cantonese and Mandarin listeners. In addition, Bent and 

Bradlow (2003) argued that L2 listeners’ comprehension may depend more on the English 

proficiency level of the nonnative speakers rather than the effects of the same L1 as shown by 
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Chinese and Korean listeners who did not comprehend better when listening to their own accents. 

More recently, Abeywickrama (2013) found that there was no significant difference in listening 

scores of Korean, Sri Lankan, and Brazilian test takers when they listened to input spoken by 

Korean, Sri Lankan, Chinese, and American speakers. This meant that speech produced by 

proficient speakers who shared the same L1 background with listeners may not necessarily create 

test bias in listening comprehension. 

Overall, although some scholars argue that including nonnative accents in listening tests may 

cause some L2 test takers to have an advantage over others, contradictory evidence seems to 

corroborate the fact that the advantage may not hold true in every circumstance. 

 

Attitudes toward a Variety of English Accents 

In regard to attitudes toward accents, most L2 learners reported that native accents were preferable 

to nonnative accents as native accents were familiar and possessed positive attributes (e.g., 

McKenzie et al., 2016; Suppatkul, 2009). Although L2 listeners were aware of the presence of 

nonnative accents in real-life communicative contexts, they still preferred native accents 

(Abeywickrama, 2013; Harding, 2008; Yaemtui, 2018). An Australian accent was rated most 

positively on lecturer competence by most ESL students (Harding, 2011). Scales, Wennerstrom, 

Richard, and Wu (2006) also found that American English was the most preferred accent among 

ESL learners. In EFL contexts, McKenzie et al. (2016) reported that Thai university students rated 

American, Thai, and Scottish accents as the most positive compared with Chinese, Japanese, and 

Indian accents. In the same vein, Thai EFL learners ranked a native accent, American, as having 

the highest positive attributes (e.g., pleasant, confident, and clear) but at the same time they still 

preferred their own Thai accent to a Filipino accent (Suppatkul, 2009). Accordingly, Jindapitak 

and Teo (2012) found that Thai listeners also preferred native speakers (from the Inner Circle 

countries) to nonnative speakers (from Outer and Expanding Circle countries). As reported by 

Yaemtui (2018), native accents were preferable as Thai students considered native accents standard 

and easier to understand.     

In light of previous research in this area, the effects of accents on listening comprehension are 

multi-faceted and still inconclusive. Even if the inclusion of nonnative accents would allow 

listening tests to better reflect TLU domains, the attitudes of L2 listeners toward a variety of accents 

should also be considered. Although previous research suggested a potential influence of attitudes 
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on listening comprehension, the relationships between the two variables needed to be examined. 

Thus far, more empirical evidence from both ESL and EFL contexts is needed to make informed 

decisions about whether to include a variety of accents into listening test materials. The purpose of 

this study was to investigate whether L2 listeners understood English better when listening to the 

speakers of their own L1. The study also explored L2 listeners’ attitudes toward accents and their 

relationships with listening comprehension. The following research questions were investigated: 

1. Do L2 listeners score lower when the speaker does not share their L1s?  

2. What are the L2 listeners’ attitudes toward the use of native and nonnative varieties in 

listening comprehension tests? 

3. Are attitudes toward nonnative accents related to listening scores? 

 

Methodology 

Participants 

Participants in this study (N = 51) were two groups of L2 listeners. One group included 17 Arabic 

ESL listeners enrolled in an intensive English program at an American university. Another 

consisted of 34 Thai EFL university listeners enrolled in Social Science and Engineering at a 

university in Thailand. All participants could be roughly classified at a high-intermediate level 

based on their respective programs’ classifications. Their ages ranged from 18 to 35 years old and 

there were 17 females and 34 males. None of the Arabic listeners reported that they had ever lived 

in Thailand for more than three months and none of the Thai listeners had ever lived in Arabic 

speaking countries. All who signed the Informed Consent form and completed the tests were 

included in the study.   

Two speakers were recruited to deliver a lecture. Both had been teaching university-level 

courses for more than three years. The first speaker was an Arabic ESL professor at an American 

university. The other speaker was a native Thai speaker who was an English professor in Thailand. 

A detailed outline of the lecture on Economics was provided to both speakers instead of an exact 

transcript in order to ensure the authenticity of the lecture in real time (see Appendix). They gave 

the same lecture to control for the topic. The audio recordings took place at the professors’ offices 

using a handheld digital audio recorder.  The speaking rate (syllables per second) was measured by 

counting the total number of syllables and dividing by the total length of speech (Kang, Rubin, & 
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Pickering, 2010). The length of the Arabic lecture was 3.03 minutes and had 3.94 syllables per 

second while the Thai lecture was 3.39 minutes and had 3.22 syllables per second.  

 

Measures 

The study employed two main measures: an academic listening comprehension quiz and an attitude 

questionnaire. The listening comprehension quiz on the topic of Economics consisted of six four-

option-multiple-choice items. The listening topic and question items were taken from a TOEFL 

preparation book (Educational Testing Service, 2013). The question types included a main idea, 

details, an inference, and a speaker’s opinion. Each correct answer was worth 1 point. According 

to Educational Testing Service’s (2011) report, the reliability of the Listening scores in general (a 

score range of 0 to 30) was 0.88 (SEM = 3.20). The reliability of the chosen listening segment 

would be expected to be considerably lower since there were only 6 items instead of 30.  

A two-part questionnaire specifically designed for attitudes toward a variety of accents was 

adopted from Abeywickrama (2013). Part one consisted of five multiple-choice questions 

describing their attitudes toward native and nonnative accents in listening tests. Part two was 

designed to collect general information about participants including age, gender, nationality, first 

language, other language spoken fluently, length of stay in the US, and experience living abroad. 

For Thai listeners, the questionnaire was translated into Thai by the researcher and was proofread 

by a Thai instructor specialized in Translation. Arabic listeners took the questionnaire in English.  

 

Procedures 

The data from both Arabic ESL and Thai EFL listeners were collected by the researcher at their 

respective institutions. Each quiz took approximately 15 minutes to complete. Both groups of 

listeners heard the two lectures delivered by an Arabic L1 speaker and another by a Thai L1 speaker. 

As the lectures were on the same topic and the quiz was the same, the lectures were counter-

balanced. That is, the group of Thai listeners was divided into two subgroups: the first subgroup 

first listened to the Thai speaker and answered the questions then after two weeks they listened to 

the Arabic speaker and answered the same questions. This speaker order was reversed for the other 

Thai subgroup. The same procedure was followed for the Arabic listeners except that there was a 

three-week interval. The analysis treated the two subgroups as one entity. After each group 

completed their second quiz, the attitude questionnaire was administered.  
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Data Analyses 

This study examined the effects of nonnative accents and L2 listeners’ attitudes toward accents in 

listening comprehension tests. The first research question asking about the shared-L1 effects had 

one dependent variable: a listening comprehension quiz with scores ranging from 0-6. The two 

independent variables were the L1s of the speakers (Arabic and Thai) and the listeners (also Arabic 

and Thai). Using SPSS 24.0 for Windows, a mixed model analysis of variance (ANOVA) allowed 

one between-group (the first language of the listeners) and one within-group comparisons (the first 

language of the speakers). Each variable had two levels: Arabic and Thai.  The test results were 

analyzed to determine whether there was any effect of the L1s of the speakers and the listeners and 

whether there was an interaction effect. For the second research question attempting to investigate 

L2 listeners’ attitudes toward the use of native and nonnative accents in listening tests, the 

percentage of the selected answers of each group of L2 listeners was reported. To answer the third 

research question asking about the relationships between attitudes and listening scores, a 

correlation analysis was run. A point was awarded for each chosen answer choice in the 

questionnaire that represented a positive attitude toward nonnative accents (Questions 1-3 and 5). 

Thus, the attitude scores ranged from 0-4.    

        

Results 

The first research question asked whether the listeners scored lower when the speaker did not share 

the same L1. This was investigated by examining the main effects of the speakers, the listeners, 

and the interaction effect between the speakers and listeners. If the listeners were disadvantaged, 

we would expect a significant interaction.  

Table 2 reports the descriptive statistics of the listening comprehension scores. As the possible 

score range was 0-6, scores were relatively low. When listening to the Arabic speaker, the Arabic 

listeners had higher scores (M = 2.00, SD = 1.00) than the Thai listeners (M = 1.50, SD = 1.11). 

However, when listening to the Thai speaker, the Thai listeners had higher scores (M = 2.21, SD = 

1.17) than the Arabic listeners (M = 2.06, SD = 0.83). This seemed to suggest that the speakers’ 

L1s may have an effect.  
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Table 2 

Descriptive Statistics of Listening Comprehension Scores by the Speakers’ L1 

  Arabic Speaker  Thai Speaker 

Listeners n M SD BCa 95% CIa  M SD BCa 95% CI 

Arabic 17 2.00 1.00 [1.65, 2.41]  2.06 0.83 [1.71, 2.41] 

Thai 34 1.50 1.11 [1.18, 1.85]  2.21 1.17 [1.88, 2.53] 

Total 51 1.67 1.09 [1.35, 1.98]  2.16 1.07 [1.88, 2.43] 

Note. The total score was 6 points. aBCa 95% CI: Bias corrected and accelerated 95% confidence interval with 

lower- and upper-bound values based on 1,000 bootstrap samples. 

 

 

To examine the effects of shared-L1s on listening comprehension, the mean score differences 

between the two groups were examined using a mixed model ANOVA. A preliminary analysis, 

evaluating the assumptions underlying a mixed ANOVA as suggested by Laerd Statistics (2013), 

revealed that the assumption of homogeneity of variance was not violated and evidence suggested 

that the normality assumption was also met. Although Figure 1 suggests that there was an 

interaction effect between the speakers and the listeners’ L1s, the interaction was not statistically 

significant, F(1, 49) = 2.08, p = .156, partial 2 = .04. The results also revealed that there was no 

significant main effect of the speakers’ L1, F(1, 49) = 2.90, p = .095, partial 2 = .06, nor the 

listeners’ L1, F(1, 49) = .61, p = .440, partial 2 = .01, on the listening scores (see Table 3).  

 

Table 3 

Analysis of Variance of Within- and Between-Subjects Factors and Interaction 

Source Type III Sum 

of Squares 

df Mean Square F p Partial Eta 

Squared 

Speakers 3.31 1 3.31 2.90 .095 .06 

Listeners .71 1 .71 .61 .440 .01 

Speakers  Listeners 2.37 1 2.37 2.08 .156 .04 

Error (Speakers) 56.00  49 1.14    
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Figure 1. Mean scores by speakers and listeners 

 

The second research question explored listeners’ attitudes toward the use of nonnative varieties in 

listening tests based on an attitude questionnaire (Abeywickrama, 2013). For each question, 

answers of each L2 group were reported in percentages (see Table 4). Question 1 asked ‘Very often 

listening tests use American or British English (native variety) rather than Indian 

English/Singaporean etc. (nonnative varieties). Do you think this is good?’ Most Arabic (47%) and 

Thai (53%) listeners agreed that it was good to use native accents in listening tests because they 

thought that native accents were easier to understand and were considered standardized.  

Question 2 asked ‘Do you think it is important to use nonnative varieties like Indian English, 

Singaporean etc. in listening tests?’ While a great majority of Thai listeners (88%) thought this was 

important, Arabic listeners were divided into two different positions. About 35% thought it was 

important but about 29% preferred only standardized English.  

Question 3 asked ‘Do you think the type of English (native or nonnative) used in listening 

tests makes a difference in listening test performance?’ More than half of both groups of listeners 

(59%) agreed that the use of native accents would result in better scores.  
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Table 4  

L2 Listeners’ Attitudes toward Accents in Listening Tests 

Attitudes Arabic Thai 

1. The use of native varieties in listening tests 

 It was good to use native accents in listening tests because native 

varieties were easier to understand and were considered standardized. 

 

47% 

 

53% 

2. The use of nonnative varieties in listening tests 

 It was important because in real life we also heard nonnative varieties. 

 Listening tests should only have standardized English. 

 

35% 

29% 

 

88% 

3. English varieties and listening performance 

 Performance was better with native English. 

 

59% 

 

59% 

4. A better understanding of Japanese accent by Japanese test-takers 

 Japanese test-takers would understand better. 

 

53% 

 

88% 

5. Accent preference even if nonnative varieties were easy to understand 

 We preferred a native variety.  

 

59% 

 

85% 

 

Question 4 asked ‘Do you think Japanese test takers will better understand Japanese English than 

test takers from other countries?’ Whereas Thai listeners (88%) agreed, Arabic listeners’ opinions 

were split: some agreed (53%) while the others disagreed (47%).    

Question 5 asked ‘Even if a nonnative variety is easy to understand, do you still prefer a native 

variety of English on a listening test?’ A great majority of Thai listeners (85%) reported that they 

still preferred native accents. A little over half of Arabic listeners (59%) also reported the same 

preference. 

The third research question aimed to understand the relationships between L2 listeners’ 

attitudes toward nonnative accents and their listening scores with nonnative accents. It was 

hypothesized that low attitude scores may be related to low listening scores.  

Table 5 reports descriptive statistics of mean scores on the listening quiz and attitude scores. 

Overall, the listening and attitude scores of both groups of listeners were relatively low. On average, 

the Arabic listeners had higher listening scores (M = 2.03, SD = 0.72) than the Thai group (M = 

1.85, SD = 0.78). However, the Thai listeners had more positive attitudes toward nonnative accents 

(M = 1.26, SD = 0.45) than the Arabic group (M = 0.76, SD = 0.90).  



   
 

43 
 

As the data did not meet parametric correlation’s assumptions and had many tied ranks, 

Kendall’s tau-b was run to estimate the relationship between attitudes toward nonnative accents 

and listening scores of both groups of L2 listeners. The results showed that there were no 

statistically significant relationships between the two variables of the Arabic (b = .24, p = .257) 

nor Thai listeners (b = .17, p = .281).    

 

Table 5 

Descriptive Statistics of Listening and Attitude Scores 

  Listening Scores  Attitude Scores 

Listeners n M SD BCa 95% CI  M SD BCa 95% CI 

Arabic 17 2.03 0.72 [1.68, 2.35]  0.76 0.90 [0.41, 1.12] 

Thai 34 1.85 0.78 [1.63, 2.12]  1.26 0.45 [1.15, 1.35] 

Total 51 1.91 0.76 [1.70, 2.13]  1.10 0.67 [0.91, 1.29] 

Note. The total score of the listening quiz was 6 points while that of the attitude score was 4 points. 

 

Discussion 

The findings revealed that there were no statistically significant effects between the speakers and 

the listeners. Specifically, the difference in the L1s of the speakers, namely Arabic and Thai, did 

not disadvantage the L2 listeners in the listening quiz of this study. In other words, neither Arabic 

nor Thai listeners comprehended worse when they listened to the speaker who did not share the 

same L1. The results of the study supported the previous findings which suggested that when the 

speakers shared the same L1 with the listeners, the advantage in listening comprehension of a 

particular group of L2 listeners may not be found (Abeywickrama, 2013; Butler, 2007; Tauroza & 

Luk, 1997).  

Perhaps the factor that might contribute to the similar findings was the level of English 

proficiency of the speakers. If the speakers had high English proficiency level, though speaking 

with accents, their L2 speech would still be intelligible to listeners (Bent & Bradlow, 2003). 

Similarly, Munro and Derwing (1995) concurred that the speakers may speak with accents but this 

did not impede listening comprehension. Thus, it is more likely that having nonnative accents in 

listening tests may not create test bias to a certain group of L2 listeners if the speakers have a good 

command of English. However, when we observed the descriptive statistics, it is noteworthy that 

when the listeners shared the same L1 with the speaker, their listening performances were better 
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than the listeners who did not. As Norris (2015) has pointed out, relying only on statistical 

significance testing may be misleading. It may be the case that the shared-L1 effects on facilitating 

listening comprehension may exist but had gone undetected in this study due to a few observations.        

The questionnaire responses showed that most Arabic and Thai listeners had more favorable 

attitudes toward native accents in listening tests and they believed that their performances would 

be better when listening to native accents. The attitude results of the present study were in line with 

the previous studies in ESL and EFL contexts (e.g., McKenzie et al., 2016; Scales et al., 2006). 

Previous research reported that L2 listeners perceived native accents as standardized and easier to 

understand (e.g., Abeywickrama, 2013; Yaemtui, 2018). Native accents also showed positive 

attributes, such as high intelligibility, higher status, and more familiarity (e.g., Suppatkul, 2009). 

Plausible explanations might encompass the history of English and L2 listeners’ exposure to native 

accents. Since historically the spread of English was encouraged through colonization, most 

ESL/EFL learners may believe that native speakers were the only standards that exist. Another 

explanation may lie in the extent of how much L2 listeners have been exposed to native and 

nonnative speakers of English. Greater exposure to native speakers may lead to their beliefs that 

native accents were more preferable and easier to understand thus resulting in their better listening 

performances.        

Interestingly, both groups of listeners thought that having nonnative accents in listening tests 

was important as it would reflect real life situations, with a split opinion among Arabic listeners. 

For a great majority of Thai listeners, the result may stem from the establishment of the ASEAN 

Economic Community (AEC) in 2015 which aimed at fostering economic collaborations among 

10 ASEAN countries, namely, Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, Indonesia, Laos, Malaysia, 

Myanmar, Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, and Vietnam (Association of Southeast Asian Nations, 

2016). Due to diverse linguistic backgrounds in the region, English can be considered as a lingua 

franca. The emergence of AEC means that Thai listeners would have more opportunities to interact 

with not only native speakers but, to a greater extent, nonnative speakers of English. While some 

Arabic listeners thought that listening tests should feature only standard English, they realized that 

they also heard nonnative accents in real life. The results suggested that even if they were in ESL 

contexts such as America, they could not ignore the existence of their international friends, teaching 

assistants, and professors.          
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In addition, most Arabic and Thai listeners thought that when the listeners and speakers had 

the same L1, the listeners would understand the speakers better. By looking at their listening scores, 

the facilitative effects of the same L1 may exist but were not found to be statistically significant. 

Nevertheless, it is questionable whether L2 listeners’ attitudes were perfectly valid for deciding 

which accents should be included in listening tests. 

Prior study suggested that negative attitudes toward nonnative accents may affect L2 listeners’ 

comprehension (e.g., Major et al., 2002). However, the present study found that attitudes were not 

significantly related to listening scores. Arabic listeners did not favor nonnative accents but such 

low attitude scores did not seem to bear any relationships with their low listening scores. Despite 

the fact that a negative relationship was found for Thai listeners, the relationships were too weak 

to be significant. Thus, the findings may lend more support to an inclusion of nonnative accents in 

listening tests which in turn may help prepare L2 listeners to real-life settings. 

 

Implications of the Study 

The implications of the study could be useful in designing L2 teaching listening materials and/or 

listening tests. According to Buck (2001), we should consider the purpose of the test as our priority 

since it reflected the listening construct we wanted to measure. If the listening construct included 

an ability to understand academic lectures in ESL/EFL contexts, the use of accented varieties in 

listening tests was more beneficial to L2 learners as regarding real academic settings they may 

encounter not only native but also nonnative accents (Harding, 2012; Taylor & Geranpayeh, 2011). 

In preparation of listening test stimuli, English testers may consider developing predetermined 

criteria for selecting nonnative speakers. For instance, speech samples of potential speakers could 

be rated by several English instructors in terms of accentedness, comprehensibility, and 

intelligibility (see Harding, 2011; Kang, 2010). The key is to select nonnative speakers who speak 

with noticeable accents but are still intelligible and/or comprehensible.   

A washback effect from testing could be found in teaching listening to L2 learners. ESL/EFL 

teachers could start by drip-feeding intelligible nonnative accents to L2 learners as a complement 

to the mainstream accents and increase more varieties of accent input as they progress to a higher 

level. Several websites have provided free and useful online resources for a variety of English 

accents such as www.elllo.org/ where teachers could assign students to work on listening 

comprehension quizzes ranging from beginners to advanced levels and www.dialectsarchive.com/ 
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where teachers could ask students to play a game of transcription as a pair or individual work. If 

students prefer watching series or movies, teachers could find short video clips from English 

subtitled films which starred international actors and actresses such as the Big Bang Theory (Indian 

accents) and Memoirs of a Geisha (Japanese accents). What is more, using movies or series may 

also help promote diversity and cultural awareness of our students. In addition, this approach would 

help train L2 listeners to become more familiar with and more flexible in their nonnative speech 

perceptions (Bradlow & Bent, 2008). By providing a variety of English accents as listening input, 

students’ attitudes toward nonnative accents could change and they might become more aware that 

hearing both native and nonnative accents is their reality and that comprehending different varieties 

of accents is necessary.  

 

Limitations and Future Directions 

This study was limited by two main factors. The first was the samples of the study. The English 

proficiency levels might be at play. Increasing the sample sizes from different proficiency levels 

may provide more substantial evidence. Second, this study was limited by the instrumentation. As 

the speakers structured their own natural speech based on the outline given, there may be lexico-

grammatical variation between the two speakers. Additionally, it was possible that the difficulty 

level of the test items did not match the listeners’ ability which may contribute to their relatively 

low scores. The reliability of the quiz could also be increased by providing more items and easier 

items to increase variances as well as by including more than one speaker (and corresponding set 

of items) to represent each L1. The attitude questionnaire used in the study could also be further 

developed and validated as the responses of each item were already provided and limited in scope 

which may lead to difficulties in choosing a single response.  

Future research may include other nonnative accents which are most relevant in the context 

of use as well as native speakers’ listening input as a baseline for comparisons. Moreover, future 

studies may consider using another type of quasi-experimental designs to investigate the effects of 

accented speech on listening comprehension. For instance, a Latin square design in which each 

group of participants listens to accented speakers and takes the listening test, but the order of the 

speakers is different in each group. The advantage of this counter-balancing research design is that 

nuisance factors, such as groups of listeners and listening passages which are not of the main 
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interest but might interfere with the outcome of the treatment (various accents), would be controlled 

(Gooskens, 2013).     

   

Conclusions 

Although this study was preliminary, it suggested that the inclusion of nonnative English accents, 

namely Arabic and Thai, may not disadvantage L2 listeners who did not share the same L1 with 

the speaker. When listening to an unfamiliar nonnative accent, their performances were not 

statistically different. Native accents in listening tests were still preferable by most L2 listeners. 

However, the stronger preferences for native accents should not exclude nonnative accents from 

academic listening tests as weak or no relationships between attitudes and listening performances 

were found. Therefore, the study provided support for incorporating intelligible nonnative accents 

in listening tests and learning materials to better help prepare L2 learners. Ultimately, they may 

gain more understanding when listening to accented speech and be equipped with listening skills 

essential in real-world academic contexts.   
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Appendix 

Outline of a Lecture for the Speakers 

Topic: Economics 

Duration: approximately 3 minutes 

A. Introduction – be careful when attempting to understand international trade (wrong decision 

 could cause negative effects on economy) 

B. Problem 

 Increase in imports (e.g., furniture production)  Difficulty for domestic producers  

Cut production and employment (increasing imports  greater unemployment at home) 

 The relationship between import and export (i.e., how much we import and export) – not 

easily discernible and interdependent 

C. Proposed solution 

 Protect jobs by limiting imports (e.g., tariffs, quotas, regulations)  Reduce potential 

future exports to the rest of the world 

 The fundamental proposition in international economics = import things that can be 

produced more economically abroad + export things that we can produce more cost 

effectively than produced elsewhere 

 limit imports = danger of not being able to export 

 Getting things cheaper by buying them aboard  ‘The benefits of gains’ from 

international trade  

 Export: high-technology products from the US 

 Import: Things such as furniture production, cotton production, sugar production are 

frequently made more inexpensively in places where wage rates are low and the cost of 

using capital is very high 

D. Case study in Florida: 

 Produce a lot of sugar but the costs are so high because we have extensive restrictions on 

imports of sugar 

 The sugar industry in the US not produce high-paying jobs = uses resources in ineffective 

ways + blocks import of more cost-effectively produced sugar 

 A very bad bargain for the US to protect low-paying jobs  halt the growth of world 

trading and more international specialization 
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 Better to remove restrictions on imports + let other countries produce those products more 

cheaply 

E. Suggestions: 

 Retraining and relocating people to places and industries where jobs are expanding  

make the whole economy function more effectively and productively than by trying to 

block imports 

 Any changes that occur in a country’s economy (e.g., new technology, change in 

preferences, change in regulations)  ‘adjustments’ 

 Facilitate people (no good job prospects + low real wages) adjusting to acquire skills that 

will permit them to move into higher-paying jobs  

 Help pay for the relocation  

 Trying to block the changes is really counterproductive  make people in our country + 

elsewhere in the world poorer  
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Achieving overall enhancement in oral proficiency factors (i.e., fluency, complexity, and accuracy) 

through a variety of task planning conditions has always been the main concern of task-based 

research and pedagogy. This quasi-experimental study investigated the effect of the combination 

of strategic planning and online planning, called Semi-online planning, on Iranian intermediate 

level English as a foreign language (EFL) learners’ oral narratives’ fluency, complexity, and 

accuracy. To this end, forty intermediate EFL learners were 
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required keywords and phrases for performing the narrative 
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task which were selected by teacher based on six sequenced pictures to be taught in pre-teaching 

process were presented to experimental group in a ten-minute pre-teaching phase prior to carrying 

out an oral narrative task, based on six sequenced pictures, while the control group simply started 

task without any pre-task planning time. Results of this study indicate an overall increase in 

complexity, accuracy, and fluency (CAF), i.e., all the sub-components of fluency and accuracy and 

two out of three sub-components of complexity (except syntactic variety) reached a significant 

level. This study implies that pre-teaching strategic language items help task performers to have a 

balanced increase in their oral proficiency fluency, complexity, and accuracy. This study may have 

some implications for EFL learners, teachers and material developers.  

 

Keywords: Semi-online planning, pre-task planning, online planning, oral narrative, fluency, 

complexity and accuracy 

 

Introduction 

Following increasing role of tasks in second language acquisition (SLA) research and L2 pedagogy 

in few last decades, due to L2 learners’ limited processing capacity, which make L2 learners 

language performance so effortful and demanding, task planning has entered SLA research and L2 

pedagogy, as a remedial factor to help task performers to have more balanced and efficient 

language performance. Human processing limitation was suggested in several accounts and 

hypothesis. According to Information Processing theory (McLaughlin, 1978) due to mental 

processing limitation and limited working memory capacity, L2 learners have trouble considering 

multiple aspects of a complex task such as language production. Moreover, Skehan (1998b) 

suggested that L2 learners are not able to focus on both forms and meanings of the target language, 

so they have to prioritize one over the other in their language activities. Additionally, Skehan 

(1998a) in his Trade-off hypothesis argued that a sort of competition exists between three language 

production aspects, i.e., CAF, to have more processing resources of learners processing capacity, 

results in an unbalanced and inefficient language production regarding the language production 

triad. More recently in his Limited Attention Capacity (LAC) hypothesis, Skehan (2014) asserted 

that such a trade-off between complexity and accuracy exists as a result of L2 learners’ limited 

processing capacity unless some intervening factors such as task conditions and characteristics are 

provided.  



   
 

55 
 

On the other hand, De Bot (1992) drawing on Levelt’s (1989) speech production model, i.e. 

conceptualization, formulation and articulation, argued that contrary to native speakers, L2 

learners execute these processes in a controlled way which with limited target language knowledge 

and processing capacity, they experience heavily demanding and overwhelming language 

productions. In this regard, task planning or providing specific time prior or during task 

performance has been suggested as a solution to help L2 learners to overcome their processing 

limitations and subsequently to have more acceptable and efficient language production. Among 

various classifications of task planning, the most commonly used are Wendel (1997), and Ellis 

(2003) proposed categories including pre-task and within-task planning (or online planning). 

However, because of inherent features of task planning conditions, each planning type causes 

positive effects on some (not all) of oral production factors, that is increasing one or two factors of 

CAF at the expense of the other(s), which results in inefficient language production. For example, 

pre-task planning influences fluency and to some extent complexity, relying on the fair amount of 

evidence, while online planning mainly increases accuracy (Ellis, 2009; Wendel, 1997; Yuan & 

Ellis, 2003; Guara-Tavares, 2008).  

Considering the positive effects of planning conditions on CAF (e.g., Yuan & Ellis, 2003; 

Ellis, 2005a) the researchers decided to investigate the probable advantage of using two planning 

conditions simultaneously in task performance. i.e., this study aimed to see if it is possible to benefit 

from positive effects of both pre-task and online planning in a compound form to enable task 

performers to be more fluent, complex and accurate language producers. Therefore, in this study 

two planning conditions (strategic and online planning) were used in compound form, termed Semi-

online planning to investigate the possibility of reducing or eliminating trade-off effect between 

oral production factors, overcoming L2 learners limited processing capacity and achieving an 

overall increase in fluency, complexity, and accuracy of L2 learners’ oral production. 

 

Review of related literature 

The importance attached to task by SLA researchers and L2 pedagogists during few past decades 

could be attributed to the roles tasks have played in SLA and L2 pedagogy. That is, as Ellis (2003) 

pointed out, in SLA research, tasks function as a language elicitation device which enables 

researchers to investigate L2 learners’ interlanguage changes over times and in L2 pedagogy, they 

serve as facilities to provide desirable communicative contexts in which L2 learners acquire 



   
 

56 
 

accountable and efficient communicative competence to take part successfully in real-life 

communications. On the other hand,  the key roles tasks play in SLA research and L2 pedagogy 

are supported by some theoretical frameworks such as Krashen’s (1981, 1985) Input hypothesis, 

Long’s (1981, 1983, 1985) Interaction hypothesis, Swain’s (1985) Output hypothesis and 

Vygotsky’s (1987a) Socio-Cultural Theory in SLA research, Schmidt’s (1990, 2001) Noticing 

hypothesis, Pienemann’s (1985) Teachability hypothesis, Skehan’s (1998b) Cognitive theory,  Ellis’ 

(2005b) Principles of Instructed Language Learning as well as Prabhu’s (1987) remarkable 

experimental study on task-based language teaching in L2 pedagogy. 

Moreover, L2 learners’ mental processing limitations which are proposed by Information 

Processing theory (McLaughlin, 1978), a model of working memory (Baddeley & Logie, 1999)  

and Trade-off hypothesis (Skehan, 1998b)  necessitate using planning time by task performers to 

have more efficient L2 production. More elaborately, based on Information Processing theory, due 

to limited attentional capacity, L2 learners are not able to attend to multiple aspects of a complex 

task. In this regard, McLaughling, Rossman, and Mcload (1983) suggested that learning which 

entails transferring information to long-term memory starts with a controlled process requiring 

more processing capacity and leads to automatic process with less processing capacity 

requirements via the routinized process. In other words, learning a complex task such as driving a 

car requires a high level of processing capacity at the early stages of learning since it entails 

learning and performing various sub-tasks and executing a series of controlled processes to 

accomplish the main task (driving). Once doing sub-tasks is mastered and routinized, they can be 

performed automatically with the least processing capacity requirements.  In L2  performance  and 

in case of beginner learners this involves controlled execution of several constituting sub-tasks 

such as lexical, syntactical, morphological and phonological rules which is heavily overwhelming 

and demanding. 

On the other hand, based on working memory model suggested by Baddeley and Logie (1999), 

complex and controlled activities put heavier processing pressure on the limited processing 

capacity of working memory, consume more processing capacity and are more demanding and 

effortful. More elaborately, the limited capacity of two sections of working memory, Central 

Executive which is responsible for retrieving data from long-term memory and Phonological Loop 

is responsible for temporary storage of retrieved data and applying target language rules to make 

an intended utterance, results in effortful and problematic language production. 
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The other underlying account relating to task planning is Levelt’s (1989) model of speech 

production. Based on this model, each language production process contains three stages: 

conceptualization, formulation, and articulation, accompanied by a three-level monitoring process 

carried out at the end of each stage. In the conceptualization stage, goals, intentions, contents and 

effectiveness of speech are determined in three sub-stages: decision-making, macro- and micro-

planning, which result in pre-verbal speech. In the second stage, formulation, the provided pre-

verbal speech turns into its verbal correspondence or internal speech through lexical retrieval and 

syntactical encoding processes. In the final stage or articulation, internal speech converts into actual 

or verbal speech.  

De Bot (1992) adopted Levelt’s model of L2 learners, arguing that in conceptualization, 

decision-making and macro-planning is language-independent meaning that it does not depend on 

whether the language speaker uses L1 or L2. Conversely, micro-planning of conceptualization 

formulation and articulation stages, which are carried out automatically by native speakers or by 

second language learners using L1, is done via a controlled process using L2. In other words, 

contrary to native speakers or L1 activities, which are performed automatically, L2 production 

entails controlled micro-planning of conceptualization, formulation, and articulation which 

produce greater processing pressure on L2 learners’ working memory and are carried out more 

demanding and effortful. 

Additionally, Skehan (2009) drawing on Levelt’s speech production model, argued that tasks 

which include less frequent and more difficult lexical items, such as narrative tasks, make the L2 

performance more demanding and problematic due to learners’ insufficient and limited L2 lexicon 

resources and syntactic knowledge that leads to the difficult and effortful formulation. On the other 

hand, tasks which necessitate processing dynamic and complex information, persuade L2 learners 

to produce more complex ideas through pressurized conceptualization, result in more complex 

speech. In contrast, a structured task in which the right order of task accomplishment is clear 

consumes less cognitive and processing capacity, provides more processing resources for speech 

production stages (especially formulation and monitoring), and leads to more fluent and accurate 

speech. This idea was also supported by Skehan’s (2014) LAC hypothesis based on which task 

structure and information types influence the level of task complexity. Structured tasks involve 

processing personal and concrete information and are less demanding which leads to less complex 

L2 production. Unstructured tasks, on the other hand, contain impersonal and abstract information 
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and are more complex which results in more complex utterances. Moreover, structured tasks which 

involve processing familiar information or only retrieving data from long-term memory, increase 

accuracy and fluency (Bui & Skehan, 2018). 

So far various classification on task planning have been suggested including guided-unguided 

(Foster & Skehan, 1996), strategic-online planning (Wendel, 1997), pre-task, within-task and post-

task planning (Ellis, 2003), pre-task (rehearsal, strategic), within-task (pressured or rapid online 

planning, unpressured or careful online planning) (Ellis, 2005a), etc. Based on the variety of task 

classifications, different studies have been carried out, and some of the most remarkable ones are 

briefly discussed below. 

Foster and Skehan (1996), reporting their study, argued that pre-task planning helps task 

performers to act more fluently while in term of complexity and accuracy they have to prioritize 

one over the other. Moreover, through an easy and familiar task like personal information task, L2 

learners do tend to take full advantage of task planning while a complex task like decision-making 

persuades task performers to benefit more from planning time to find out what and how to use in 

their language production. Along the same line, Skehan and Foster (1997), conducted a study the 

results of which revealed that besides the overall positive effects of pre-task planning on fluency, 

complexity, and accuracy, in oral narrative task, complexity and in decision-making task, accuracy 

did not reach significant level while as they reported the trade-off effect between complexity and 

accuracy was more evident. Moreover, they argue that task characteristics play key roles in 

persuading L2 learners to focus on different aspects of CAF. For example, more complex tasks 

make L2 learners put more emphasis on complexity and produce more complex utterances. They 

further point out that CAF factors are completely independent and are likely to be affected 

independently by different influential variables. 

In another study, Ortega (2005) investigated the effect of some moderating variables in task 

planning. Surprisingly, she reported that only 59% of task planners found pre-task planning 

beneficial in their language performance. She classified several reasons and argumentations made 

by that 41 % of task planners into four main reasons: Task performance conditions, language 

proficiency levels, learners’ preferences and individual learners’ attitude toward language activities. 

As this study indicated, the detrimental effect of these factors was to the extent that made 41% of 

task participants reluctant to take proper advantage of task planning time. On the other hand, 

Kawauchi (2005) indicated that task performers’ language proficiency level plays a pivotal role in 
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the effect task planning produce on CAF. Kawauchi’s study indicated that intermediate level task 

performers (lower and higher) took the most advantage of task planning to improve their L2 

production while advanced level planners’ achievement via task planning was limited. As he 

reasoned, this effect was due to a ceiling effect in advanced learners’ L2 knowledge. That is 

because this group had already achieved a high developmental level of L2 proficiency, providing 

planning time could not produce a significant effect on their L2 performance. Conversely, low 

intermediate level benefited the most from planning condition to achieve the highest increase in 

their accuracy through paying more attention to both forms and meanings, and high intermediate 

level participants took advantage of planning time to reach the highest increase in fluency and 

complexity which made them as fluent as advanced groups and even more complex than them. 

Furthermore, findings of Guara-Tavares (2008) study is also worth noting. As was reported 

in this study, L2 learners with higher working memory capacity (WMC) were able to dedicate more 

processing capacity for production stages such as micro-planning of conceptualization, lexical 

retrieval and syntactic encoding of formulation and monitoring which resulted in more complex 

and fluent and accurate speech respectively. In addition, Nielson (2013) supported facilitating the 

role of working memory in L2 performance, reporting that in his study L2 learners with higher 

WMC outperformed learners with low WMC in terms of fluency in both planned and unplanned 

conditions. This study also indicated that providing planning time helps L2 learners with low WMC 

to enhance their L2 performances.  

Moreover, Ellis and Yuan (2005) found that besides differential effects of pressured and 

careful online planning on task performers’ language production, task modality (oral or written) 

also influences CAF of learners’ L2 performance. That is, written production of careful online 

planners was the least fluent but most complex and accurate while conversely, oral production of 

pressured online planners was the most fluent but least complex and accurate speech. In other 

words, in case of fluency, the rising trend was careful writing, pressured writing, careful speech 

and pressured speech while in case of complexity and accuracy the exact reverse order was the 

case. Furthermore, Ellis (2009) argued vast variety of influential factors affect results of task 

planning on CAF of L2 learners language speech such as language proficiency levels (beginning, 

intermediate and advanced), study setting (classroom vs. laboratory, teaching vs. testing), task-type 

(monologic vs. interactive, simple vs. complex) , planning conditions (length of planning time, 

guided vs. unguided, form-focused vs. meaning-focused). 
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However, what is worth noting is the fact that in none of the conducted studies, the overall 

increase in all CAF factors was achieved. In this regard, in addition to the mentioned studies, 

following studies are briefly reviewed as more examples. Yuan and Ellis (2003) indicated that 

online planning had a strong positive effect on accuracy, while its effect on complexity was partly 

positive but not remarkable and on fluency, it was detrimental. Moreover, pre-task planning with 

an overall positive effect on CAF produced a significant level of increase only in syntactic 

complexity. More recently, Ahangari and Abdi (2011) reported pre-task planning only had a 

positive effect on complexity, but the accuracy of learners’ oral performance was not affected. In 

Abdi, Eslami and Zahedi (2012), pre-task planning had a positive effect on fluency significantly 

while accuracy was not affected significantly. Results of Ghavamnia, Tavakoli, and Esteki (2013) 

study showed that pre-task planning improved fluency and complexity and online planning 

improved the accuracy of learners’ written production. 

 

Method 

Participants 

In this study, forty intermediate participants were selected from among 80 EFL learners via the 

Oxford Placement Test. They were Iranian EFL learners of both genders aged 15-35 form different 

language institutes in Tehran. They were randomly selected and assigned to one control and one 

experimental group. Further information on their distribution and OPT (Oxford Placement Test) 

scores are illustrated in Table 3.1.  

 

Table 3.1 

Participants descriptive statistics 
Groups Female Male Age Average Mean Score 

of OPT 

Proficiency 

Level 

Control 12 8 24.45 40.8 Intermediate 

Experimental 10 10 24.7 36.75≅ 37 Intermediate 

Total Average 11 9 25.57 38.78 Intermediate 
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Instrument 

The instrument used in this study was selected from Heaton (1975) similar to Yuan and Ellis (2003). 

The researcher selected the picture story to make a comparison between the two studies (Yuan & 

Ellis, 2003 and this study) more reliable. The picture story includes six sequenced pictures narrates 

a story about three boys who were waiting for a bus in a bus station, but when the bus arrived, four 

bigger boys did not let them get on it. Therefore, they had to wait for the next bus. While they were 

going by the next bus, they found the first bus that those bigger boys were in had a flat tire and had 

to stop. The boys in the second bus laughed at those who were in the stopped bus while they were 

passing them. 

 

Procedure 

For each of six sequenced pictures, two keywords or phrases were determined and presented prior 

to task performance by the teacher. Participants were asked to produce at least four sentences for 

each of the six pictures. For the experimental group, the selected language items were presented 

just before task performance in a ten-minute pre-teaching process as strategic planning while they 

had only 1 minute to see each picture to plan online, select required language contents and forms 

and make at least four sentences for each of six pictures. The rationale for such time limitation was 

to reduce the chance of pre-task planning as much as possible. One-minute time allocation for 

online planning was decided by the researcher and 10-minute strategic planning time to pre-teach 

selected words and phrases was assigned based on Yuan and Ellis (2003) pre-task planning time. 

It is noteworthy that participants were allowed to take note while strategic words were being taught 

but the notes had been taken away before online planning time. 

For the control group, keywords and phrases were taught one day before task performance in 

order to reduce the possibility of any difference in L2 knowledge of participants in the control and 

experimental groups and to assure that the only differential variable was Semi-online planning. 

Otherwise, the probable difference in participants’ knowledge could affect the study’s result as an 

intervening variable. Participants of this group (no-planning condition) had just 5 minutes to 

perform the task without any guidance and preparation. The time limitation was selected from Yuan 

and Ellis (2003) in order not to let no-planners plan online, as they reasoned.  

The pre-teaching process was conducted by participants’ teacher using the routine teaching 

procedures and methodology he used to employ in his classes. Due to the impossibility of providing 
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a language laboratory or an appropriate place with required facilities and gathering participants of 

control or experimental groups to have one-shot teaching process and oral narrative task 

accomplishment, learners were located individually in vacant class and were shown sequenced 

pictures via a laptop in isolation to prevent any possible interaction. The orally produced sentences 

were recorded via the Mp3 player device. Furthermore, to produce a sense of security and prevent 

any probable psychological and affective influence on teacher and participants’ performance, all 

the teaching and data collection processes were conducted by the teacher and in the absence of the 

researcher. 

The measurements used to rate produced oral narratives were Skehan (1998a) language 

production proficiency factors, i.e., fluency, complexity and accuracy, just same as Yuan and Ellis 

(2003). Accordingly, fluency was measured by a) number of syllables per minute and b) number 

of meaningful syllables per minute, including all produced syllables minus repeated, replaced and 

reconstructed ones; Complexity was measured by a) the ratio of clauses to T-units (syntactic 

complexity) b) the total number of different grammatical verb forms, including verb tense, 

modality and voice (syntactic variety) and c) Mean Segmental Type-Token Ratio or MSTTR 

(lexical variety). Accuracy was measured by a) Error-free clauses percentage and b) percentage of 

correct verb form. Sub-components of each dependent variables were compared one by one 

correspondingly, and the results were reported based on the individual comparison. 

 

Design 

The present study was a quasi-experimental study with a between-group one-shot design 

investigating the effect of strategic and online planning on CAF of Iranian EFL learners’ oral 

productions. This study concentrated on using both planning conditions in a combined form called 

Semi-online planning in an oral narrative task performance.  

 

Data analysis 

The collected data were analyzed via series of multivariate analysis of variances (MANOVA) and 

non-parametric analysis of chi-square using SPSS version 21. The independent variable of this 

study is Semi-online task planning. The dependent variable is L2 learners’ oral production which 

has three levels: fluency, complexity, and accuracy. 
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Results  

As it was mentioned earlier, there were two sets of statistical procedures in this study: series of 

MANOVA for parametric scales (i.e. number of syllables and number of meaningful syllables per 

minute for fluency; syntactic complexity (ratio of T-units), lexical variety (MSTTR) for complexity; 

ratio of error-free clauses and ratio of correct verb forms for accuracy) as well as non-parametric 

analysis of chi-square for syntactic variety (number of different verb forms). Therefore, based on 

individual dependent variables (fluency, complexity, and accuracy) each research dependent 

variable was analyzed individually. 

Fluency was measured through the number of syllables per minute (NSR) and number of 

meaningful syllables per minute (NMSR), which was all produced syllables minus repeated, 

replaced and reconstructed. Based on the results displayed in Table 4.4, (F (2, 37) = 4.23, p = .022, 

Partial η2 = .186 representing a large effect size) it can be concluded that there were significant 

differences between the two groups’ means on two components of fluency. Table 4.5 and 4.6 also 

indicate that the experimental group (M = 133.43) had a significantly (F (1, 38) = 8.68, p = .005, 

Partial η2 = .186 representing a large effect size) higher mean than the control group (M = 114.10) 

on the syllables ratio per minute. In case of ratio of meaningful syllables per minute, the 

experimental group (M = 125.79) had a significantly (F (1, 38) = 8.09, p = .007, Partial η2 = .176 

representing a large effect size) higher mean than the control group (M = 105.06). 

 

Table 4.4 

Multivariate Tests; Components of Fluency by Groups 

Effect 
Value F 

Hypothesis 

df 
Error df Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace .981 967.614 2 37 .000 .981 

Wilks' Lambda .019 967.614 2 37 .000 .981 

Hotelling's Trace 52.303 967.614 2 37 .000 .981 

Roy's Largest Root 52.303 967.614 2 37 .000 .981 

Group 

Pillai's Trace .186 4.239 2 37 .022 .186 

Wilks' Lambda .814 4.239 2 37 .022 .186 

Hotelling's Trace .229 4.239 2 37 .022 .186 

Roy's Largest Root .229 4.239 2 37 .022 .186 
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Table 4.5 

Descriptive Statistics Fluency by Groups 

Dependent Variable Group 
Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

NSR 
experimental 133.432 4.636 124.047 142.817 

Control 114.108 4.636 104.723 123.494 

NMSR 
experimental 125.797 5.151 115.369 136.225 

Control 105.068 5.151 94.640 115.495 

 

Table 4.6 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects; Fluency by Groups 

Source 

Dependent 

Variable 

Type III Sum 

of Squares 
Df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Group 
NSR 3733.977 1 3733.977 8.687 .005 .186 

NMSR 4297.122 1 4297.122 8.097 .007 .176 

Error 
NSR 16334.578 38 429.857    

NMSR 20165.799 38 530.679    

Total 
NSR 632831.546 40     

NMSR 557447.094 40     

 

Two sub-components of complexity which were of interval scale, Syntactical complexity and 

lexical variety, were analyzed through MANOVA. Based on the results displayed in Table 4.9, (F 

(2, 37) = 12.13, p = .000, Partial η2 = .396 representing a large effect size) it can be concluded that 

there were significant differences between the two groups’ means on the two components of 

complexity. Specifically, based on the results displayed in Table 4.10 and 4.11, the experimental 

group (M = 2) had a significantly (F (1, 38) = 11.10, p = .000, Partial η2 = .2236 representing a 

large effect size) higher mean than the control group (M = 1.72) on the ratio of clause to T-unit. 

The experimental group (M = .80) also had a significantly (F (1, 38) = 18.91, p = .000, Partial η2 

= .332 representing a large effect size) higher mean than the control group (M = .74) on lexical 

variety (MSTTR). 
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Table 4.9 

Multivariate Tests; Components of Syntactic Complexity by Groups 

Effect 
Value F 

Hypothesis 

df 
Error df Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace .998 8136.254 2 37 .000 .998 

Wilks' Lambda .002 8136.254 2 37 .000 .998 

Hotelling's Trace 439.798 8136.254 2 37 .000 .998 

Roy's Largest Root 439.798 8136.254 2 37 .000 .998 

Group 

Pillai's Trace .396 12.134 2 37 .000 .396 

Wilks' Lambda .604 12.134 2 37 .000 .396 

Hotelling's Trace .656 12.134 2 37 .000 .396 

Roy's Largest Root .656 12.134 2 37 .000 .396 

 

Table 4.10 

Descriptive Statistics Syntactic Complexity by Groups 

Dependent Variable Group 
Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

SYCOMPLEX 
experimental 2.005 .060 1.884 2.126 

Control 1.723 .060 1.601 1.844 

MSTTR 
experimental .800 .009 .783 .817 

Control .748 .009 .730 .765 

 

Table 4.11 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects; Complexity by Groups 

Source 

Dependent 

Variable 

Type III 

Sum of 

Squares 

Df 
Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Group 
SYCOMPLEX .798 1 .798 11.103 .002 .226 

MSTTR .028 1 .028 18.914 .000 .332 

Error 
SYCOMPLEX 2.731 38 .072    

MSTTR .055 38 .001    

Total 
SYCOMPLEX 142.472 40     

MSTTR 24.031 40     

 

In case of syntactic variety, an analysis of chi-square was run to compare the number of verbs 

experimental (N = 154) and control (N = 131) groups used. Accordingly, although the experimental 

group used more verbs, the results of the chi-square did not show any significant difference 

between the two groups (χ2 (1) = 1.85, p = .173), which means that the obtained increase in syntactic 

variety through Semi-online planning did not reach a significant level. 
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Table 4.12  

Analysis of Chi-Square; Number of Verbs by Groups 

 Observed N Expected N Residual Chi.Sq D.F. P 

Experimental 154 142.5 11.5 1.856 1 .173 

Control 131 142.5 -11.5    

Total 285      

 

Accuracy was measured through ratio of error-free clauses (EFCR) and ratio of correct verbs forms 

(CVFR). Based on the results displayed in Table 4.15, (F (2, 37) = 6.45, p = .004, Partial η2 = .259 

representing a large effect size) there were significant differences between the two groups’ means 

on two components of accuracy. As Table 4.16 and 4.17 indicate experimental group (M = 67.40) 

had a significantly (F (1, 38) = 7.26, p = .010, Partial η2 = .161 representing a large effect size) 

higher mean than the control group (M = 57.52) on the EFCR. Besides, the experimental group (M 

= 76.20) had a significantly (F (1, 38) = 12.23, p = .001, Partial η2 = .243 representing a large effect 

size) higher mean than the control group (M = 66.66) on CVFR. 

 

Table 4.15 

Multivariate Tests; Components of Accuracy by Groups 

Effect 
Value F 

Hypothesis 

df 
Error df Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace .987 1364.411 2 37 .000 .987 

Wilks' Lambda .013 1364.411 2 37 .000 .987 

Hotelling's Trace 73.752 1364.411 2 37 .000 .987 

Roy's Largest Root 73.752 1364.411 2 37 .000 .987 

Group 

Pillai's Trace .259 6.451 2 37 .004 .259 

Wilks' Lambda .741 6.451 2 37 .004 .259 

Hotelling's Trace .349 6.451 2 37 .004 .259 

Roy's Largest Root .349 6.451 2 37 .004 .259 

 

Table 4.16 

Descriptive Statistics Accuracy by Groups 

Dependent Variable Group 
Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

EFCR 
experimental 67.404 2.591 62.159 72.649 

Control 57.528 2.591 52.283 62.772 

CVFR 
experimental 76.209 1.929 72.303 80.114 

Control 66.667 1.929 62.761 70.573 
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Table 4.17 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects; Accuracy by Groups 

Source 

Dependent 

Variable 

Type III 

Sum of 

Squares 

Df 
Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Group 
EFCR 975.453 1 975.453 7.266 .010 .161 

CVFR 910.402 1 910.402 12.230 .001 .243 

Error 
EFCR 5101.179 38 134.242    

CVFR 2828.688 38 74.439    

Total 
EFCR 162155.42 40     

CVFR 207873.17 40     

 

Discussion 

In summary, the result of this study indicated that Semi-online planning caused overall effects on 

all the three oral production factors, i.e., fluency, complexity, and accuracy, while the effects size 

on all sub-components except one (syntactic variety) was statistically significant. The results can 

be interpreted based on Levelt’s (1989) model of speech production, limited working memory 

processing capacity (Baddeley & Hitch, 1974; Baddeley & Logie, 1999) and Skehan (2009). That 

is, through pre-teaching strategic language items in Semi-online planning, the formulation stage 

was facilitated in two extreme possible scenarios. First, optimistically, through the pre-teaching 

process, the strategic language items were learned by task participants. Second, pessimistically, the 

pre-teaching process did not result in learning, but because task performance process immediately 

started after teaching, those pre-taught words and phrases were stored temporarily in task 

performers’ working memory during task doing period. Therefore, it can be claimed that in both 

extreme possibilities, strategic planning facilitated formulation through providing less effortful 

lexical search, retrieval, and syntactic encoding, which resulted in less processing capacity 

expenditure in the formulation and providing more for conceptualization and monitoring stages. 

As a result, directly facilitated formulation led to more fluent speech and indirectly supported 

conceptualization and monitoring resulted in more complex and accurate oral narratives. 

However, as was indicated by statistical results, a syntactic variety which was rated by a 

number of different verb forms, did not increase significantly. This finding can be interpreted 

drawing on Skehan (2009), suggesting that tasks including processing complex and dynamic 

information as well as relating foreground and background information, persuade task performers 

to emphasize primarily on conceptualization which results in producing more complex ideas, pre-

verbal speech and utterances respectively. However, in this study, narrating a story based on six 
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sequenced pictures containing processing simple and static information as well as less frequent and 

more difficult lexical items, pressurized mainly lexical retrieval and syntactic encoding rather than 

conceptualization, which produced no significant increase in syntactic variety. On the other hand, 

respectively, a significant level of increase in lexical variety and syntactic complexity was obtained 

through facilitated formulation and lexical search and extra processing capacity which was left for 

conceptualization. In case of accuracy, a remarkable increase was created as the result of two 

factors: first, directly facilitated formulation led to appropriate lemma and lexeme selection and 

syntactic encoding and subsequently provision of extra processing capacity for monitoring and 

second, common positive effect of online planning on accuracy through persuading task performers 

to focus mainly on monitoring during planning online.  

Although, the specific planning condition used in this study or Semi-online planning, had not 

been used before, but concerning the effects of strategic planning on fluency and complexity and 

online planning on accuracy, it can be concluded cautiously that results of this study were in line 

with main body of research on the effect of task planning conditions on language production factors 

such as Wendel (1997), Skehan and Foster (1997), Yuan and Ellis (2003), Tajima (2003), Ellis and 

Yuan (2005), Mochizuki and Ortega (2008) and Ellis (2009). 

Comparing the results of this study with Yuan and Ellis (2003) with the same oral narrative 

task, task planning timing, instrument (picture story), dependent variables, and measurements may 

help us to achieve interesting findings. In Yuan and Ellis (2003), merely providing pre-task 

planning time resulted in overall increase in all production factors (CAF), while the effect size on 

only syntactic complexity was statistically strong. Surprisingly in all of three planning conditions 

(pre-task, online in Yuan and Ellis and Semi-online planning), the syntactic variety was affected 

positively, but the effect sizes were not significant. Moreover, the positive effect of all three 

planning conditions on syntactic complexity and syntactic variety were exactly the same, meaning 

that syntactic complexity raised to significant level while syntactic variety did not.  

The identical effects of the three planning conditions on these two complexity sub-

components support Skehan’s (2009) argument on the primary roles that task complexity and 

complex Information Processing play in directing learners’ attention toward focusing on 

conceptualization and producing more complex speech. In other words, because in both studies 

same oral narrative task including simple, static Information Processing and the single storyline 

was employed, the inherent characteristics of the manipulated task did not necessitate using more 
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varied forms of verbs regarding tense, modality, and voice in narrating the story. Therefore, 

syntactic variety increase did not reach a significant level, through any of the three planning 

conditions. 

Another partly comparable study is Priri, Barati, and Ketabi (2012) in which employing three 

planning conditions (pre-task, online, pre-task plus online planning conditions) in a written 

production task, led to the merely non-significant positive effect on fluency in pre-task planning 

group while through other planning conditions no effect was found. In other words, as was reported, 

among the three planning conditions, only fluency of pre-task planners increased non-significantly, 

whereas other variables in other planning conditions remained intact.  Different results of two 

studies which used two planning conditions simultaneously can be attributable to differences such 

as the kind of pre-task planning (which included merely providing planning time), task modality 

(the smaller effect size of task planning on written production comparing to oral production, as was 

reported by Ellis and Yuan, 2005) and participants’ proficiency level (including possibly advanced 

level of task participants, as argued by Kawauchi, 2005).  

From a different point of view, another conclusion can be drawn considering the result of a 

combination of two planning conditions. In other words, employing pre-task planning which 

mostly has positive effects on fluency and complexity joined with online planning which affects 

accuracy positively, led to an overall positive effect on all production factors. Therefore, it can be 

concluded that using two influential factors jointly, adjoined their effects on task performers’ 

language production, as it was the case in Saeedi (2015) and Ahmadian, Tavakoli, and Dastjerdi 

(2015), meaning that manipulating two influential factors resulted in adjoining their individual 

effects. More elaborately, in Saeedi (2015) and Ahmadian, Tavakoli and Dastjerdi’s (2015) studies, 

respectively the effects of task structure and strategic planning and task structure and online 

planning, L2 learners’ oral production were investigated. Results of both studies confirmed the 

above-mentioned picture, meaning that the positive effects of task structure specifically on fluency 

in both studies was added up by the common effect of each task planning conditions. Whereas in 

the former study fluency increased exponentially, in the later it increased to a noticeable extent. 

 

Conclusions 

Briefly reviewing the effects of Semi-online planning on fluency, complexity and accuracy of 

Iranian intermediate EFL learners’ oral production indicated that simultaneous use of strategic 
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planning including a pre-teaching phase and online planning, resulted in minimizing trade-off 

effect, remedying task performers limited processing capacity and facilitating Levelt’s (1989) 

formulation stage, directly and conceptualization and monitoring stages, indirectly. These effects 

led to an overall increase in all production factors while in all sub-components of dependent 

variables except syntactic variety, the rising trend reached a significant level. Findings of this study 

contain applicable implications for L2 learners, teachers, and material developers, to take 

advantage of such planning condition to increase efficiency of L2 learning and teaching process 

through embedding new language items in L2 learners’ interlanguage knowledge and enabling 

them to have higher level of oral language proficiency, as well as other beneficial advantages that 

tasks and task planning conditions produce in L2 learning and teaching. 

However, concerning vast variety of influential factors on L2 learners’ task performance such 

as task characteristics, study settings, task planning conditions (Ellis , 2009); psychological factors, 

learners’ preferences and attitude toward language activities (Ortega, 2005); tasks types, 

complexity, and structure (Skehan, 2009), further studies need to be conducted on the effects that 

each influential variables with Semi-online planning can create on L2 learners’ language 

performance in future, to achieve more conclusive findings and gain better insight into other 

aspects of this specific planning condition. Moreover, the limitations were met in this study such 

as the number and age of participants are worth being considered in future researches. 
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Appendix 

Output Elicitation Task (adopted from Heaton, 1987) 

 

 

Task: Narrate a story based on sequenced pictures illustrated above. 
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Abstract 

When following a process approach, feedback and revision are key elements of an EFL writing 

course. While teachers and learners may have an immediate focus on the short-term goal of 

improving a particular piece of writing through feedback and rewriting, both parties must also 

remain aware of the role that these activities play in attaining the long-term goal of improved 

language proficiency. Much research has investigated the role of teacher feedback and peer review 

in prompting revision to writing; less has looked at the ways in which learners carry out self-

directed revisions – those which are stimulated not by third-party feedback, but by the writer’s own 

response to their writing. However, developing the ability to self-edit is a crucial step in becoming 

an autonomous second language writer and thus deserves greater attention. Revision of any kind is 

not a one-size-fits-all activity, as different texts require different types and amounts of revision, and 

individual writers have their own methods of dealing with this. In this study, 21 Japanese 

undergraduates revised their own essays before receiving teacher or peer feedback, but after 

carrying out in-class activities designed to motivate them to self-revise. This paper analyses the 

self-directed revisions made by three of these learners to their English writing and compares the 

differing revision strategies they adopted.  
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Introduction 

Although sometimes characterised as a debate of the 1980s (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996; Horowitz, 

1986) the movement towards process-oriented writing research and instruction began in L1 

education in the early 1960s and reached the field of second language education a decade later 

(Krapels, 1990). Prior to this, written texts had been viewed largely as independent products 

“removed from context and the personal experiences of writers and readers” (Hyland, 2009, p. 8), 

and writing instruction, both in L1 and L2, was based on a linear model of composition with an 

emphasis on single draft assignments evaluated on rhetorical structure and grammatical accuracy 

(Casanave, 2004; Grabe & Kaplan, 1996; Witte, 1989). The process approach thus grew out of 

dissatisfaction with this traditional focus on the text at the expense of the writer (Silva, 1990). 

However, its own relative neglect of how the context within which the writer works impacts upon 

both process and product prompted the rise of social-constructivist views of writing, in which text 

is viewed as the interaction of writer and reader in a specific context (Hyland, 2009; Johns, 1990). 

Key to these approaches are the concepts of genre and discourse community, with the crucial factor 

determining the features of a text seen to be not the internal mental processes of the writer, but the 

language of the community for and in which it was written (Hyland, 2009). Similarly, the academic 

literacies approach propounded by Lea and Street (1998) stresses the significance of the context 

within which a text is produced, but rather than prioritizing the socialisation of the writer into that 

specific discourse community, emphasizes the contested meanings and identities which may arise 

from a student’s need to “switch practices between one setting and another, [and] to deploy a 

repertoire of linguistic practices appropriate to each setting” (p. 159). Key to this approach is the 

recognition that what is viewed as good writing is constrained by the epistemological assumptions 

of specific fields, and Lea and Street note that the transfer of writing skills across subject areas can 

thus be problematic for students. In the case of L2 writers, who are attempting to transfer the skills 

and knowledge acquired within the conventions of their L1, this clearly presents an even greater 

challenge.   

In practice, these approaches to teaching writing are not exclusionary, and the label which is 

applied is largely a question of the relative emphasis that is accorded to each of the main elements 

of writing: text, writer, or reader. Badger and White (2000) and Kamimura (2000) argue that by 

combining different approaches, writing teachers can appropriate the strengths of each to the 

benefit of their students, a proposal with which only the most extreme adherents of a particular 
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approach are likely to take issue. Ferris (2014) surveyed 129 college and university teachers and 

found that 96% incorporated multiple-drafting and feedback opportunities into their writing 

courses, indicating that the value of the process approach is widely recognized. Of course, in reality, 

as much as by any underlying theory, the approach taken to writing instruction should be informed 

by the needs of learners in specific contexts. While a genre-based approach may be appropriate for 

ESL learners aiming at becoming functioning members of a specific academic discourse 

community, in other situations the immediate relevance of particular genres of writing to learners’ 

needs may be less clear. In my own context, for example, English writing classes are a compulsory 

part of the curriculum in the Japanese university where I teach, but it is likely for many students 

that the essays they compose at university will be their last significant piece of writing in English. 

To a large extent English remains, as Seargeant (2011, p. 1) notes, “a predominantly foreign 

language in Japan” and the majority of Japanese people, “do not need to use English in daily life” 

(Hashimoto, 2002, p. 67). Thus, although some may go on to study abroad, and others will end up 

using English in their professional lives, many of these students are likely to have little engagement 

with English once their formal education ends. When faced with learners with such diffuse and 

undefined needs, to focus on the textual features of any particular genre would not be a productive 

use of class time; however, it seems that writing can still play a role as a tool in their overall 

language learning. As such, it may be that a process-based approach, with its emphasis on personal 

writing, feedback and revision is more suitable in this context. Furthermore, for university students 

moving towards a greater degree of self-regulated learning, promoting self-editing within a 

process-oriented framework may provide an opportunity to develop the autonomous learning skills 

needed to succeed in tertiary education and beyond.   

 

Feedback and Revision 

In a meta-analysis of 27 studies, Thirakunkovit and Chamcharatsri (2019) confirmed that “both 

teacher and peer feedback are valuable aids in improving the quality of student writing” (p. 160). 

While most EFL practitioners would agree with this, there is rather less consensus regarding 

exactly how feedback should best be undertaken. Rae (2016) provides a useful overview of the 

different feedback options available to teachers of writing and some of the concerns pertaining to 

each of these. When giving feedback on grammar, teachers must consider whether to employ direct 

feedback by correcting student errors, or indirect feedback by only identifying these errors. 
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Similarly, either focused feedback, targeting specific errors, or unfocused feedback, targeting all 

errors, can be provided. While research on these options has been extensive, it has been far from 

conclusive. Shintani and Ellis (2013), for example, found that indirect feedback in the form of 

metalinguistic explanation (ME) led to greater short term gains in accuracy than did direct 

corrective feedback (DCF). In a similar study, however, Shintani, Ellis and Suzuki (2014) came to 

the almost opposite conclusion that ME was “less effective than the DCF” (p. 127), postulating 

that the number and type of grammatical features targeted by feedback may impact upon its success. 

This, perhaps, is an important lesson for teachers seeking to optimize their feedback practices, 

reminding us that there is no holy grail when it comes to the ‘best’ way to provide feedback on 

writing, and that local conditions, including factors such as the educational culture and the specific 

goals of that feedback, may be critical in determining its effectiveness.  

In second language learning, the potential variation among teachers, students, and 

circumstances is even greater than in L1 education, and what constitutes appropriate feedback 

accordingly harder to generalise. In addition to the various options for grammar-focused corrective 

feedback outlined above, teacher response to writing can vary in terms of when (i.e. at what stage 

of the writing process) and where (in the margins, between lines, at the end of the paper) it is given, 

as well as what aspect of the writing (grammar, content, or organisation) is prioritised. Furthermore, 

much debate has also focused on the theoretical and practical issues arising from a consideration 

of what stance teachers should adopt when formulating their response to student writing.  

When following a process approach to writing, teachers are required to adopt multiple roles, 

which Keh (1990) defined as those of reader, writing teacher, and grammarian. However, the three-

fold division of teacher as reader, coach, and evaluator proposed by Leki (1990) appears more 

comprehensive. Tardy (2006) notes that it is the teacher who ultimately decides “what the learner 

will write about, the length of time allowed for composing, the criteria by which the text will be 

evaluated, and the grade to be given” (p. 61), suggesting that the role of evaluator is one likely to 

impact significantly on the way feedback is perceived and utilised: learners may be reluctant to 

ignore feedback from a teacher who is also responsible for grading the paper, raising the possibility 

of revisions which are grammatically correct but that deviate from the writer’s intended meaning. 

Hence, however carefully feedback is offered, the possibility of inadvertent appropriation of 

student texts remains (Goldstein, 2004; Zamel, 1985). In an L1 study, Yagelski (1995) found 

student revisions to closely follow what they viewed as teacher preferences; it seems probable that 
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EFL students, less sure of their own linguistic competence, would be even more likely to interpret 

teacher feedback as directives, rather than advice. Yet if revision becomes largely teacher-directed, 

then its full potential is no longer being realised: by critically re-reading and reappraising their own 

work learners can develop both their writing skill and language ability. Although confident and 

self-motivated students may be able to see past the teacher as the sole source of wisdom, there is a 

danger that for others teacher feedback may encourage abdication of responsibility for their own 

writing (Hyland, 2000).  

 

Promoting Autonomy in L2 Writing 

The role of the teacher in providing formative feedback, while remaining crucial, is therefore a 

sensitive one. Much research has focused on how to deal with the issues raised in the previous 

section, with the use of peer review and individual teacher-student conferencing having strong 

advocates. These techniques have clear value in the writing classroom, yet both rely on an external 

source of input, and fail to put the writer him or herself at the centre of the revision process. While 

feedback from both teachers and peers can greatly help the growth of inexperienced writers, in the 

long term, the ability to evaluate and revise your own writing is one which must be developed. 

Revisions can, in general, be divided into two types: (i) those changes made in response to third-

party input, whether that be from a teacher, peer, or other source; and (ii) changes that derive solely 

from the writer’s own internal thought processes. The latter type thus constitutes a self-directed 

revision, defined for the purposes of this paper as a revision which is made independently from any 

external feedback, and instead stems from the writer’s rereading of and reflection on their own 

written work.  

Somewhat surprisingly, as Tigchelaar (2016) notes, relatively few studies have investigated 

self-directed revisions. The findings of those which have done so, however, have largely been 

encouraging, with Gass (1983), Makino (1993) and Polio, Fleck and Leder (1998) all finding that 

students in various contexts were capable of making effective revisions despite having no third-

party input. Suzuki (2008) found self-editing to be more effective than peer review in generating 

revisions to Japanese students’ texts, concluding with the bold suggestion that: 

… negotiating text revisions in the context of students’ written composition seems to 

be a more efficient means of prompting their learning through self-regulation of their 

language output than does doing so in the context of oral interaction tasks. (p. 227) 
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In making a direct comparison with oral interaction tasks, which she did not investigate in this 

research, Suzuki may perhaps be overstating her case; nevertheless, her study provides an 

indication of the potential benefits of self-review of written work in both the long and short-term. 

Several more recent studies have also sought to compare the effectiveness of self-directed 

review and peer review, with mixed findings. Diab (2010), studying learners in Lebanon, found 

that students who took part in peer review were significantly more successful in correcting rule-

based errors than those who reviewed and revised their own writing, although found no significant 

difference between the two groups with regard to their success in correcting non-rule based errors. 

In contrast, Wakabayashi’s 2013 study, which focused on the benefits accruing to the reviewers of 

drafts, rather than the recipients of feedback, indicated that students who had reviewed their own 

drafts achieved significantly greater improvement in their writing than those who had reviewed 

that of a peer. Finally, Tigchelaar (2016), in research comparing learners of French as a foreign 

language who undertook peer and self-review, found that while both groups were able to improve 

their writing more than did a control group, in neither case was this improvement significant. 

Tigchelaar also notes that although the goal of peer review is “to develop autonomous writers, 

[this] may be more directly achieved by instructing students how to review their own writing” 

(2016, p. 12). However, while all three studies offer valuable insights, it is important to note that 

in reality teachers and learners do not face a binary choice between doing either peer review or 

self-directed review. Ideally, opportunities for both would be incorporated into in a writing course, 

along with teacher comments, in order to maximise the sources of feedback available to students 

and harness the benefits of each. 

Andrade and Evans (2013) emphasize the importance of learners developing into self-

regulated writers, yet their proposals revolve entirely around how teachers should provide feedback, 

and how learners should respond to that feedback. While this is undoubtedly crucial, it must also 

be recognised that the experiences of many adult learners may well have already imbued them with 

a degree of self-regulation. Sometimes, what is needed may be for the teacher to encourage learners 

to use their own abilities to revise their writing, and then simply to stand back for a while. This in 

no way diminishes the role of the teacher in providing constructive formative feedback at some 

stage in the writing process, and imaginative ways of supplementing teacher feedback, such as the 

written languaging activity implemented by Suzuki (2012), can also be helpful in developing 

students as autonomous writers in the long term. Nevertheless, teacher feedback may be of even 
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greater benefit to learners if it is offered when students have already done their best to review and 

revise their own work. Ferris (2003) notes that “the mere act of rereading and rewriting, even 

without feedback from peers or teacher (my emphasis), may lead not only to substantive changes 

but improved writing quality” (p. 82). However, while studies carried out in an ESL context 

(Connor & Asenavage, 1994; Paulus, 1999) have suggested that learners can and do carry out self-

directed revision, my own experience as a teacher of EFL students in Japan suggests that unless in 

some way encouraged to do so, these students are unlikely to reread and rewrite their work other 

than in response to feedback. This may stem from a lack of confidence in their own abilities, a 

cultural preference for teacher-centred learning, or simply from poor time-management skills 

resulting in drafts rushed off just before the deadline with no time left to reread and revise. 

Whatever the cause, in addition to judicious use of teacher feedback, encouraging learners to reread 

and rewrite their own compositions is a further way in which we can move towards self-regulation.  

Leki (1990) retells a story from Murray (1968) about the importance of revising one’s own 

work: 

Since he (the boss) sometimes felt that the reports were not well written, he 

developed a response strategy to improve his employees’ writing. He took written 

reports home, and the next day returned the reports to the authors in his private 

office saying, “Is this the best you can do?” The authors sheepishly took the 

reports back, worked on them, and resubmitted them. The boss once again took 

them and the next day again asked, “Is this really the best you can do?” This 

continued until the authors finally said, “Yes, it is the best we can do!” And the 

boss answered, “Good, then I’ll read it”. (p. 57) 

 

This anecdote may well be apocryphal, but it also raises a pertinent question. While these dedicated 

employees seem to have been willing to revise their reports simply because they were asked to do 

so, we should not assume that all our students are sufficiently motivated do the same. Thus, it 

remains incumbent upon teachers of writing to encourage and support students in their efforts to 

revise their own work, and by doing so to help them develop the “reflective habits of mind 

necessary to become autonomous and self-regulating learners” (Hawe & Dixon, 2014, p. 76). 

Nakanishi (2008) suggests that “if students are expected to revise their writings skillfully in 

self-correction, they require opportunities to learn how to correct and revise their papers” (p. 35); 

however, her own study found that even without this training, students were still capable of 

undertaking successful self-directed revisions. While training in self-feedback may be beneficial, 

it would thus not seem to be a pre-requisite. Similarly, Coomber (2016) found that although 
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students who had simply been asked to review and revise their compositions with no external 

feedback were able to do so, those who had undertaken motivation and awareness-raising activities 

were able to revise both more extensively and more effectively. However, while these two studies 

offer evidence suggesting that the students who took part were both capable of self-directed 

revision and more likely to engage in it when in some way stimulated to do so, neither looks at 

what type of changes students made to their work or examines the success of individual revisions. 

The objective of the present study is therefore to consider specific examples of self-directed 

revisions carried out by Japanese university students, looking not only at whether the revision was 

successful, but also exactly what it entailed and how it improved, or failed to improve, the piece of 

writing. 

 

Method 

The study took place in a private university in Japan and involved 21 students in a compulsory 

second-year writing class taught by the author. The students were non-English majors, and had all 

completed required first-year courses on paragraph writing before enrolment in this class. 

The main assessed task in this one semester, fifteen-week course was a five-paragraph essay 

of at least 500 words. The course followed a process-writing approach, and students were required 

to submit four drafts of their essay, reviewing and revising it between drafts. Table 1 shows the 

key stages of the process. 

 

Table 1 

Feedback and revision schedule 

Weeks 1-5 Writing instruction 

Week 6 First draft submitted 

Week 7 Activity 1: Poster presentations on essay topics; Students revise essays 

Week 8 Activity 2: Grammar Workshop; Activity 3: Checklist; Students revise essays 

Week 9 Second draft submitted 

Week 10 Essays returned with teacher feedback; Mini-conferences; Students revise 

essays 

Week 11 Third draft submitted; Peer review of essays: Students revise essays 

Week 12 Final draft submitted 

Weeks 13-15 Non-essay related activities 
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After submitting their first drafts, the next two classes were spent on the following three activities, 

which were designed to motivate students to review and revise their own compositions without 

receiving direct feedback from either the teacher or their peers. 

 

Poster Presentation 

One week after submitting their first drafts, all students made a poster presentation to their 

classmates on their essay topic. Students were not allowed to read from their manuscript or from 

notes during the presentation. The rationale for this was that in order to make a successful 

presentation, students would need to reread their first drafts carefully several times, and hopefully 

while doing so would notice both overt errors and points that could be improved with regard to the 

content and structure of the essay. 

 

Grammar Workshop 

The lesson following the presentations was spent on a grammar workshop focusing on common 

errors which had been identified in students’ first drafts. Students were provided with a worksheet 

containing twelve sentences excerpted from their first drafts (with no more than one sentence taken 

from any single essay), and worked together in groups of two or three to correct the errors in these 

sentences. In contrast to the rather broad goals of the poster presentation, this activity was intended 

to provide a narrower focus on form, comprising indirect feedback (i.e. students were told that each 

sentence contained a grammatical error, but not the type or specific location of that error) on a 

limited number of common error types. Through completing this task, it was hoped that students 

would become better able to identify and correct similar errors in their own essays. 

 

Checklist 

At the end of this lesson, students were given a 20-point checklist (shown in Appendix A) and 

asked to read each point and check the boxes as they worked on revising their first drafts. The aim 

of this checklist was twofold: first, to give students a list of key points to look for as they revised, 

and second to create the idea that by checking the boxes and signing their name they were stating 

to the teacher that they had actually checked all these points and were, to the best of their abilities, 

satisfied with them. 
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Two weeks after submitting their first drafts, students submitted their revised second drafts. 

All first and second drafts were copied and the revisions made counted and categorised. Written 

teacher feedback was provided on the second drafts and a brief conferencing session was held with 

each student. They then had a further week to revise their essays before bringing a third draft to 

class for peer review. A week after the peer review was completed, all students submitted their 

fourth and final draft for grading. 

 

Analysis of Revisions 

In order to analyse the revisions students made to their first drafts, the taxonomy shown in 

Appendix B was used. Dimension A, categorising the type of revision, is based on the taxonomies 

devised by Cho and MacArthur (2010), Faigley and Witte (1981), and Stevenson, Schoonen and 

de Glopper (2006). However, none of these taxonomies looked at the success of the revisions they 

categorised, and in order to do this the categories listed in Dimension B were devised by the author. 

Based on this taxonomy, Coomber (2016) provides a detailed breakdown of the different types 

of revisions students made, compares them to those made by a control group, and demonstrates the 

effectiveness of the three activities in encouraging students to revise their drafts. Compared to the 

control group, the students who undertook the three activities outlined above made almost three 

times the number of revisions to the first draft of their essays. What is more, those revisions also 

achieved a greater degree of success, with 80% of them improving the quality of the writing, 

compared to 66% of those made by the control group. While the overall proportion of surface and 

meaning-focused revisions carried out by the control and treatment groups was very similar, 

differences were apparent within these broader categories. Most strikingly, it was found that over 

45% of the meaning-focused revisions made by the treatment group involved the addition of new 

content, compared to only 25% of those made by the control group. The purpose of the present 

paper is to consider self-directed revision at a finer level of detail by analysing some of the specific 

revisions carried out by three individual students. 

 

The Participants  

Kobayashi and Rinnert (2001) and Takagaki (2003) compare revision strategies based on whether 

or not their subjects are ‘experienced writers’. Both studies define undergraduate students as 

‘inexperienced writers’, a label which thus applies to the participants in this study. Although the 
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second drafts of most students exhibited some interesting revision strategies, three were selected 

for detailed consideration on the basis that their authors had both revised extensively and had done 

so in different ways, with the rate of success of these revisions showing considerable variation. All 

three participants gave consent for their essays to be quoted in this paper, and the names used below 

are pseudonyms. 

In this course, students chose their own essay topics from a list generated by the class as a 

whole and approved by the teacher as suitable for a persuasive essay. Of the three participants, 

Satoshi (male) chose to write about abortion, arguing that it should be permitted; Ayako (female) 

wrote about children having mobile phones, arguing against allowing this; and Tomoko (female) 

wrote about increasing women’s participation in the workforce.  

 

Results and Discussion  

This remainder of this paper looks in detail at the self-directed revisions Satoshi, Ayako and 

Tomoko made to the first drafts of their essays. Each section begins with a table indicating the 

number of each type of revision the writer made according to the taxonomy shown in Appendix B. 

The types of revisions and varying success rates are compared and contrasted, examples of specific 

revisions from each participant are presented and analysed, and the implications for both students 

and teachers are discussed. 
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Participant One: Satoshi 

 

Table 2 

Satoshi’s Revisions 

Type of revision Successful Unsuccessful No change Total 

SURFACE     

Grammar (workshop related) 7 0 0 7 

Grammar (other) 3 0 0 3 

Vocabulary 1 0 1 2 

Mechanics 0 0 0 0 

Total surface 11 0 1 12 

MEANING     

Organization 1 0 0 1 

Complex repair 5 0 0 5 

Extension 1 0 0 1 

Minor addition 3 1 1 5 

Major addition 1 0 0 1 

Deletion 3 0 2 5 

Total meaning 14 1 3 18 

TOTAL 25 1 4 30 

 

As can be seen from Table 2, Satoshi made a total of 30 individual revisions to the first draft of his 

essay, with 12 revisions of surface issues and 18 revisions which impacted upon the meaning of 

his composition. What is particularly striking about his revisions is their high success rate – 83% 

were judged to have improved the essay, either by correcting clear errors or by improving style or 

clarity, and only one had a detrimental effect. Of course, it should be pointed out that a high success 

rate could simply be an indicator of a lack of ambition in the revision process, as it would be 

possible for a student to focus only on issues which they were confident of repairing correctly, 

especially if the essay contained many errors covered in the grammar workshop. However, while 

Satoshi did indeed make revisions of this type – six of his seven revisions to grammar points 

covered in the workshop were simply correcting plural forms – this was far from the only way in 

which he sought to improve his essay. 

In several ways, a deeper look at the revisions which Satoshi made is indicative of the inherent 

difficulties of counting, categorising and evaluating revisions. Firstly, the figures in Table 2 may 

appear to suggest that he placed roughly equal emphasis on surface and meaning revisions. 

Although the assumption that one surface revision is equal to one meaning revision is one which 

seems to have been followed in several other studies (Cresswell, 2000; Fitzgerald, 1987; Sze, 2002), 
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it is a somewhat unhelpful approach. Given that several of the meaning-related changes, discussed 

below, involved the addition of complex new points to the essay or complete rewriting of sentences, 

to numerically equate these with a simple grammar correction such as adding an s to form a plural 

noun is reductive and not overly useful. Secondly, drawing the line between what constitutes a 

surface revision and what constitutes a meaning revision is far from straightforward, however 

rigorous a taxonomy is used. For example, in the second paragraph of his essay, Satoshi makes the 

following change: 

 

That’s because a lot of people think that without hope their life is worth living. 

↓ 

That’s because a lot of people think that without hope their life is not worth living. 

 

Here, while the addition of a single word entirely changes the meaning of the sentence, it is also a 

case of a student correcting a careless mistake, rather than undertaking the cognitively demanding 

reappraisal and rewriting that meaning-focused revisions are often assumed to entail. Nevertheless, 

it is worth pointing out that these are exactly the type of errors which shouldn’t require teacher 

feedback, as simply by carefully rereading an essay prior to submission, the student themselves is 

more than capable of dealing with the issue. 

With regard to the perceived importance of surface and meaning related revisions, while L2 

writing teachers are often thought to disproportionately focus on surface issues (Hyland, 2003; 

Zamel, 1985), recent studies (Basturkmen, East & Bitchener, 2012; Turner, 2012) have shown that 

university professors across all disciplines regularly comment on surface level issues of their 

students’ writing, providing a timely warning against allowing the pendulum to swing too far the 

other way. If one of the purposes of L2 writing classes is to begin to socialise these students into 

the academic community of practice of their field (Basturkmen, East & Bitchener, 2012), then the 

fact that linguistic accuracy is clearly highly valued should remind us that helping students to 

improve in this area must remain a key goal of writing teachers.  

Of the three students whose revisions are discussed in this paper, Satoshi’s essay shows the 

clearest evidence of him having revised based on points that had been studied in previous classes. 

One instance of this occurs in the third paragraph of his second draft, to which he adds the following 

concluding sentence: 
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I think that in the case of unanticipated baby, the probability of abortion is increase. 

 

At first glance, this sentence is not particularly effective in concluding the paragraph, which argues 

that unwanted babies may go on to suffer abuse during childhood. However, in his final draft 

Satoshi had further revised the sentence by replacing the word abortion with abuse – probably 

what he intended to write in his second draft. So although this self-directed revision is not 

completely successful at the first attempt, it does provide the basis for an effective concluding 

sentence, something which had been studied earlier in the course, but which was entirely missing 

from the first draft of the essay. 

When studying how to write the concluding paragraph to an essay, students were taught to 

begin with a sentence summarizing the main points of the essay. A comparison of Satoshi’s first 

and second drafts reveals that, although he attempted to do so, he was unsatisfied with his first 

attempt and successfully revised it: 

 

The abortion has the potentiality to diminish abuse and children of hopeless. 

↓ 

The abortion has the potentiality to help babies without hope to resolve abuse and to 

diminish the risk of birth. 

 

While the revised sentence is not perfect, it is both clearer grammatically (although it would be 

aided by the addition of a comma between hope and to) and, by including a reference to each of 

the three main points of his essay, conforms more closely to the style that had been studied in class. 

As with the previous example, this clearly shows that when given opportunity and encouragement 

to do so, Satoshi was able to improve his own writing without direct teacher feedback, reinforcing 

the point made by both Ferris (2003) and Leki (1990) that simply by returning to a composition at 

a later stage, an author may be able to make successful and valuable revisions. 

The final revision to discuss is also the most substantial – in fact, this is not only the most 

comprehensive revision made by Satoshi, but by any of the students in this class. The third body 

paragraph of the essay focuses on the negative impact on women that a ban on abortion entails. In 

his revised second draft, this paragraph has been entirely rewritten. Although the main point 

remains the same, Satoshi’s revisions have both clarified the focus of the paragraph and improved 

the grammatical accuracy and comprehensibility of individual sentences. As an example, the 

opening four sentences of the paragraph in each draft are shown below: 
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Some people believe abortion gives some damages to women. However, it must also be 

recognized that I need to change general idea because neighbor people leads to the 

situation. I know that after the women have an abortion, she is likely to kill herself. 

Also, I guess that she have a sever burden by herself. (First draft) 

↓ 

Some people believe abortion is only to kill a baby. However, it must also be recognized 

that the ban of abortion is to kill women. About 50 million women have an abortion in 

a year all over the world. However, 20 million women have an unsafe abortion. In the 

result, about 78 thousand women die and millions women are suffering from sequel. 

(Second draft) 

 

In the revised version, several significant improvements are evident. Firstly, the paragraph now has 

a far clearer and stronger topic sentence: the assertion that to ban abortion is to “kill women”, rather 

than the vague claim that it “gives some damages” to them. This is backed up by the inclusion of 

statistics on unsafe abortions, which, although the source is not cited, offer more concrete support 

to the main claim than the statement in the first draft that “after the women have an abortion, she 

is likely to kill herself”. It seems likely here that the intention of this original sentence was to point 

out that a woman may “die herself” after an unsafe abortion, not that she may commit suicide. The 

revisions in the second draft successfully eliminate this ambiguity and make the intended meaning 

quite clear. In addition, the writing style has also been revised, with the deletion of I need, I know, 

and I guess lending a more objective tone to the writing. While the revised paragraph is still in need 

of further work, it is clear that Satoshi’s self-directed revisions here have greatly enhanced his 

essay, offering a persuasive example of how, in line with the findings of Nakanishi (2008), even 

novice writers may have the ability to successfully revise their own work without relying on teacher 

or peer feedback. 
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Participant Two: Ayako 

 

Table 3 

Ayako’s Revisions 

Type of revision Successful Unsuccessful No change Total 

SURFACE     

Grammar (workshop related) 6 0 2 8 

Grammar (other) 3 2 2 7 

Vocabulary 1 3 3 7 

Mechanics 3 0 0 3 

Total surface 13 5 7 25 

MEANING     

Organization 0 0 0 0 

Complex repair 8 1 3 12 

Extension 3 0 0 3 

Minor addition 4 0 0 4 

Major addition 0 0 0 0 

Deletion 1 1 1 3 

Total meaning 16 2 4 22 

TOTAL 29 7 11 47 

 

Of all the students who took part in the study, Ayako made the most changes to her first draft, with 

25 surface revisions and 22 meaning revisions (see Table 3 for details). On the whole, these 

revisions were effective in improving her essay, although not to the same extent as Satoshi’s were, 

with a 62% overall success rate compared to his 83%. 

A comparison of the grammar revisions made by Satoshi and Ayako offers a further insight 

into the limitations of evaluating the efficacy of self-directed revision (or for that matter, teacher- 

or peer-directed revision) only on a numerical basis. While Satoshi made seven successful revisions 

based on points covered in the in-class grammar workshop, Ayako made six, along with two that 

were judged to be no better or worse than the original. On the surface these figures are similar; 

however, as mentioned above, six of Satoshi’s seven revisions were to the same grammar point – 

plural forms. In contrast, Ayako’s eight revisions spanned five different areas of grammar – plurals, 

articles, sentence fragments, present vs present perfect, and passive vs active voice. Over and above 

this, Ayako also made seven grammatical revisions which were not covered in the workshop, along 

with seven changes to vocabulary and three to mechanics. Overall, Ayako’s surface revisions seem 

to indicate that while the grammar workshop was useful to her, she was also willing to go beyond 

what some students may have seen as a minimum requirement (to revise points covered in the 
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workshop) and spend time addressing surface issues which arose from her own re-reading of her 

first draft, with the addition of missing commas and spaces in particular indicating the care she 

took when doing this. 

Ayako’s meaning-focused revisions were both extensive and varied. Over half of these were 

complex repairs, involving the clarification of existing points at sentence or clause level, and in 

four of the five paragraphs of the essay Ayako had rewritten sentences in an attempt to clarify the 

meaning. For example, the following complex repair is taken from the first body paragraph of the 

essay: 

 

Community and society surrounded children had better prevent them to those and teach 

how to use mobile in a right way. 

↓ 

In this situation, what we will promote is to teach children how to use mobile in a right 

way. 

 

While the revised sentence is not perfect, it is more succinct and considerably easier to understand 

than the original, the meaning of which is somewhat unclear. Simplifying her sentences to clarify 

the meaning is a strategy Ayako follows on several occasions, with the first sentence of her 

conclusion offering a further example: 

 

No child knows the right way or moral way to deal with mobile so it is very important 

that adults must lead them to it. 

↓ 

Adults should teach children the right way or moral way to deal with mobile. 

 

While in the previous example, the improvement in the sentence is unambiguous, this second 

example is less clear cut. The revised version is certainly more direct and, it could be argued, a 

more forceful way to begin a conclusion to a persuasive piece of writing. Conversely, by using the 

phrase “No child knows the right or moral way” to open the paragraph in the first draft, Ayako is 

perhaps showing a greater ambition to use rhetoric to appeal to her readers. Whether to choose 

simple, succinct and safe language or to attempt to push the boundaries of what you are capable of 

as a writer is a dilemma faced by both L1 and L2 authors. Although there is no easy answer, as Lee 

(2009) notes, it is important that writing teachers are aware of the issue, both when giving feedback 
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and when grading, and do not always take the easy default of prioritizing a lack of errors over the 

desire to construct more ambitious sentences. 

Like Satoshi, Ayako also chose to completely rewrite one of the paragraphs of her essay. Both 

versions of the paragraph are shown in full below: 

 

Parents should recognize their responsibility that they are the only person to protect 

and lead right way their children even if environment is set out gratefully. They should 

talk about the reason and parents contemplate effects on their children’s physical, 

family budget, and the risks in case un-appropriate web sites are displayed toward 

them. Many organizations give resources to help giving a judgment whether mobile 

phone use is good for them or not. All adults related to children should pay attention 

for those. (First draft) 

↓ 

Not only societies like school but also their parents should have consciousness of that 

they are the person to lead children the right way. More than eighty percent of parents 

who provide mobile to their children answered the main reason why they gave it is to 

contact to their children easily anytime, anywhere. It is indicated that their parents 

support mobile use to their children for their own convenience. They should gather 

essential information to make decision whether their children have it or not. They also 

consider it to be based on both benefit and adverse sides. To do so, many organizations 

give resources, studies, and researches. The parents should pay attention for those and 

comprehend those. (Second draft) 

 

As can be seen, although the overall structure of the paragraph remains the same (in contrast to 

Satoshi’s rewritten paragraph), every single sentence has been revised. Some revisions appear at 

first glance fairly minor, such as those to the final sentence, but even these may impact upon the 

meaning of the paragraph. In the first draft, the topic sentence claims that only parents have a role 

in protecting their children from the dangers of mobile phones, and yet the paragraph closes by 

referring to “all adults”. This inconsistency is rectified by the revisions made in the second draft, 

in which both the topic sentence and concluding sentence focus specifically on the parents’ role. 

In addition to the revisions to all existing sentences, a new supporting point (shown 

underlined) has also been added after the topic sentence. The use of different types of support, 

including statistics, was something which was covered in class, and it appears that on rereading her 

first draft, Ayako realized that the original paragraph was somewhat lacking in support. Like 

Satoshi, she fails to cite her source, but nevertheless this revision indicates that she has understood 

the importance of including more than simply personal opinion in her essay. 
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In summary, Ayako’s revisions are often complex, overlapping and as a result sometimes 

difficult to categorise. To a greater extent than Satoshi, she also makes revisions which either fail 

to improve her essay or even make it worse. Nevertheless, there is also clear evidence that she 

spent considerable time and effort trying to improve her essay, and in many cases was successful 

in doing so. Suzuki (2012) found that, after written feedback from the teacher and the opportunity 

to engage in written languaging, the participants in his study “produced fewer errors for the revised 

essay than for the first essay” (p. 1122), providing an indication of the success of the feedback 

method. It is thus worth noting that, in the present study, both Satoshi and Ayako achieved a 

reduction in errors through self-directed revision alone.  

 

Participant Three: Tomoko 

 

Table 4 

Tomoko’s Revisions 

Type of revision Successful Unsuccessful No change Total 

SURFACE     

Grammar (workshop related) 3 4 0 7 

Grammar (other) 1 1 0 2 

Vocabulary 1 0 2 3 

Mechanics 1 0 0 1 

Total surface 6 5 2 13 

MEANING     

Organization 2 2 3 7 

Complex repair 1 1 1 3 

Extension 0 0 1 1 

Minor addition 1 0 0 1 

Major addition 0 0 0 0 

Deletion 0 0 3 3 

Total meaning 4 3 8 15 

TOTAL 10 8 10 28 

 

Like Satoshi and Ayako, Tomoko was one of the more prolific revisers in the class. In contrast to 

the other two, however, her revisions did little to improve the overall quality of her writing. At 

38%, the success rate of Tomoko’s revisions was half that achieved by Satoshi, and moreover is 

effectively cancelled out by her having made almost as many revisions which were detrimental to 

her writing. Looking at Tomoko’s revisions to surface areas of the essay, four of her five 

unsuccessful revisions were to the same grammar point – pluralization. In direct contrast to Satoshi, 
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who made six improvements to his essay in this respect, Tomoko pluralized four nouns which she 

had correctly used in the singular form in her first draft. Shintani and Ellis (2013) suggest that their 

use of metalinguistic explanation of a grammatical structure may have led to the learners in their 

study to focus on specific errors, noting that “what seemed to have been important is not the 

‘noticing’ of errors … but their ‘understanding’ of the rule and their ability to use this to correct 

their errors” (p. 300). It seems likely that, in the same way, although the grammar workshop caused 

both Satoshi and Tomoko to focus on pluralization, it was their understanding of the rule led to the 

striking difference in the success of their revisions.   

Tomoko’s meaning-focused revisions were even less successful than those which dealt with 

surface issues, with five of the twelve negatively impacting on the clarity or style of her writing. 

For example, in the third body paragraph of her essay, Tomoko made the following revision, 

deleting her original concluding sentence and replacing it with another: 

 

Paternity leave is important because it helps families to understand the father’s role 

sooner, when babies are young. 

↓ 

Parents are mirrors of children, so to corporate everything by fathers and mothers it 

helps child-education. 

 

Although the new sentence is rather difficult to understand, it does seem to make a valid point (that 

children grow up copying their parents’ behavior, so it is important to provide a good role model 

of gender equality in the home). However, not only is the sentence harder to understand than that 

which it replaced, it is also less relevant to the main point of the paragraph – that efforts must be 

made to promote gender equality in the workplace. Had the new point been added elsewhere in the 

essay as additional support, then it could have been a beneficial revision. However, as a 

replacement for a sentence which formed a relatively effective concluding thought in the first draft, 

the overall effect of the revision is in fact negative. 

The above example is not the only case in which Tomoko deleted content from her first draft 

which was actually relevant and helpful. In her second body paragraph, she offers the example of 

Sweden, and states that its adoption of flexible working hours led to “less working individual hours 

and more paid leave”. Yet in the second draft, the phrase “more paid leave”, has been deleted, and 

the sentence refers only to “less working individual hours” despite the fact that both points are 
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clearly relevant to the main topic of the paragraph – the need to restructure working styles to better 

facilitate effective childcare. 

While Tomoko also had some successes, the overall pattern is that her revisions have been 

either detrimental or irrelevant. She seems to have struggled to improve her first draft, and may 

have overcorrected, feeling that she was supposed to be revising and yet lacking any clear idea of 

how to do so. Although most students, exemplified by Satoshi and Ayako, made substantial 

improvements to their writing through self-directed revision, Tomoko’s example is an important 

reminder that not all students, however motivated, will be able to do so. 

 

Conclusion 

No-one would suggest that novice writers do not need feedback and guidance from teachers; indeed, 

the high proportion of unsuccessful revisions made by Tomoko in this study indicates that for some 

writers, effective self-directed revision may simply be beyond their current capabilities. However, 

for many, such as Satoshi and Ayako, promoting awareness of the need to self-revise constitutes 

an important step towards helping them reach their full potential. Challenging students to take 

responsibility for their own writing is one way to raise awareness of themselves as competent L2 

writers, and begin to prepare them for life after university, when any L2 writing they do is unlikely 

to have the benefit of expert feedback from a trained and sympathetic teacher. 

Both when providing feedback and when planning syllabuses for writing classes, teachers 

need to take into account the potential role self-directed revision can play not only in improving 

the piece of writing at hand, but also in the long-term development of their students as self-

regulated second language writers. Particularly in relatively teacher-centred educational cultures, 

such as that in Japan and many other areas of Asia, promoting self-directed revision is one way in 

which teachers can help learners to realise that much improvement can come from within, and that 

they do not need to wait for teacher feedback (or indeed always follow it) in order to effectively 

revise their own writing. If revision is conceptualized as being primarily the writer’s own 

responsibility, students will gain a greater awareness of their own strengths and weaknesses than 

is possible when revision is viewed as largely a response to teacher feedback. Moreover, 

systematically incorporating a focus on self-directed revision into writing classes can also offer 

immediate practical benefits. Providing effective feedback can be a challenging and time-

consuming and activity for teachers (Rae, 2016), and much time can be spent on issues that, with 
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even a cursory pre-submission check, the student in question would be able to resolve him or 

herself. However, if learners are given more encouragement to revise drafts before submission, 

rather than waiting for teacher feedback to do so, teachers’ time and energy can be more effectively 

used to focus on those problems that students simply are not capable of revising independently. 

And if, as teachers, we know that the draft we are working on represents our students’ best effort, 

rather than a last-minute submission full of careless errors, then the process of providing feedback 

would become not only more efficient, but also far more rewarding. 

Finally, although Schmidt’s (1990) theory of noticing, along with much subsequent work in 

the area (for example, Mackey, 2006; Philp, 2003) focuses on the importance of noticing to 

language acquisition through spoken interaction, it seems likely that the written channel also 

provides rich opportunities for noticing; indeed, as Cumming (2001) suggests: 

 

…writing presents an optimal context to learn to use the forms of the second language, 

offering practice that may prompt people to convert their acquired competence in a 

second language into controlled, skilful performance (p. 6). 

 

Thus, even in cases such as Tomoko’s, in which the short-term value of encouraging self-directed 

revision was debatable, it is possible that the time spent thinking about her own use of English 

could be beneficial to her long-term development as a second language writer, although this is an 

area in which more longitudinal research is necessary. Overall though, the revisions made by 

Satoshi and Ayako provide evidence that even inexperienced second language writers can have the 

ability to make meaningful improvements to their writing without depending on third-party 

feedback. Here too though, more research would be welcome. Even though the participants in this 

study have grown up in an educational culture which is more teacher-centred than many (Nishino 

& Watanabe, 2008), it must also be acknowledged that as second-year students at a relatively 

prestigious Japanese university, they may have been both more willing and more able to display 

the degree of autonomy necessary to make major self-directed revisions to their writing. Younger 

students, those who have been less academically successful, or those in an otherwise different 

context may not necessarily be as likely to succeed even if similarly prompted to self-edit. 

Furthermore, while teachers may in theory believe in the importance of transferring some 

responsibility for revision to the learner, changing long-established feedback and revision practices 

can be difficult (Lee, 2009, 2016). Thus, although the results of this study appear encouraging in 

the specific context in which it took place, and the case for teachers incorporating a focus on self-
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directed revision into their writing classes seems to be persuasive, further studies are necessary to 

investigate how methods of promoting self-directed revision could be implemented in different 

educational settings and with students at different stages of linguistic development.  
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Appendix A 

Please complete this checklist and submit it with your essay next week. 
Essay Second Draft Checklist Check ✓ 

1. I have read the layout guidelines and example on pages 14-15 of my 

supplementary materials booklet. My essay follows these guidelines. 

 

2. My essay has four or five paragraphs.  

 

 

3. My essay is at least 500 words. 

 

 

4. My introduction begins with an interesting hook. 

 

 

5. My introduction gives background information about the topic. 

 

 

6. The last sentence of my introduction is my thesis statement. 

 

 

7. My thesis statement answers the question directly. 

 

 

8. My thesis statement includes the topic of each body paragraph. 

 

 

9. My essay has 2 or 3 body paragraphs. 

 

 

10. Each body paragraph focuses on one topic. 

 

 

11. Each body paragraph has a clear topic sentence giving the main 

   point of the paragraph and mentioning a counter-argument. 

 

12. Each body paragraph has at least two different types of support. 

 

 

13. Each body paragraph ends with a concluding sentence. 

 

 

14. The conclusion includes a summary of the main points of the essay. 

 

 

15. The conclusion includes a recommendation. 

 

 

16. The conclusion finishes with powerful final comment. 

 

 

17. I have read every sentence carefully at least twice to check for 

   grammar mistakes. 

 

18. I have checked all sentences starting with So, But or And. 

 

 

19. I have not used computer translation for any part of my essay. 

 

 

20. I have not copied any of this essay from the internet or anywhere 

   else. 

 

 

Name: _________________________________          
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Appendix B 

 

Dimension A (type of revision) 

 

1. Surface changes (changes involving simple repair which do not have a substantial effect on the 

meaning) 

 

a) grammar (including changes in tense, agreement, word form, word order, etc), divided into: 

a.i) a point covered in the grammar workshop or checklist 

a.ii) a point not covered 

b) vocabulary 

c) mechanics (spelling, capitalization, format and punctuation) 

 

2. Meaning changes (changes relating to subject matter and ideas) 

 

a) organization (e.g. moving a clause, sentence or paragraph) 

b) complex repair (clarifying existing points at sentence or clause level) 

c) extension of existing content (e.g. elaborating on or adding an example of an existing point) 

d) addition of new content, divided into: 

d.i) minor (e.g. adding a new supporting point) 

d.ii) major (e.g. adding a new main point) 

e) deletion of content 

 

Dimension B (effectiveness of revision) 

 

1. Revision is an improvement on the original 

 

a) corrects a clear error 

b) improves the style, level of detail or clarity 

 

2. Revision is worse than original 

 

a) makes an error worse 

b) introduces an error where none previously existed 

c) has a negative effect on style, level of detail or clarity 

 

3. Revision cannot be judged either better or worse than the original 

 

 

Notes 

 

i) I worked on the general principle of counting each individual change which had been made. 

 e.g. He didn’t have rice enugh → He didn’t have enough rice 

 

This counts as one 1a revision (word order) and one 1c revision (spelling) 

 

ii) Rather than including a ‘substitution’ sub-category in Dimension A, as do many taxonomies, if 
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new content was added in replacement of old content this was counted as two changes: one 2e 

revision and one 2d revision, as it would have been possible to add the new content and retain the 

old, so two decisions have actually been made. 

 

iii) surface and meaning are terms of convenience: of course, changes in grammar and vocabulary 

can affect meaning. Some degree of judgment is needed here. Thus, for example, 

 

    Therefore people buy more cell phones in the future → 

    Therefore people will buy more cell phones in the future 

 
would count as a grammar change (1a.i), but 

 

    Therefore people will buy more cell phones in the future → 

    Therefore people should buy more cell phones in the future 

 
would count as a meaning change (2b). Often this judgment depended to an extent on knowledge 

of typical mistakes made by Japanese learners at this level. 

 

iv) Dimension B will, of course, involve some fairly subjective judgments, especially with regard 

to meaning-related changes. 
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However, studies on the impact of these programmes are relatively few in number and their results 

somewhat inconclusive. This is particularly so regarding L2 
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The results of the pre- and delayed post-tests were compared to those of a peer group, which had 

remained at university in Japan. To obtain learner perceptions of listening progress, and to gain 

insight into factors that may have influenced their listening progress, a questionnaire, learner 

diaries and semi-structured interviews were also used. Results suggested that the group’s listening 

performance improved and did so more than that of the group in Japan. Moreover, the learners 

strongly perceived that they had improved, and this was particularly apparent between five and 

seven weeks following an initial difficult period. Factors positively influencing progress included 

the volume of L2 interaction, particularly with other Non-Native Speakers (NNSs). Factors 

negatively influencing development included unrealistic expectations at the outset, lack of topical 

lexis, and unfamiliar accents. It is concluded that SA programmes are worthwhile in promoting L2 

listening development, and that L2 interaction with other NNSs, as well as with NSs, should be 

encouraged.     

 

Keywords: Japanese learners, L2 interaction, Non-Native Speakers, Study abroad, listening,  

 

 

Introduction 

SA programmes have long been a component of second language learning programmes. They can 

involve learners of all ages and can vary in duration from approximately a week to up to a year or 

more. It is widely assumed that these programmes are beneficial not only for the development of 

intercultural competence in a general sense, but also, more specifically, for L2 development. 

However, studies into the impact of these programmes are relatively few in number and their results 

somewhat inconclusive. In overviews of the literature, both DeKeyser (2007) and Llanes (2011) 

highlight a general lack of research on SA and L2 development. This is perhaps surprising given 

the large numbers of students participating in SA programmes every year (see Llanes, 2011, p.190) 

and the widely-held acceptance of their benefits. Moreover, among studies that have been 

conducted, results are sometimes contradictory. Areas of general agreement are that SA benefits 

learners’ oral fluency (e.g., Freed 1995), vocabulary (e.g., Llanes & Munoz, 2009) and that gains 

in all skills increase with time (e.g., Meara, 1994). However, several studies found that gains in 

fluency (Juan-Garau & Perez-Vidal, 2007) or pragmatic ability (Taguchi, 2008) were not matched 

by gains in spoken complexity or accuracy. Indeed, in at least one study (Freed, Segalowitz, & 
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Dewey, 2004), the short stay SA group was outperformed for fluency by a study at home (SAH) 

group in an immersion setting. Questionnaire data revealed that the SAH group reported spending 

more time speaking and writing than the SA group.  

There is greater unanimity regarding the overall benefits to learners of participating in SA 

programmes (e.g., Segalowitz, Freed, Collentine, Lafford, Lazar, & Diaz-Campos, 2004). However, 

there are conflicting findings on the effect of proficiency. While some have reported greater gains 

for more proficient learners (e.g., Rivers, 1998), others have found the opposite (e.g., Diaz-Campos, 

2004). DeKeyser (2007, p.211) suggests that more advanced learners may make more progress 

because of their greater ability to participate in interactive encounters and use media. He also 

highlights low correlations between test scores and self-assessments, with participants typically 

reporting perceived gains, which tend not to be objectively confirmed (p.208). Studies into SA and 

grammatical development are also conflicting with some reporting gains (e.g., Howard, 2001) and 

others that the SA group had been outperformed by an SAH group (e.g., Collentine, 2004). The 

effects of SA on pragmatic development, an area of great interest recently (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig & 

Bastos, 2011; Halenko & Jones, 2017; Shively, 2011, 2015), also remain to be conclusively 

demonstrated. 

Few SA studies have dealt with listening. Carroll (1967) included a listening focus and 

reported a correlation between test gains and time spent abroad. Cubillos, Chieffo, and Fan (2008) 

investigated the effect of a five-week SA sojourn using tests, and questionnaires targeting listening 

strategies and self-assessment. Although their tests were inconclusive, questionnaire responses 

suggested improvements in confidence and perceptions of ability, and changes in strategy use from 

bottom-up to top-down, particularly for more advanced students. Llanes and Munoz’s (2009) study 

of a Spanish cohort in the UK for four weeks also included a listening component. Although there 

was no delayed post-test or control group, they found performance gains between the pre and post-

test, this time particularly for lower levels. They also reported a correlation between test scores and 

the time spent using English, concluding that even short SA programmes are worthwhile. In a rare 

mixed-methods study, Lynch (2013) used questionnaires and interviews to examine learner self-

assessment of progress, type and duration of listening (interactive and non-interactive) and 

techniques used. His results indicated a correlation between participation in interactive listening 

and perceived progress.  
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While studies generally provide support for the benefits of SA programmes, their results are 

less emphatic than one might expect. Moreover, as Taguchi points out (2015, p. 32), the variability 

in findings partly results from the considerable variability within SA contexts, such as individual 

differences, and the extent and quality of social interaction. Possible explanations for a lack of 

progress include L1 overuse and little L2 interaction. DeKeyser (2007) suggests that the time 

learners spend using the L2 outside the classroom may be more limited than often assumed. This 

is surely significant given spoken interaction’s importance in both socio-cognitive (e.g., Long, 

1996) and sociocultural SLA (e.g. Swain, 2000). Furthermore, variability does not only exist within 

and between SA contexts. Studies themselves also vary greatly in their research parameters with 

different designs, sample sizes, lengths of stay, instruments, data collection methods and analyses.  

As part of its mission to further internationalization, this university in Scotland has been 

welcoming SA groups from Japan since the 1980s. Typically, these sojourns are short, ranging 

from four to fifteen weeks. Learners are housed with local families, and receive a programme of 

classroom instruction with excursions and other extra-curricular activities. Feedback is typically 

very positive and from the teachers’ perspective, the improvement in the learners’ confidence and 

communicative performance is usually apparent. However, in order to gain greater understanding 

of the impact of the SA programme, a more empirical approach towards assessing learner 

experience was required. Specifically, given the priority attributed by many Japanese learners and 

their institutions to oral communication, and the importance of comprehensible input in Second 

Language Acquisition (SLA) (e.g., Krashen, 1981), there was a particular interest in listening 

development. In needs analyses, Japanese SA groups at the university typically highlight perceived 

weaknesses in listening and cite its improvement as an important goal. Therefore, to explore the 

overall impact of the SA programme and the factors influencing L2 listening development, this 

study was based around the following research questions: 

RQ1. Does the listening comprehension of the SA group improve during their three-month 

SA programme? 

RQ2. Does the listening comprehension of the SA group improve more than that of a group 

from the same cohort which stayed at home in Japan (the SAH group)? 

RQ3. Do they perceive that their listening comprehension improves? 

RQ4. What factors influence the development (or not) of their listening comprehension? 

 



   
 

110 
 

Methodology 

Research Design 

It was decided that the research questions would be best answered through the use of a pragmatic, 

longitudinal approach, with a combination of sequential and concurrent data collection, 

encompassing both quantitative and qualitative elements (Table 1). To answer RQ1 and RQ2, an 

in-house listening dictation test was used. To answer RQ3 and RQ4, a questionnaire, learner diaries, 

and interviews were used (details below). 

 

Table 1 
Study design 

 

Time 

 

Week 1 (Apr) 

Week 15 (Jul) 

Week 36 (Dec) 

 

Data Collection 

 

 1 (Pre-test) 

 2 (Post-test, questionnaire, interviews) 

3 (Delayed post-test) 

 

Concurrent (weeks 1-14) 

 

Diaries 

 

Participants 

Thirteen Japanese L1 participants (aged 20-21) came to Scotland (the SA group). In the final 

analysis, this number was reduced to twelve as one participant did not take the delayed post-test. 

All were studying English to become school English teachers, and were beginning their third year 

of a four-year undergraduate degree at a national university. All participants in the SA group 

described themselves as very highly motivated towards learning English. Their TOEIC scores 

(Table 2) were gained in the twelve months prior to the study. 

Eleven participants from the same cohort did not come to Scotland and instead remained in 

Japan. As one participant did not take the delayed post-test, their number was reduced to ten in the 

final analysis. Like their peers in the SA group, they were also studying English to become school 

English teachers, and were beginning their third year of a four-year undergraduate degree at the 

same national university. As only data from the SAH group was required to answer RQ2, they did 

not complete the questionnaire, diaries, or interviews. However, a colleague in Japan was kind 

enough to administer the pre- and delayed post-tests as well as a short biodata questionnaire. 
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Unfortunately, it was not possible to administer the post-test in July because the SAH group had 

already finished its semester for the summer vacation.  

 

Table 2 
Participant data 

 

Group 

 

N 

 

Male 

 

Female 

 

TOEIC (M) 

 

TOEIC (SD) 

SA 

SAH 

12 

10 

4 

8 

8 

2 

669.58 

658.50 

70.725 

63.860 

 

The SA group was in Scotland from April and until mid-July (fifteen weeks). Participants stayed 

in homestay accommodation, and followed a course involving twenty hours per week of classroom 

instruction in predominantly mixed L1 but also occasionally Japanese only L1 groups. Additionally, 

there were homework assignments, projects and extra-curricular activities. Over the same period, 

the SAH group had approximately 10.5 hours of English instruction a week at their university in 

Japan (approximately only half the time). All participants from both groups agreed willingly to 

participate in the study and signed consent forms before data collection. All data was kept securely 

and participant anonymity maintained. 

 

Instruments, Procedure and Data Analysis 

Three days after arrival, the SA group completed a listening dictation test (pre-test). In the test, the 

participants listened to a recording of a short monologue spoken by a British native speaker. The 

monologue was broken into ten segments separated by pauses, and the participants wrote what they 

had heard, or thought they had heard, on the answer paper. They heard each segment once only. At 

the end of the test, they had two minutes to check what they had written. One point was awarded 

for each semantically-equivalent word recorded on the paper with allowances made for spelling if 

the meaning was clear. The total possible score was one hundred. In the same week, a colleague in 

Japan administered the same test to the SAH group. The SA group retook same test at the end of 

their SA period in mid-July (post-test) and both groups took it again in December (delayed-post). 

The test is used for in-house for placement purposes and was chosen primarily due to its availability 

and because of time considerations. Although other tests with arguably greater validity were 

considered, they were ultimately rejected because of their longer length. The SA group’s study and 
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social schedule was already tight and, in the circumstances, it was considered unreasonable to 

demand more of the participants’ time. Furthermore, as the test is confidential, it is also 

unfortunately not possible to produce a sample of it in an appendix. Three raters scored the test 

scores and resolved discrepancies through discussion. The test scores were entered into SPSS and 

checked for normal distribution with the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test.  

Throughout their time in Scotland, the SA group completed one entry per week in their 

listening diaries. Diaries were chosen because they offered the advantages of being unobtrusive, 

longitudinal and closer to experience in time, and also to provide insider accounts and capture 

background information (Dornyei, 2007, p.157).  Participants were asked to write only regarding 

their experiences and reflections on their development, including their listening development, 

rather than produce a general, personal diary. They were told that they would receive teacher 

comments and feedback on content rather than language. The participants submitted their diaries 

each week to their teachers, who provided feedback and comments in order to encourage them to 

persist with them. The diaries provided a rich source of qualitative data. They were completed by 

all twelve SA participants every week, with great variability in entry length and depth of reflection.  

In week fifteen, the SA group completed a questionnaire, consisting largely of ten-point 

Likert-scale items. These focused firstly on perceptions of any improvement made in listening 

ability. They also focused on variables thought to influence listening development, namely social 

behaviours employed during their stay (e.g., seeking opportunities for social interaction and 

avoiding L1 use); and listening strategies consciously employed while listening (e.g., asking for 

clarification when they did not understand). The questionnaire also asked them to estimate the 

average amount of time spent each day in socially-interactive L2 contexts as well as the average 

time spent each day listening non-interactively (e.g., watching television). For greater validity and 

reliability, these areas of focus were targeted by multi-scale items, clusters ‘of several differently 

worded items that focus on the same target’ (Dornyei, 2007, p.103). When collating the data from 

the questionnaire, negatively worded items were reverse coded and all multi-item scales were 

checked for their internal consistency reliability using the Cronbach Alpha coefficient. The 

questionnaire data was entered into SPSS and checked for normal distribution with the 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov test.  

Finally, also in week fifteen, three participants from the SA group were selected for semi-

structured interviews. This was done on the basis of their scores in the post-test with one each 
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chosen from the lower, middle and higher thirds. Although, the decision to only interview three 

was mainly due to time constraints, it was also felt that with the tests, questionnaire and diaries, 

the study was already sufficiently triangulated. While the interview protocol was influenced by the 

literature, questionnaire responses and diaries, there was considerable scope for spontaneity 

allowing interviewees and interviewers to develop emergent points, which the questionnaire and 

diaries may have missed. After being audio-recorded, transcribed, and cross-checked, the three 

interviews were subjected to qualitative content analysis. Each researcher analysed data from both 

diaries and interviews independently, before cross-checking them with colleagues. Repeated 

reading allowed initial categories to emerge. All three researchers compared and discussed these 

categories, before refining and coding them.  This process was iterative rather than linear and went 

through several cycles before the final analysis. 

 

Results and Analysis 

RQ 1: Does the listening comprehension of the SA group improve during their three-month SA 

programme? 

RQ 2: Does the listening comprehension of the SA group improve more than that of a group from 

the same cohort which stayed at home in Japan (the SAH group)? 

 

Descriptive statistics for the tests are provided in Table 3 and plots of the means can be found in 

Figure 1.  

 

Table 3 

Descriptive statistics on test scores 

 Pre-test Post-test Delayed post-test 

Group 

SA (n=12) 

SAH (n=10) 

M 

39.83 

30.90 

SD 

9.504 

6.064 

M 

53.42 

n/a 

SD 

8.898 

n/a 

M 

52.50 

37.30 

SD 

10.405 

3.743 
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Figure 1. Listening test score means 

 

From the descriptive statistics, it can be seen that there were clear gains in the delayed post-test 

scores for the SA group. These gains were made during the fifteen-week SA period and largely 

maintained in the five-month delay between the post-test and the delayed post-test, when the SA 

group was in Japan. Repeated measures t-tests confirmed that these gains were significant (p<.05) 

with a large effect size (Table 4). Interestingly, there were also clear gains in the delayed post-test 

scores for the SAH group. These too were significant with a large effect size. However, they were 

not as great as those for the SA group. 

 

Table 4 

Paired samples t-test pre-test and delayed post-test scores 

 

 

 

Time 

Paired differences  

 

 

t 

 

 

 

df 

 

 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

 

 

 

r 

 

 

Mean 

 

Std. 

deviation 

 

Std. Error 

Mean 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower   Upper 

 

Pre-test Apr - Delayed post-

test scores Dec (SA n=12) 

 

Pre-test Apr – Delayed post-

test scores Dec (SAH n=10) 

 

 

-12.667 

 

 

-6.40000 

 

 

 

5.710 

 

 

5.948 

 

 

1.648 

 

 

1.881 

 

-16.295 

 

 

-10.655 

 

-9.039 

 

 

-2.145 

 

-7.684 

 

 

-3.403 
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9 

 

0.000 

 

 

0.008 

 

0.84 
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An independent samples t-test on pre-test scores revealed a significant difference in pre-test scores 

between the two groups, t(20) = 2.564, p = .019 (two-tailed). Therefore, as they were not equivalent, 

an Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) was conducted with pre-test scores as covariate, location 

(SA or SAH) as the independent variable and delayed post-test scores as the dependent variable. It 

was found that the covariate, pre-test scores, was significantly related to the delayed post-test scores 

F (1, 17) = 12.25, p = .003, r = .65. There was also a significant effect of location (SA) on delayed 

post-test scores after controlling for pre-test scores, F (1, 17) = 8.24, p = .011, partial η2 = .327. 

With regard to RQ1 and RQ2 therefore, the results indicate that the listening comprehension 

of the SA group did improve over the SA period and that this improvement was greater than that 

of the SAH group. However, the limitations of the test itself and the lack of a post-test for the SAH 

group mean that these results must be treated very cautiously (see discussion). 

 

RQ 3: Do they perceive that their listening comprehension improves? 

RQ 4: What factors influence the development (or not) of their listening comprehension? 

 

A summary of the means of the questionnaire results is presented in Table 5. The questionnaire 

was completed by the SA group only.  

 

Table 5 

Questionnaire results summary 

 

Questionnaire scales (n=12) 

 

Responses 

 

Receptive listeninga 

Interactive listeninga 

Perception of improvementb 

Use of social behavioursb 

Use of listening strategiesb 

M 

75.83 

202.08 

7.9333 

7.6250 

7.3750 

SD 

50.174 

139.796 

1.47792 

1.31642 

1.57213 

Note. a minutes per day. b 10 = high; 1 = low 

 

It can be seen that the participants reported spending much more time listening in face-to-face 

interactive situations than they did listening non-interactively. They also positively evaluated their 
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progress, and reported high use of social behaviours (e.g., seeking opportunities for social 

interaction and avoiding L1 use) and listening strategies (e.g., asking for clarification when they 

did not understand) considered important for SLA. The correlations of questionnaire findings with 

post-test scores are presented in Table 6. As the results for multi-item scale for use of listening 

strategies were not normally distributed, they were excluded from the analysis. 

 

Table 6 

Correlations of questionnaire findings and post-test scores 

Post-test scores Receptive  

listening 

Interactive  

listening 

Perception of 

improvement 

Social 

behaviours 

 

Pearson Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

n 

 

.257 

.421 

12 

 

.707* 

.010 

12 

 

-.342 

.277 

12 

 

-.529 

.077 

12 

 

The only significant correlation with post-test scores is estimated time spent listening in social 

interactive situations. There was no correlation between post-test scores and receptive listening, 

perceptions of improvement, or social behaviours, although for the latter the correlation was 

approaching significance. 

The first major finding from the qualitative content analysis was that all twelve participants 

felt that they had made significant progress in their listening during the SA period. This was 

consistent with their questionnaire responses. In the initial weeks, ten reported strong feelings of 

frustration at their inability to comprehend and a sense of being overwhelmed: 

 

(P6) in Japan, I was quite confident about my listening skill […] since I came here first I 

thought my host family or teachers’ English was very fast and in the shop staff or in the 

café staff […] and first it was difficult to catch all the words […] Disappointed. I was 

confident of my listening skills so I lost my confidence.... 

 

Five reported a rude awakening when realising that they were less proficient than they had thought 

before leaving Japan. In addition to this sense that their appraisal of their abilities had been 
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unrealistic, participants suggested three further major reasons for their initial difficulty. Firstly, all 

twelve cited Scottish accents: 

(P1) The vowel sound was quite strange for me, like my host family said not 

‘bridge’,‘brudge’, or like ‘church’, ‘chuch’ and like that. […] so I couldn’t catch the 

words.... 

 

Three even reported that they did not know if what they were heard was English at all.  

 

(P11) …there were a few man eating KFC […] However, I couldn’t listen what they said 

and know what kinds of languages did they speak. So I asked my friend […] and my friends 

said “Yes. It’s English.”  

 

Misunderstandings frequently occurred in service encounters.  

 

(P6) … difficult to listen to Scotish people, like bus announce, in restaurant or at events. 

Every time I go to a restaurant, I can’t understand what waiters said [...] It takes so long 

time just to order. 

 

While misunderstandings also occurred with homestay parents, particularly early on, these 

decreased over time. However, they appeared more frequent with teenagers and older people: 

 

(P1) …my host mother’s mother came to the house and I talked with her. She had a strong 

accent that I couldn’t understand what she said. I don’t know what accent was it. However, 

I often hear that accent in here, so I thought it was Scottish. She said “University” 

“Unibelusity” (Difficult to explain writing…) 

 

The second most difficult accent to understand was Italian (five participants), speakers of which 

were common in the university and sharing the homestay accommodation. Conversely, when 

meeting L1 speakers from England, four participants reported that they were more comprehensible.  
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(P5) In Darham, two old lady spoke to us and I could understand correctly what they said 

because they spoke slowly. […] English pronounce words very clearly and Scotish 

sometimes have a strong diarect. 

The second major difficulty reported was vocabulary (ten participants). Participants stated that they 

lacked knowledge both of topical content of many encounters and conversations, and 

corresponding lexis, particularly related to the social sciences: 

 

(P2) …first time […] European economic maybe […] it’s very difficult and I didn’t know 

about vocabulary a lot…First time I met some host mates […] I always talk about economic 

or the situation in their country. 

 

(P6) …an Italian woman came to my house […]. One of the topic of conversation is about 

politics. I couldn’t catch words because I have never heard some words. […] I can’t talk 

about specific area, I have to know more widespread words. 

 

The third cited difficulty (eight participants) was the ‘speed’ or delivery rate of speech they 

encountered, which appeared to overtax their processing ability. This was sometimes compounded 

by an initial reluctance to ask for repetition or clarification, to save face and conceal lack of ability. 

Three participants also reported a reliance on translation, which they found not particularly helpful. 

However, despite their initial difficulties, eight participants revealed strong determination to rectify 

the situation: 

 

(P6) I feel strong frustration with myself. I want to talk with him more, so I have to improve 

everything. To understand him well, I must improve my listening skill firstly. 

 

Happily, the initial frustration was generally not prolonged with a particular perception of progress, 

and an easing of listening difficulty evident around weeks five to seven. In the later stages, ten 

participants reported their delight at their improvement: 

 

(P1) Really, really happy and confident 
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(P4) ... I called taxi for the first time in UK. The speaker spoke very fluently!!! But I got the 

taxi!!! succeed!!! Happy 

 

(P12) Recently, most of time which I order something at the fast food restaurants or some 

restaurants don’t be problems! I can catch almost what they said!!  

 

Diary entries such as these were rare at the outset but much more frequent in the later stages. 

 

The second major finding to emerge from the qualitative data was perspectives on non-interactive 

listening and interactive listening in face-to-face situations. All participants listened non-

interactively to a variety of sources, including television broadcasts and podcasts. Three also 

reported eavesdropping on other people’s conversations on public transport and one reported doing 

so on domestic disputes.  

 

(P1) …there are some quarrels between daughter and mother. It is almost every day, so I 

try to catch up with it; however they speak so fast and sometimes they don’t speak collectly 

so that it is difficult to understand what they are talking about. 

 

(P8) …it’s difficult to comprehend the conversation which passengers in the bus are having. 

It’s too hard because it’s too fast and has a lot of accent.  

 

Notably, eight participants described this non-interactive listening as ‘difficult’. To help 

themselves with media, three made use of subtitles, which they turned off in subsequent listenings. 

Two familiarised themselves with the content from written texts before listening. Interactive 

listening, by contrast, was described as easier and more enjoyable (nine participants). Eight 

participants reported making great efforts to place themselves in settings where they would need 

to interact in English. These included participation in voluntary events, ceilidhs (Scottish dance 

events), and pub visits.  

 



   
 

120 
 

(P5) …now I can enjoy communicating with friends, teachers and hostmates. But if I enjoy 

media or hobby, it is still difficult for me, because of my listening skills. Every time I feel 

these kinds of emotion, I want to have better listening skills. I am motivated by this action.  

 

This behaviour is consistent with questionnaire responses. Furthermore, two felt that listening in 

interaction was important not only to improve listening proficiency but also for language 

development more generally: 

 

(P1) …my listening skill was connected directly to my speaking skill because I learned how 

to use the words in conversation by listening it. And I also learned what phrase or what 

shall I say in this particular situation. So […] all my speaking was learned from the 

listening. 

 

Seven reported that their ability to use paralinguistic clues facilitated their comprehension: 

 

(P1) …talking with my host family helped me very much. And he was talking with many 

actions and facial expressions too, so that helped me to understand it... 

 

Six also took opportunities to ask for repetition or clarification: 

 

(P3) I ask can I say that again please pardon or sorry I many time use that phrase but 

people is very kindly and when I asked people they are kindly speak again… 

 

Examples of strategy use such as these also corroborate questionnaire responses. Additionally, four 

participants reported that some of their interlocutors, particularly host parents, modified their 

language when talking to them. This was generally appreciated despite three stating that they 

preferred listening to unmodified language.  

 

(P10) I can understand wards which they say to me, but I can’t understand talks between 

them. I think they change speaking styles when they speak to me... 
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(P11) …yesterday […] my host brother stayed. […] I talked with him but I couldn’t 

understand all what he said because he spoke very fast. I understood that my host mother 

speak to me very slowly so then I want to listen to English as same speed as native talk with 

native. 

An unanticipated finding was that seven participants highlighted the importance of interaction with 

NNSs, of whom there were many in their classes and in their homestay accommodation.  

 

(P7) A new host mate came to my next room. She is from Argentina. She has an accent 

which is quite difficult to understand. However, I could catch the meaning from the context 

and her face expression. […] I am pleased to have conversations whose from other country 

and has different accent.  

 

(P8) …new student from Hong Kong came to my host family’s house. He is so talkative, 

and good at speaking English. […] It’s good for speaking and listening (His English is very 

clear). however, the conversations between native speakers are still difficult...  

 

(P9) New hostmate came to my house. one of them is from Switzerland. She speaks English 

very well. Conversation with her is good practice for improving my listening skill.  

 

Five reported that interaction with other NNSs was more frequent than with NSs. Six reported that 

it was easier and less stressful, and that it was enjoyable.  

 

(P6) I can’t almost understand the conversation in mother and son. Their speed of 

conversation is too fast for me. Sometimes I can’t understand what is the main topic. 

However, if Kuwait man or French man join the conversation, I can understand a little 

more.  

 

To summarise, with regard to RQ 3, the questionnaire, diaries and interviews suggest that the 

participants strongly perceived that their listening had improved and that this had been particularly 

apparent around weeks five to seven. This followed an initial difficult period during which 

unrealistic expectations, unfamiliar accents and lack of vocabulary all played a role. For RQ 4, the 
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correlation between post-test scores and self-reported behaviour in the questionnaire suggests that 

large amounts of spoken interaction in the L2 were an important factor in their listening 

development. This was confirmed by diary entries and interview responses, which also indicated 

that spoken interaction with other NNS was particularly valuable. Although there was no 

correlation between post-test scores, and social behaviours and listening strategies, the qualitative 

data suggests that these too may have positively influenced the participants listening development. 

 

Discussion  

The results suggest that the listening performance of the SA group improved overall and that this 

improvement was greater than that of the SAH group. This provides some support for the benefits 

of the short SA programme and the role SA programmes can play in L2 listening development. 

The opportunities for extensive social interaction and acculturation provided by immersion into the 

physical and social contexts in which the L2 is used, and the quantity and quality of interactive 

language use that immersion entails, may continue to provide justification for embarking on an SA 

experience. Furthermore, although there was no significant correlation between them, both 

objective test scores and participant perceptions of improvement were positive (cf. DeKeyser, 2007, 

p.208). In short, the participants improved and they perceived that they had improved. This may 

be at least partly influenced by their strong motivation and determination to meet challenges. This 

perception of improvement is important not only as it reflects the face value accorded to the SA 

experience by the learners. It also reinforces learner confidence and motivation, which can lead to 

the sustained intercultural and linguistic engagement required for further development.  

Furthermore, there was a correlation between interactive social behaviour in the L2 and test 

scores. This echoes the findings of Llanes and Munoz (2009), and Lynch (2013). This correlation 

between interactive social behaviour in the L2 and test scores and the lack of correlation between 

non-interactive listening to broadcasts and recordings, and test scores suggests that the interactivity 

of social settings may have been important in promoting listening performance. This is consistent 

with the claims made for the Interaction Hypothesis (Long, 1981) of the benefits of comprehensible 

input, meaning negotiation, feedback and pushed output, and with neo-Vygotskian ideas of peer 

scaffolding. Students who place themselves in interactive face-to face social contexts, and 

participate fully in them may be able to make greater progress than those who spend an equivalent 

amount of time listening in non-interactive settings. Echoing DeKeyser’s findings (2007, p.213), 



   
 

123 
 

this is supported by participant comments indicating the relative ease of the former and the 

difficulty of the latter. Host institutions, including the one at which this study was conducted, 

therefore may need to further encourage opportunities for face-to-face interaction. Data from the 

diaries and interviews provides insights into how learners can obtain opportunities to place 

themselves in interactive settings (e.g., by spending time with NNS hostmates), and how to benefit 

from them (e.g., through meaning negotiation). Host institutions may also provide guidelines or 

training to homestay families, including their children and members of the extended family, on 

how to make their speech more comprehensible to L2 learners. 

Qualitative data also revealed the importance of interaction with other NNSs, particularly 

within the homestay environment. This is an important consideration when opportunities to meet 

NSs are limited, or frustrated by strong accents, idiomatic language, or lack of shared knowledge. 

Given the increasing use of English as a lingua franca (ELF), it is likely that Japanese learners will 

more often find themselves interacting in English with other NNSs rather than NSs. Many Japanese 

learners are well aware of this, and rather than learning English to identify and integrate with NSs, 

have adopted an ‘international posture’ (Yashima, 2009) towards socialisation within NNS 

contexts of use. Through promoting ELF, even in an English-speaking country, both sending and 

receiving institutions may therefore encourage even greater opportunity for intercultural and 

linguistic development. In addition to ensuring integration into mixed L1 classrooms, receiving 

institutions would also do well to place homestay students in homes with another homestay student 

of a different L1. The participants greatly appreciated this when possible. 

Institutions sending students abroad can also play a role in preparing students in their pre-

departure programmes to help them acquire the interactive behaviours, strategies, and language to 

help them hit the ground running upon arrival, and mitigate the frustration and loss of confidence 

of the initial weeks. This would be particularly important for learners less motivated or determined 

than those in this study. This includes increased levels of listening practice with a variety of both 

NS and NNS speaker accents as recommended below: 

 

(P1) I recommend them to not only to listen to British and American English. They  

have to listen to other nationalities’ English. 
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It also includes focuses on common discussion topics, particularly in the social sciences, and their 

respective vocabularies: 

 

(P1) …be ready to talk about economies and politics, and environment problems. I was 

really lack of knowledge and vocabulary so I couldn’t express, even I know about the topic. 

So they must learn about the vocabularies about those subjects. 

 

Furthermore, institutions should also pay attention to the importance of spoken interaction in the 

pre-departure phase both through its deployment in the classroom and through metalinguistic 

instruction into its benefits. They should make practical suggestions on seeking out interactive 

encounters after arrival, including those with NNSs. A pre-departure dose of realism to limit initial 

expectations may also be helpful: 

 

(P2) they should realise how poor their ability for listening and speaking and for 

everything…if they realised that they should they might make progress in here. 

 

In light of the ELF argument made above, this dose of realism could also include encouraging 

learner acceptance of successful NNS communicative performance as an achievable goal rather 

than the unrealistic target of NS-like performance.  

Lynch (2013) suggests that overseas students can be assisted pre-departure through modelling 

and consciousness raising of social interaction, the noticing of learning points, and by making 

accessible the experiences of previous students. DeKeyser (2007, p.217) too recommends 

preparation at home including strategy training and interactive assignments, and Gebhard (2013) 

provides a useful checklist of points to consider in a pre-departure programme. The hope is that 

through pre-departure measures, learners can obtain maximum benefit from their SA experience 

without a long wait for an initial difficult and frustrating stage to pass, which for the learners in 

this study was approximately a third of their time. By reducing this stage and extending the time 

when they are more able to participate in social interaction, teachers would be helping their learners 

achieve the sustained social contact to ‘provide sufficient time and practice to grow linguistically 

and culturally’ (Taguchi, 2015, p.154). When combined with measures taken by the host institution, 

such as encouraging greater participation in social events and placing learners in homestay 
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accommodation with other NNSs, both institutions can reduce the variability of the SA experience 

previously reported, and thereby promote L2 gains. 

 

Limitations 

There are clearly a number of limitations to the study. Firstly, there is the obvious fact that it was 

not possible to administer the post-test to the SAH group. Therefore, the SA group took the test (of 

which there was only one version) three times and the SAH group only twice, which means that 

the SA group’s scores may have been inflated by the practice effect. The test results must, therefore, 

be treated very cautiously, particularly given the small sample sizes. However, at five months, the 

period between the post-test and the delayed post-test was fairly long, which may have partly 

reduced any practice effect, and all quantitative data was checked for a normal distribution using 

the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, permitting the use of parametric tests. While questions can also be 

raised about the validity of the listening dictation test, practicalities meant that it was the only test 

at hand in the time available. 

Furthermore, without a control group, it is not certain that the test score gains for both groups 

were not the result of the practice effect rather than their respective study experiences. The study 

also did not account for the greater amount of classroom time spent by the SA group than the SAH 

group (20 hours per week compared to 10.5), or the possibility that the SAH classes may have 

involved less L2 use. The results may have also been influenced by any variability in student 

experience in the long delay between the post-test and the delayed post-test. Finally, self-reported 

data is subject to omission, oversight, exaggeration, and failing memories, which may or may not 

have been mitigated somewhat by the longitudinal nature of the diaries. Despite the tight 

constraints of the context, it is hoped that the shortcomings of any individual component are 

balanced by the triangulation provided by the whole. 

 

Conclusion 

This study provides support for the benefits of this short SA programme on L2 listening 

performance. The participants listening ability improved and appears to have improved more than 

that of a peer group which remained in Japan. Furthermore, the SA participants perceived that their 

listening ability had improved. This improvement seems to be at least partly related to the extent 

of their spoken interaction during their sojourn, much of which occurred with other NNSs. It is 
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suggested that the gains made on SA programmes can be maximised through preparation for 

interaction with both NSs and NNSs in the pre-departure phase, its encouragement during the 

sojourn, and further opportunities for interaction upon return. 
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Abstract 

This study aims to develop tools that would resonate to the local needs of Filipino ESL learners in 

assessing their pragmatic competence along comprehension and production. The tools were 

developed in a number of stages such as generating speech acts situations, likelihood investigation, 

organization of situations, checking for content validity and checking for reliability. Hence, the 

situations for the speech acts addressed in the study were appropriate and contextualized to Filipino 

learners. The research instruments developed were a pragmatic comprehension test and a pragmatic 

production task. These were administered to 70 BSE English pre-service teachers.  The results 

revealed that the Filipino ESL learners’ level of pragmatic comprehension is very high; however, 

their pragmatic production is slightly off compared to native speakers but is overall acceptable. 

The results suggest that they still have difficulties with linguistic forms specifically grammatical 

and lexical proficiency in their production of speech acts and 

that their ability to comprehend and produce contextually 

appropriate utterances still needs to be promoted.  
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Introduction 

Interlanguage pragmatics (ILP) is concerned with the study of second language (L2) use and 

investigates how non-native speakers comprehend and produce action in the target language 

(Jianda, 2006). The term ILP is used when pragmatics is examined within two languages where 

interlanguage is connected to the second language acquisition and pragmatics is the study of 

language in context (Rasouli Khorshidi & Bagherzadeh Nimchahi, 2013). Context is a concept that 

is all-embracing, multifaceted since it comprises social, cultural, physical, cognitive, and linguistic 

context (Sperber & Wilson 1995; Mercer, 2000). Hence, context includes all the information that 

one uses in interpreting language expressions.  Research conducted in the field of ILP has indicated 

that L2 learners have significant difficulties in attaining a satisfactory level of pragmatic 

competence since there are numerous contextual factors that may influence an appropriate use of 

the language (Martínez-Flor & Usó-Juan, 2015).  During the previous years, the assessment of L2 

pragmatics became a sprouting topic in the field of ILP (Beltrán-Palanques, 2016). However, the 

assessment of pragmatics in L2 is still understudied (Sydorenko, Maynard, & Guntly, 2014) and 

specifically, the assessment of pragmatic competence had drawn much attention (Li, Suleiman, & 

Sazalie, 2015). 

The definition of pragmatics is a prerequisite in the attempt to define pragmatic competence. 

Pragmatics is succinctly defined as “the study of communicative action in its sociocultural context” 

(Martínez-Flor & Usó-Juan, 2015, p. 53).   In the case of language pedagogy, the specific meaning 

of pragmatics is “it encompasses speech acts, conversation structure, its implicature (what is 

implied), its management, the organization of discourse and sociolinguistics aspects of language 

use” (Polyakov, 2014, p.148). In the body of literature, the most cited definition was given by 

Crystal (1985):  

 

“Pragmatics is the study of language from the point of view of users, especially of the 

choices they make, the constraints they encounter in using language in social interaction 

and the effects their use of language has on other participants in the act of communication” 

(p. 240). 

 

Pragmatic competence is based on two perspectives, namely: ‘ability’ and ‘knowledge’ (Li, 

Suleiman, & Sazalie, 2015).  Pragmatic competence is defined as the ‘ability’ in using an 
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appropriate language in accordance to the communicative situation  (Dehghayedi, & Sadighi, 2015) 

and  the ‘knowledge’ of the speaker  that can   influence and constrain his  choices concerning his 

use of  appropriate  language in social situations (Gomez-Laich, 2016).   Regardless of the 

perspectives of ability and knowledge, pragmatic competence comprises pragmalinguistic and 

sociopragmatic competence (Bella, 2011; Martinez-Flor & Fukuya, 2005).  Pragmalinguistic 

competence refers to “directness and indirectness, routines, and a large range of linguistic forms 

which can intensify or soften communicative acts” (Kasper & Rose, 2002, p. 2) and sociolinguistic 

competence refers to “the speakers’ ability to read sociocultural information in an interaction: how 

to partake in culturally appropriate practices, such as how to compliment, apologize or use silence” 

(Abrams, 2013, p. 423). Simply put, pragmatic competence refers to one’s ability and knowledge 

in using language appropriately in various social situations. It encompasses pragmalinguistic 

competence which refers to the ability to use linguistic forms appropriately and sociopragmatic 

competence which refers to the ability to communicate intended meanings appropriately in various 

social situations.  

For the purpose of this study, it investigates pragmatic competence from the perspective of 

‘ability’. The assessment of pragmatic ability explores both comprehension and production (Cohen, 

2014). Pragmatic comprehension focuses on the ability to understand what words and sentences 

mean, as well as to understand what speakers mean by them (Taguchi, 2007). Pragmatic production 

is the ability to produce expressions which are used in socially appropriate ways and it focuses on 

situations where speech acts are used (Tada, 2005).  It is absolutely important to meticulously 

design methods that can elicit the comprehension and production of learners since the use of 

pragmatic language is a very complicated phenomenon that has various contextual factors that 

affect its actual performance (Martínez-Flor & Usó-Juan, 2011). In reality, many elements get into 

play in the comprehension and production of linguistic transaction such as cultures, personal 

preferences and biases, physical setting, psychological or social relations, etc.  

The foremost area of investigation in ILP research is concerned with speech acts which 

according to Schmidt and Richards (1980) “are all the acts we perform through speaking, all the 

things we do when we speak” (p.129). Speech acts are also considered as the most fundamental 

elements of pragmatics (Mey, 1993). A close relationship between speech act and context exists 

since “the way in which the context of a speech act is conceived contributes to what the speech act 

is supposed to be” (Sbisa`, 2002, p.421).  Speech acts are present in everyday conversations: 
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greeting, apologizing, complimenting, requesting, refusing and so on.  However, there are 

contextual usages for every language (Yoosefvand & Rasekh, 2014) and all speech acts are 

influenced by the context of an encounter (Ellis, 1994).  Suitably, the assessment of pragmatic 

competence has focused mainly on the production and comprehension of various speech acts and 

their contextual conditions. 

Pragmatic comprehension which encompasses integrating information from an extensive 

variety of linguistic resources in order to understand a contextually appropriate utterance that 

uncovers the meanings and attitudes of the speaker is the least well documented in ILP research 

because it is dominated by studies on pragmatic production (Athar, 2014). Pragmatic 

comprehension has been examined in relation to speech acts, conversational implicatures, routines, 

indirect utterances and implied speakers’ intentions and such studies reveal the complicated 

relationships among pragmatic comprehension, L2 proficiency and types of implied meaning in 

view of the fact that proficiency influences the comprehension of implied meanings (Taguchi, 

2008a). Additionally, recent studies suggest that an optimistic attitude in learning the target 

language culture (Rafieyan, Sharafi-Nejad, & Eng, 2014) and interactions with the target language 

speakers (Rafieyan, Sharafi-Nejad, Khavari, Eng, & Mohamed, 2014) can lead to a more advanced 

level of pragmatic comprehension.  

Considering pragmatic production, most researches centered on the investigation of L2 speech 

acts. These studies reveal that there is a negative transfer from L1 into L2 (Baba,  2010), that L1 

pragmatic transfer decreases with an increase in L2 proficiency (Han &  Burgucu-Tazegül, 2016), 

that learners’ success in the use of a certain speech act  strategies in situations requiring certain 

level of politeness was relatively not satisfactory (Kiliçkaya, 2010), that some L2 native 

expressions were never used by learners (Ming-Fang, 2014), and that learners were limited to make 

themselves clear when expressing an appropriate speech act (Martínez-Flor & Usó-Juan, 2015). 

Studies on production also reveal that the misinterpretations or difficulties encountered by learners 

is primarily credited to their lack of pragmalinguistic and socio-pragmatic knowledge (Al-Ghazalli 

& Al-Shammary, 2014; Tan & Farashaiyan, 2015). Additionally, learners’ inappropriate use of 

language is a result of not being aware of L2 pragmatic features and not being exposed to the 

authentic use of the target language (Perdhani, 2016). Also, research found out that learners’ 

pragmatic production is evidently at a considerably inferior level than their linguistic development 

(Halupka-Rešetar, 2014). Contributory to this is the nature of the pragmatic domain of language. 
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Unlike the other domains of phonology, morphology, syntax and semantics, pragmatics does not 

rely heavily on structures or fixed forms. Pragmatic production is more nuanced and often 

situational. 

Researches on language learning during the last twenty years have underscored that successful 

communication requires not only the knowledge of vocabulary and grammar but also the 

acquisition of pragmatic competence (Pérez-Sabater & Montero-Fleta, 2014). In fact, second 

language research has highlighted the significance of developing pragmatic competence in a 

language. Particulary, Da Silva (2003), Félix-Brasdefer (2008), Martinez-Flor and Alcon Soler 

(2009), Polyakov (2014) and Wishnoff (2000) have investigated the development of pragmatic 

competence in L2. For language learners to achieve their communicative goal, they should have 

the competence to communicate and understand a message (Taguchi, Nayanuma, & Budding, 

2015). Shen (2013) claims that not only the mastery of linguistic knowledge can guarantee 

successful communication but also sufficient understanding of pragmatic rules. 

Moreover, L2 learners’ pragmatic competence has become a matter of inquiry since it was 

proven that even advanced learners are restricted in their usage of contextually suitable language 

(Martinez-Flor & Alcon Soler, 2009). Likewise, many advanced L2 learners have the ability to 

employ complicated linguistic systems, but do not have the ability to convey and interpret meaning 

so they can employ language purposes appropriately (Cohen, 2008). Learners encounter difficulties 

in grasping with accuracy what is pragmatically appropriate in different cultural and sub-cultural 

contexts (Barron, 2005). Therefore, more scholars have established the significance of pragmatic 

competence for it has become a vital element in communication. Learners may know their 

vocabulary and grammar but they may not be able to communicate their intentions appropriately. 

Since the attention of language is refocused from the formal features of language to the ability 

to communicate, the magnitude of improving assessment entails which evaluates communicative 

competence, such as pragmatic competence, is now apparent (Mohammad-Bagheri, 2015). El-

Okda (2011) contends that pragmatics should be integrated into classroom instruction.  But Cohen 

(2014) elucidates that even if pragmatics is taught because of its importance in L2 communication, 

pragmatic competence is not essentially assessed in the language classroom and tests of pragmatic 

performance are not given a proper place in classroom assessment. Cohen (2014) gave a lucid 

presentation of the significance of assessing pragmatics: it makes learners realize that their 

competency to be pragmatically appropriate is a worthwhile endeavor; it encourages learners to 
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study how speech acts are performed; it provides teachers the chance to see the limitations of their 

students in important areas of L2 performance; and it gives teachers opportunities to investigate 

whether learners have comprehended the pragmatics integrated in the lesson. It can be seen that 

language teachers should not only focus on the teaching of pragmatics but also on assessing 

pragmatics so as to gain information on the progress of learners in using the target language 

appropriately. 

Assessing pragmatics is a relatively young field of research within ILP (Beltrán- Palanques, 

2015, 2016). Although different research methods have been introduced to conduct ILP research, 

how to accumulate appropriate data is still a critical concern in pragmatic research (Martínez-Flor 

& Usó-Juan, 2011). In the language classroom, assessing pragmatic competence is seen as a 

complex but necessary task that involves the design of appropriate research methodologies to 

examine pragmatic performance (Beltrán-Palanques, 2016). It takes a lot of ingenuity to design 

instruments that test pragmatics reliably (Cohen, 2014). The authentic level of L2 learners’ 

pragmatic competence cannot be captured by a single pragmatic test; hence, it is advantageous to 

employ different methods to acquire a clear picture (Mohammad-Bagheri, 2015). Therefore, 

continuous enhancement of research methodologies in pragmatics should be developed (Martínez-

Flor & Usó-Juan, 2011).   

Researchers have established different tools for gathering data concerning pragmatic 

competence. The most prevalent pragmatic assessment is the discourse completion task (DCT) 

employed by numerous researchers (e.g. Arezou & Sadighi, 2013; Beltrán-Palanques, 2016; 

Jalilifar, 2009; Kiliçkaya, 2010).  Additional feasible instruments are prevailing such as written 

DCTs and multiple choice DCTs (Bardovi- Harlig, Mossman, & Vellenga, 2014). Discourse role-

play tasks (DRPT), discourse self-assessment tasks (DSAT), and role play self-assessments (RPSA) 

are other standard pragmatic assessment tools identified by Mohammad-Bagheri (2015). 

The pragmatic competence of Filipino learners is worth investigating. Coming from various 

minority languages, they come to the language classroom with their own beliefs and identities. As 

a result, they grapple with pragmatic differences in their interactions using the target language. 

Since English has been Philippines’ second language, Filipino learners have familiarized 

themselves in using English; however, not all of them are successful in learning the language 

(Gaerlan, 2016). One possible factor that could have affected their English proficiency is the use 

of several expressions brought about by Filipinisms which can be encountered not only in their 
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conversations but also in their writing. Filipinisms are words, phrases or expressions that are unique 

among Filipinos as a result of the localization and indigenization of English and they are also the 

outcome of transliteration which seem to be correct in usage but they contain errors in grammar 

which are alarming (Volz, 2014). While Filipinisms have become common, the conventional rules 

and expressions used by native speakers of the target language are still regarded as standards in 

using the language appropriately. 

Examining pragmatic competence has continually presented formidable challenges to 

researchers and specialists (Nemati, Rezaee, & Hajmalek, 2014). Developing some valid and 

reliable instruments in the assessment of pragmatic competence is essential and developing such 

tests can connect the gap between teaching demand and testing instruments (Birjandi & Soleimani, 

2013). This study attempted to develop tools for pragmatic assessments that speak to the local 

needs of Filipino ESL learners. Basically, pragmatics relies on the context of the situation. To be 

able to capture, assess and describe the pragmatic competence of Filipino ESL learners, speech 

acts should be situated in more realistic scenarios that they come upon in their daily lives.  Cohen 

(2014) suggested using realistic situations and being strategic in assessing various aspects of speech 

acts as important factors in assessing pragmatic competence.  A variety of situations have emerged 

in pragmatic instruments in ILP but this does not mean that they are also the most appropriate for 

Filipino ESL learners. To design tools that resonate with Filipino learners whose second language 

is English is better than to employ instruments that were designed for application to other learners.  

To date, there is scarce literature in the area of pragmatic competence specifically the 

pragmatic production and comprehension of Filipino ESL learners. To address this gap in research, 

this study attempted to investigate the level of Filipino ESL learners’ pragmatic competence 

particularly their pragmatic comprehension and production. It aimed to answer the following 

specific questions: 

1. What are the typical situations for the speech acts of apologizing, inviting, requesting, 

refusing and thanking among Filipino ESL learners?  

2. What possible tools can be developed in the assessment of pragmatic competence of 

Filipino ESL learners in terms of comprehension and production of speech acts? 

3. What is the level of the validity and reliability of the pragmatic comprehension tool and 

pragmatic production tool in assessing the pragmatic competence of Filipino ESL 

learners on speech acts? 
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4. What is the level of Filipino ESL learners’ pragmatic competence with regard to their 

comprehension and production? 

 

Because of the widespread impact of globalization with English as the dominant medium of 

communication and transaction, Filipino ESL learners benefit from being competent in English as 

their L2. The acquisition of language skills in English is needed to qualify for certain jobs, advance 

professionally, work abroad and communicate well in the global language. Therefore, most Filipino 

learners receive arduous instruction in the areas of grammar, vocabulary, reading, writing, listening 

and speaking. However, they do not receive adequate training in the areas of pragmatics which are 

also vital elements of language learning. To achieve proficiency in English, pragmatic competence 

is required.  There is a need to develop their pragmatic competence so that they are made aware of 

the variety of pragmatic means and strategic devices they can employ in their interactions 

especially with native speakers. Likewise, there is a need to assess and understand the level of their 

pragmatic competence particularly in their comprehension and production of speech acts situations 

since this will afford language educators realistic evidence in developing learning tasks and 

materials to effectively assist Filipino learners to become competent users of English as their L2.  

Being competent in the pragmatic norms of L2 affords them a better understanding of the intended 

meanings of anything said or written in the target language. Their pragmatic competence can also 

prepare them in using the L2 appropriately in various situations for real life purposes not only in 

the Philippine settings but also in their possible interactions with the L2 community and culture. 

 

Method 

Research Design 

This study used the sequential exploratory research mixed method design that involves both 

qualitative and quantitative approaches as developed by Creswell (2003). The study has two phases. 

The qualitative data was collected first through generating various situations for each of the speech 

acts in the study and identifying the most typical speech acts situations for both Filipino ESL 

learners and American native speakers of English. It was followed by the collection and analysis 

of a quantitative data on the validity and reliability of the tools that were developed and on the 

assessment of pragmatic competence in terms of comprehension and production. The purpose of 
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this design was to develop tools in the assessment of pragmatic competence of Filipino ESL 

learners in terms of comprehension and production. 

 

Participants 

The participants of the study consisted of 100 ESL learners from Don Mariano Marcos Memorial 

State University (DMMMSU) during the generation of the speech acts situations, 33 American 

native speakers of English from the Philippines Baguio Mission of the Church of Jesus Christ of 

Latter Day Saints during the likelihood investigation, 34 BSE English pre-service teachers from 

the mid-La Union campus of DMMMSU during the piloting, 30 BSE English pre-service teachers 

from the mid-La Union campus of DMMMSU during the repiloting, and 70 BSE English pre-

service teachers from the north La Union  and south La Union campuses of DMMMSU during the 

actual administration of the tools developed in the study.  The researcher requested the individual 

consent of the concerned authorities and respondents. 

 

Instrument 

Open-ended questionnaire for generating speech acts situations 

It contains two sample situations for each speech act addressed in the study, namely: apologizing, 

inviting, refusing, requesting, and thanking.  The questionnaire requires the participants to write 

one situation for each speech act and each situation should be written in one to three sentences only. 

The situations should also be written in English and should be based on their experiences in real 

life events. The aim of this questionnaire is to generate situations where Filipino ESL learners 

apologize, invite, refuse, request, and express thanks. 

 

Likelihood investigation questionnaire 

It contains the situations generated from the Filipino ESL learners. It requires the American native 

speakers of English to indicate the possibility of the situations happening in their own culture from 

“1” impossible to “5” most likely. The aim of this questionnaire is to identify speech act situations 

typical to both Filipino ESL learners and American English native speakers for the speech acts 

addressed in the study. 
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Pragmatic Comprehension Test 

It has two parts. Part 1 is composed of 24 items. Each item contains dialogues for indirect refusal 

items which include refusals to requests and invitations. The items are followed by a yes-no 

question. Part 2 is composed of 16 items for apologizing and thanking that contain multiple-choice 

response to a dialogue in a situation where the participants have to select the most appropriate 

response for a given dialogue.  

 

Pragmatic Production Task 

It is a written discourse completion task (WDCT) with no rejoinders. The task contains 25 

situations for the speech acts of apologizing, inviting, refusing, requesting, and thanking. Each 

situation is introduced by a description. The participants would imagine that they are talking to 

someone. They are asked to write the first appropriate response that they think of for each situation. 

 

Data Gathering Procedure 

Several steps were followed which answered the four specific questions of the study. Steps 1 and 

2 aimed to answer the first question, step 3 aimed to answer the second question, steps 4 and 5 

aimed to answer the third question and step 6 aimed to answer the fourth question. Steps 1 to 5 

were adapted from Xu & Wannaruk (2015). 

 

Step 1: Generating speech acts situations 

The speech acts of apologizing, refusing, requesting, and thanking were chosen since they are 

regarded as the most extensively investigated ones under the speech act paradigm in ILP research 

(Roever, 2011). In addition to the aforesaid speech acts, inviting is also among the most frequently 

used speech acts in daily conversations (Hiani, 2015). A 5-item open-ended questionnaire was 

designed to generate the situations needed for the speech acts of the study. The questionnaire was 

content validated by two ESL teachers. A permission from the university president of DMMMSU 

was sought to employ one hundred Filipino ESL learners from the university as participants of the 

study. During the administration of the questionnaire, the students were given a brief background 

on pragmatics and speech acts. The students were instructed to write one situation that they mostly 

encounter in real life events for each speech act. They were encouraged to write the situations in 



   
 

140 
 

English. All the students wrote in English and they finished it in less than thirty minutes. Every 

respondent participated voluntarily.  

 

Step 2:  Investigating likelihood 

A questionnaire that seeks to investigate the likelihood that the native speakers would find 

themselves in a similar situation in their own culture was designed. The questionnaire was content 

validated by two ESL teachers. A permission from the mission president of the Philippines Baguio 

Mission was sought to employ the American missionaries as participants of the study. The 

missionaries were chosen since they were between 19 to 21 years old who were almost the same 

age as the Filipino learners. They were given a brief overview of the present study and most 

specifically of the purpose of administering the questionnaire. Thirty three American native 

speakers of English were invited to rate the possibility of the occurrence of the situations in their 

daily life from “1” impossible to “5” most likely. All the native speakers participated voluntarily 

and they finished it in less than an hour.  

 

Step 3: Organization of situations 

The situations collected from the likelihood investigation were reorganized but with their original 

context. Situations which were not typical to the Filipino learners and native English speakers were 

excluded. The top eight situations which were moderately likely to fairly likely encountered by the 

English native speakers for each speech act were chosen for the pragmatic comprehension test and 

the top five situations were chosen for the pragmatic production task. The aforesaid top situations 

became the basis in constructing the specific scenarios and dialogues that can elicit the speech acts 

in both the comprehension and production tools. The situations were realistic since they were 

typically encountered in both Filipino and American cultures. Three Americans were consulted 

during the construction of the scenarios and dialogues for the appropriateness of the expressions. 

 

Step 4: Checking for content validity 

Two ESL teachers and one American teacher were invited to analyze the content validity of the 

situations for each tool. The inappropriate situations and expressions were revised and the 

situations which cannot elicit the expected speech act were rewritten. Following Intaraprasert (2000) 

the tools were content validated in terms of appropriacy, familiarity, and degree of specification. 
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The purpose of doing this is to obtain the data for the following issues: (1) whether the expressions 

of the items are appropriate; (2) whether each situation could elicit the expected speech act; (3) 

whether the situations are typical in both America and Philippines; (4) whether the situations are 

familiar with the students. 

 

Step 5: Checking for reliability 

The two instruments were piloted to 34 English majors. The reliability of the pragmatic 

comprehension test was determined using stratified alpha coefficient after the responses of the 

learners were checked and given scores. The reliability of the pragmatic production task was 

determined using Cohen’s Kappa after the responses of the learners were evaluated by two 

American native speakers of English who were properly oriented on how to do the ratings based 

on the rating band developed by Taguchi (2013) (see Table 1).  

 

Step 6: Assessing the level of pragmatic competence 

The two tools, pragmatic production task and pragmatic comprehension test that were developed, 

were respectively administered to 70 BSE English pre-service teachers. The data were collected in 

two phases. During the first phase, the pragmatic production of the respondents was tested, while 

during the second phase, the pragmatic comprehension of the respondents was tested. The 

comprehension test was given out after the production task since the comprehension test contains 

items that provide the best response to certain speech acts where the participants may get the 

appropriate responses for the production task. The participants were directed on how to answer the 

tests. Answer sheets were provided and collected for data analysis after the administration of the 

tests. The participants answered the pragmatic production task within 60 minutes and answered the 

pragmatic comprehension test within 40 minutes.  

 

Treatment of Data 

To answer specific question 1, the speech acts situations generated in the study were collected and 

organized under each speech act. Situations which were incomprehensible and did not elicit the 

speech acts in the study were disregarded. Similar terms and situations were counted as one.  

To answer specific question 2, the top situations were identified based on the mean scores of 

the situations. The top 8 situations which were moderately likely to fairly likely encountered by 
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the native speakers in the likelihood investigation were chosen for the pragmatic comprehension 

test while the top 5 situations were chosen for the pragmatic production task. The situations were 

organized and rewritten but with their original meaning during the construction of the scenarios 

and dialogues for the tools employed in the study. 

To answer specific question 3, the validity of both tools was determined using the Aiken’s 

Validity Coefficient. The reliability of the pragmatic comprehension test was determined using 

stratified alpha coefficient. On the other hand, the reliability of the pragmatic production task was 

determined using Cohen’s Kappa which is used to measure inter-rater reliability between two raters 

(Sadanha & O’Brien, 2014). 

To answer specific question 4 on the level of the Filipino ESL learners’ pragmatic competence 

in terms of comprehension and production, the answers were checked and rated. Each correct 

answer in the pragmatic comprehension test was given 1 mark while 0 mark was assigned to wrong 

answers. Each respondent could get a score from 0 to 40 since there were 40 items in the 

comprehension test. The following is the scale for the interpretation of the level of pragmatic 

comprehension based on the percentage. 

 

 Range                                                 Interpretation 

Per speech act          Overall Score 

           6.00% - 8.00%          30.00% - 40.00%             Very high 

           4.00% - 5.99%           20.00% - 29.99%          High 

           2.00% - 3.99%          10.00% - 19.99%          Low 

           0.00% - 1.99%             0.00% - 9.99%           Very low 

 

The appropriateness of the responses of the participants in the pragmatic production task were rated 

by two American English native speakers using a four-point rating scale ranging from 0 “cannot 

evaluate” to 4 “native-like” based on the following rating band descriptions: 
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Table 1 
Rating Band Descriptions 

3 Native-like The utterance is almost perfectly appropriate. This is what a native 

speaker would usually say in the situation 

2 Slightly off, 

but 

acceptable 

The utterance is a little off from native-like due to minor 

grammatical and lexical errors but overall acceptable 

1 Obviously 

off 

The utterance is clearly non-native like because of strange, non-

typical way of saying and/or major grammatical and lexical errors 

0 Can’t 

evaluate 

The utterance is impossible to understand 

Adopted from Taguchi (2013) 

 

Results and Discussion 

Typical Speech Acts Situations 

The organization of the speech act situations generated from 100 Filipino ESL learners brought 

forth a total collection of 101 situations. There were 23 situations collected for apologizing, 15 

situations for inviting, 17 situations for refusing, 23 situations for requesting and 23 situations for 

thanking.  The situations provided by the participants that did not elicit the speech acts in the study 

were disregarded while the situations which were repeated or have similar context were counted as 

one. Next, the situations were reorganized and rewritten due to some grammatical and lexical errors 

but maintaining their original context.  

The following situations were identified by Filipino ESL learners during the generation of 

speech acts situations and they were also identified as the typical speech acts situations for each 

speech act that were moderately likely to fairly likely encountered by American native speakers of 

English during the likelihood investigation.   

Apologizing. One of the essential speech acts is apology which is a common element of 

communication in every culture. Apologies are considered politeness strategies that seek to uphold 

respectable interactions between participants (Brown & Levinson, 1987). An apology is needed 

when one has to put right a behaviour (Trosborg, 1997).  A significant part of Filipino culture is 

the concept of respect (Nadal, 2011); hence, Filipinos always apologize for their misbehaviour 

whether it was done intentionally or unintentionally.  Based on the responses of the participants, 

they apologize when they cause someone physical harm or hurt such as accidentally hitting, 

knocking and bumping into someone. The situations for apologizing were typically experienced in: 
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Reply 1: “I am rushing into the classroom and I push the door very hard. The door hits one 

of my classmates; thus, I apologize.”  

Reply 2: “I accidentally knock the books of a student. I help him pick up his books on the 

floor and I apologize.”   

Reply 3: “I accidentally bumped into a student along the corridor and make him drop his 

cell phone. I apologize.”  

 

They also apologize when they express their regret for having caused someone an inconvenience 

like unintentionally deleting a word document of a friend from his or her computer, forgetting a 

borrowed book or notes at home or  being late for a meeting as illustrated by the following 

sentences: 

 

Reply 4: “I borrowed the laptop of my friend. I unintentionally deleted a word document 

from his files; hence, I apologize.” 

Reply 5: “I borrowed the book of my classmate. He needs it today for his report. However, 

I left it at home so I apologize.” 

Reply 6: “I was absent for a few days. I borrowed the notes of my classmate. I lost her 

notes; thus, I apologize.”  

Reply 7: “I have a meeting with my teacher. I am late so I apologize.”  

 

Filipinos extremely value their elderly and the trait that makes them noteworthy is their respect for 

elders in the family (Nadal, 2011). They are known to be well-mannered especially to those who 

are older or higher than them in status. An apology is also necessary when a linguistic expression 

has slighted another person (Trosborg, 1995) like fighting back an elderly with an arrogant tone 

which is not at all tolerated in Philippine culture. Filipino culture gives high value on courtesy. An 

apology is given automatically when shouting at an elderly as in the case of this utterance.  

 

Reply 8: “Because of anger, I unexpectedly shout at my mom. She is very upset so I 

apologize.” 
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ILP researchers recognize the established importance of sociopragmatic competence which is 

concerned with the social status and identity of the interlocutors to achieve pragmatic competence 

(Al-Khaza'leh & ZainalAriff, 2015). Since the situations for apologizing were typically 

experienced in academic contexts that occur in the university settings, they involved a student and 

a student or a student and a teacher as interlocutors. A situation occurring at home with a student 

and a mother as interlocutors is also identified.  Filipinos are innately polite in their social 

interactions especially to the people who they have closer relationships within their immediate 

environments. Thus, if they think they hurt these people either through their behaviour or actions 

and whether they did it intentionally or not, they apologize. 

Inviting. The speech act of inviting is an effort to make someone who is verbally invited to 

participate in social occasions such as a party, meal, drink etc. (Al-Khatib, 2006). Filipinos love to 

party as evidenced by their numerous celebrations and fiestas. The numerous features of celebrating 

in the Philippines have moulded their behaviours and attitudes (Wendt, 1998).  From the statements 

of the respondents, they usually invite when there is a party or a birthday occasion as illustrated by 

these statements. 

 

Reply 1: “We have a party in our house this weekend. I invite my friend over.”   

Reply 2: “Today is my birthday and I invite my friends to have dinner at the house.”  

 

Filipinos are also known for their hospitality, a cordial welcome commonly extended to a visitor 

(Isamu, 2010). Whenever a guest arrives, they always give their best and genially welcome and 

share whatever is on the table. They also love to eat as proven by their three meals a day and snacks 

in between. It is then common that they communicate invitation by calling someone to eat with 

them like in the following cases: 

 

Reply 3: “We are having lunch when my friend arrives at the house. I invite my friend to 

have lunch with us.”  

Reply 4: “During our break, I invite my friends to eat at the school cafeteria.”  

Reply 5: “I have a crush on a girl in school and I invite her for a date at a restaurant.” 
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Filipinos are typically friendly as evidenced by their ‘pakikisama’ a trait that refers to an 

interpersonal relationship where people share the feelings of friendship and trust with each other 

(Isamu, 2010).  In the participants’ daily interactions, they also invite someone to do something 

important or to go somewhere else as a manifestation of their friendliness. To demonstrate this 

attribute, the participants like to entertain and invite their friends or classmates. 

 

Reply 6:“I like the movie being shown at the cinema; hence, I invite my friend to watch it 

with me.” 

Reply 7: “I need to talk to my best friend and I invite her at my place.”  

 Reply 8: “We are having a class presentation the next day. We don’t have enough time to 

practice. Hence, I invite my group mates to spend the night at our house.” 

 

The typical situations for inviting occur in the contexts within the environment of the learners. The 

situations illustrate a student inviting a friend or a classmate for a special occasion or to go 

somewhere else. Such invitations for special events or of going somewhere would take place at 

home, school cafeteria or restaurant. In real life encounters as in the situations identified by the 

participants, one is more likely to invite someone close to him/her in familiar places.  

Refusing. Refusal is a type of speech act that is considered as a predictable response to another 

person’s invitation, suggestion, request or offer (Hassani, Mardani, & Hossein, 2011). In refusing, 

the speaker may directly or indirectly say no to someone. The respondents communicate the speech 

act of refusing when they turn down someone who would request them to do something they 

consider a bad idea or may lead to trouble just like in the following utterances: 

 

Reply 1: “During the exam, my seatmate asks me to show my answer for a difficult question. 

I refuse because this is cheating.” 

Reply 2: “Some of my classmates are planning to have some fun. They ask me to skip class 

and join them. I refuse for it is a bad idea.”  

 

Filipinos are also known for their love of family as proven by their strong family ties (Miralao, 

1997); thus, the family is of primary importance.  Most Filipino children are expected to put their 

family first and are not allowed to leave the house or go somewhere else without their parents’ 
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permission. Therefore, the participants also refuse an invitation that may cause any nuisance or 

shame to the family or home.  

 

Reply 3: “A friend invites me to watch a movie at the mall on a Sunday. I turn him down 

because Sunday is family day and I have to spend time with my family.” 

Reply 4: “My friends invite me to a party after class; however, I decline as I have to go 

home early.”  

 

The Filipino learners also refuse the offer of people they do not trust or like. They also decline a 

reward or an offer if they feel they do not need it. The statements below illustrate such situations.  

 

Reply 5: “A stranger approaches me and asks me to buy some of his products. But I do not 

trust him so I refuse.”  

Reply 6: “Someone asks me for a date but I turn him down because I don’t like him.”  

Reply 7: “An old man lost his wallet and I found it. He expresses his gratitude and offers 

me a reward but I refuse it.”  

Reply 8: “Someone in a party offers me food but I am already full so I refuse.” 

 

The typical situations for refusing still occur within the social environments of the learners. Two 

situations involve a friend and a friend as interlocutors and the main reason for refusing a friend is 

the trouble the invitation may cause at home. The rest of the situations involve a student refusing 

a classmate, a stranger, an old man, and someone who may not have a close social relationship with 

the student. The situations are realistic since in actual life events, one mostly refuses someone who 

is not an intimate acquaintance.  

 

Requesting. A request is an attempt of the speaker to make the hearer perform or stop to 

perform a certain action (Ellis, 1994). A familiar situation where the participants make requests is 

when they ask for help or favor from someone. They also make request when they ask for directions.  

These situations are demonstrated by the following responses: 

 

Reply 1: “The charger of my cellphone is not working so I ask my brother to lend me his.” 
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Reply 2: “It is the first day of classes and I cannot find the room for my first subject. I 

approach a student and I ask for directions.” 

Reply 3: “On the way to a party, I get lost. I meet someone and I ask for directions.” 

Reply 4:  “I need help with an assignment. I approach one of my teachers for help.” 

Reply 5: “I don’t understand a part of my teacher’s discussion. Hence, I ask my teacher 

for further explanation.” 

Reply 6: “I lost my notes so I ask my classmate to lend me his.” 

Reply 7: “I was absent for a few days because I was sick. I ask my classmate to update me 

about the lessons that I missed.” 

Reply 8: “I don’t understand the question of my teacher. I ask him to repeat the question 

for me.” 

 

The common situations for requesting occur in academic contexts which involve a student and a 

student or a student and a teacher as interlocutors. Since the participants who identified the 

situations were students, most situations where they need favour or help would occur in university 

settings and would deal with academic matters such as asking a classmate for some notes or an 

update about the lesson missed and asking a teacher to repeat the discussion or give further 

explanation.  

 

Thanking. The speech act of thanking is defined as ‘an expression of gratitude and 

appreciation in response to compliments’ (Searle, 1969:203). Thanking expressions are also used 

“when a speaker wants the addressee to know that s/he is grateful for what the hearer has said or 

done” (Jautz, 2008:142). Filipinos are naturally warm, friendly and helpful as proven by their 

culture of ‘bayanihan’ which means helping out one’s neighbour (Hennig, 1983). Any help 

received by Filipinos is always appreciated. Thus, another typical situation where the respondents 

expressed gratitude is thanking someone for doing them a favour or helping them out as 

demonstrated by the following responses: 

 

Reply 1: “My friend lets me borrow his money. I thank him.” 

Reply 2: “My teacher answered my question during the classroom discussion. I thank my 

teacher.” 
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Reply 3: “My friend gives me a ride home. I thank my friend.” 

Reply 4: “My teacher helps me out with my assignment. I thank my teacher.” 

 

Filipinos are grateful people or they have a sense of gratitude. In fact, they are known for their 

‘utang na loob’ or debt of gratitude (Hennig, 1983). They are mindful of their sense of duty from 

those who have given them any act of kindness. To illustrate, Filipinos have traditions of gift giving; 

in fact, they love to give gifts on any occasion. Any gift received by Filipinos is always appreciated. 

As demonstrated by the responses given by the participants, a common situation where they express 

their gratitude is when someone has given them something such as a gift. 

 

Reply 5: “My grandmother buys me something that I really like. I thank her.” 

Reply 6: “My friend gives me a surprise gift. I thank my friend.” 

Reply 7:“My friend gives me a gift on my birthday and I thank my friend for his gift.” 

Reply 8: “My parents give me a gift on Christmas. I thank them.”  

 

The common situations for thanking are also encountered by the learners with people whom they 

have closer relationships such as a parent, grandparent, friend or teacher. Generally, the situations 

generated for the speech acts occur in the university context and other settings which are located 

within the environment of the learners due to the fact that all the participants were university 

students. Most of the situations were also encountered by the participants with people who are 

familiar to them. During the likelihood investigation, although the situations were not mostly likely 

encountered by the American native speakers, the fact that they were moderately likely to fairly 

likely encountered by them implies that these situations are still typically encountered in the L2 

culture. Altogether, the situations of the tools developed in the study were realistic and were 

directly connected to the lives of the participants. 

 

Developed Tools  

After the situations for the speech acts were identified, the following tools were developed to assess 

the pragmatic competence of the Filipino ESL learners in terms of comprehension and production: 

Pragmatic Comprehension Test. It has two parts. The assessment of pragmatic 

comprehension requires an indirect, metapragmatic approach where learners are expected to be 



   
 

150 
 

able to assess how someone else has performed pragmatically (Cohen, 2014). Part I contains items 

of a dialogue that express indirect utterances, specifically indirect refusal items on inviting and 

requesting. The situations for the dialogues were taken from the top 8 situations on inviting, 

requesting, and refusing.  The items were constructed based on the pragmatic comprehension tool 

developed by Taguchi (2007). Among the elements of Taguchi’s comprehension test, the following 

were adapted: (1) The indirect refusal items were written without the linguistic markers used in 

refusals such as I can’t, No, I don’t want to, which were classified as direct refusal expressions and 

all the utterances used to convey refusals took the form of providing a reason, which is considered 

as a common and predictable pattern of refusal routines (Beebe, Takahashi, & Uliss-Weltz, 1990 

as cited in Taguchi, 2007); (2) Each dialogue has three to five turns to keep the number of turns 

approximately the same. On the other hand, Part 2 was based on the suggested formats for writing 

a speech act comprehension task by Cohen (2014). It contains multiple-choice response to a 

dialogue in a situation where the participants have to select the most appropriate response for a 

given dialogue.  The dialogues are introduced by a brief description of the situation and are based 

on the top 8 situations for apologizing and thanking. 

 

Pragmatic Comprehension Test 

 

Part I 

Instructions 

 

Thank you for helping me with my research. Read carefully the following dialogues. Each 

dialogue is followed by a yes-no question. Decide carefully and mark your answer sheet.  

 

1. 

Mark: Hi Carl. I heard that the movie I’ve been wanting to watch is now being shown at 

the cinema.  

Carl: Oh, cool. You have been waiting for it for a couple of months now. 
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Marl: Yeah. I can’t wait… How about we watch it together tonight? 

Carl: Well, Sarah and I had already made plans. 

 

Q: Is Carl going to the movie? 

_____Yes _____No 

 

2.  

Dina: Hi Anne. I’m glad you’re here.  

Anne: Hi Dina. Good to see you. How are you? 

Dina: Good. My parents promised me a birthday party on Saturday. The party starts at 6 in 

the evening and I was hoping you could come.   

 Anne:  I would love to, though I think I have to spend the weekend out of town with my 

aunt.  

 

Q: Can Anne attend Dina’s birthday party? 

_____Yes _____No 

 

3. 

Sarah: Hey Kendra. Can I come in? 

Kendra: Hi Sarah. Come in.  

Sarah: Oh, looks like you’re having lunch. I just need help with something.  Maybe I could 

come later.  

Kendra: No, it’s OK. Let’s have lunch while I help you with it. 

Sarah: I’m good. Jerry and I went to the new Japanese restaurant. 
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Q: Is Kendra eating lunch with Sarah? 

_____Yes _____No 

 

4. 

Rachel: Hi Andy. I’ve been looking for you. 

Andy: Hey Rachel. What’s up? 

Rachel: I’ve had this problem lately and I need someone to talk to.  

Andy: Oh Rachel, I have to go to class soon. I have an exam I can’t miss. 

 

Q: Can Andy talk to Rachel now? 

_____Yes _____No 

 

5.  

Denver: Hey Tommy. Wow, you look happy. 

Tommy: I am. We had a quiz in my first class. I got the highest score. 

Denver: That’s great. That’s what you get when you are smart. 

Tommy:  Are you busy? Let’s go to the school cafeteria. My treat. 

Denver: Aw, well. Cynthia is expecting me at the library right now. Thanks for the 

invitation. 

 

Q: Is Denver going to the school cafeteria with Tommy? 

_____Yes _____No 
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6.  

Riza: We are going to have our class presentation tomorrow. If only we had more time to 

practice during the last couple of days. 

Irish: Yeah, I regret we didn’t have more time.  

Riza: We can practice this afternoon at my place after our last class.  

Irish: Oh, I have to go with my mom to her doctor.  

 

Q: Can Irish practice with Riza this afternoon? 

_____Yes _____No 

 

7.  

Sam: Hi Rose. Do you have time? 

Rose: Hey Sam, what’s up? You look worried. 

Sam: Something has been bothering me lately. I know a good restaurant we could go to 

and talk if you’re free.   

Rose: I’m sorry to hear that but I have a dentist appointment. 

 

Q: Can Rose join Sam for lunch? 

_____Yes _____No 

 

8. 

John: Aw man, my cell phone charger isn’t working. 

Joshua: Why? What did you do to it? 
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John: I was cleaning the top of my desk and I accidentally knocked it off. Can I borrow 

yours? 

Joshua:  I need to use my charger. 

 

Q: Does Joshua want John to borrow his charger? 

_____Yes _____No 

 

9.  

Randy: Hey, do you have a minute? 

Rina: Sure. What do you need? 

Randy: This is my first day at school. I think I’m lost. I already asked someone but I can’t 

still figure it out.  Can you show me where the Laboratory Room is? 

 Rina: I’ve got bad news for you. This is my first day, too. 

 

Q: Can Rina show Randy where the Laboratory Room is? 

_____Yes _____No 

 

10.  

Joy. Hello Ms. Cruz.  I’m having trouble with my assignment. I was absent last class and I 

can’t figure the examples given.  

Ms. Cruz: Oh, why were you absent? 

Joy: I woke up late. If it’s not too much, can we go over the examples? 

Ms. Cruz: My next class is in 5 minutes.  
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Q: Can Ms. Cruz go over the examples now? 

_____Yes _____No 

 

11.  

Mr. Andrews: I hope the theories are already clear to you. Next, you need to finish your 

paper. 

Paul: Mr. Andrews, just a minute please. I didn’t get the first theory. Can you explain it 

some more? 

Teacher: I already gave you the chance to ask questions last class. 

 

Q. Will the teacher answer Paul’s question? 

_____Yes _____No 

 

12.  

Michael: Hey Melony. How are you? I haven’t seen you for a couple of days.  

Melony: Oh, I got sick.   

Micheal: Ah, I’m sorry. I hope you get better soon. 

Melony: Can you update me about the lessons that I missed? 

Michael: Well, you know me. I bet Gary could do that. 

 

Q: Can Michael update Melony about the lessons she missed? 

_____Yes _____No 

 

13.  
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William: Hey James. Good to see you. 

James: Hi William. What’s up? 

William: I need some notes from our literature class. I lost mine. Can I borrow yours? 

James: To be honest, I hate taking notes. 

 

Q: Can James lend his notes to William? 

_____Yes _____No 

 

14.  

Mr. Gordon: Let’s start going over last assignment’s problems. Liam, answer the first 

question. 

Liam: I’m sorry. Can you say that again? 

Teacher:  You need to be paying attention. 

 

Q: Does the teacher want to repeat the question? 

_____Yes _____No 

 

15.  

Dennis: Hi. I need some help. 

Man: Oh, how can I help you? 

 Dennis: I think I’m lost. I’m attending a seminar here but can’t find the right room. 

Man: Oh, you know what, my ride is waiting for me. Good luck though. 
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Q: Can the man help Dennis find his room? 

_____Yes _____No 

 

16. 

Jerry: Hey Karen. How are things? 

Karen. Hi Jerry. I’m doing well. I just finished my paper in our poetry class. 

Jerry: Then maybe you have time to watch a movie with me on Sunday. 

Karen: Oh, Sunday has always been family day for us. 

 

Q: Is Karen going to watch a movie with Jerry? 

_____Yes _____No 

 

17.  

Edwin: Excuse me Mr. Ramirez. I heard you lost your wallet. Is this it? 

Mr. Ramirez: Yes it is, thank you so much. Where did you find it? 

Edwin: I found it near your office door. Maybe you dropped it on your way out. 

Mr. Ramirez: Well, here, take this as a reward. 

Edwin: It’s fine. I’m just happy I found it. 

 

Q: Does Edwin want to get the reward? 

_____Yes _____No 

 

18. 
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Stranger: Hi there. I just want to take a minute of your time to talk about my product.  

Liza: Oh, I’m quite busy right now.  

Stranger: I just need a minute. The product I’m selling will protect your safety. 

Liza: Maybe some other time. 

 

Q: Does Liza want to buy the product? 

_____Yes _____No 

 

19. 

Daniel: Hey, what do you have for number five? 

John:  Keep quiet. The professor might see us talking. 

Daniel: Can I copy your answer? 

John: It is too risky.  

  

Q: Does John want to share his answer? 

_____Yes _____No 

 

20.  

Jervin: Hi Zack. How’s your day going? 

Zack: Hey, Jervin. I’m just waiting for my last class. How about you?  

Jervin: Not much. Hey, let’s skip class and hang out at the mall. 

Zack: That would be great, though I’ve already missed two classes. 
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Q: Is Zack going to the mall? 

_____Yes _____No 

 

21.  

Jeric: Hi Sophia. Nice to see you. How are things? 

Sophia: Hey Jeric. I’m alright.  

Jeric: That’s good. I was wondering if you would like to go on a date with me tonight. 

Sophia: I’ve got a lot going on right now. I need to focus on school.  

 

Q: Does Sophia want to go on a date? 

_____Yes _____No 

 

22.  

Byron: Hey Ricky, there’s a party tonight if you’re interested.  

Ricky: Oh, where? 

Byron:  It’s Roger’s birthday. Let’s go after class. 

Ricky: Sounds fun. My mom is expecting me for dinner. 

 

Q: Is Ricky going to the party? 

_____Yes _____No 

 

23. 

Josie: Hi Rose. Enjoying the party? 
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Rose: Yeah. Can’t complain.  The theme is amazing and the food is great. 

Josie: I’m glad you like it. Do you want more of these cookies? 

Rose:  I’m good, thanks. 

 

Q: Does Rose like to eat? 

_____Yes _____No 

 

24. 

Mark: Hi Cynthia. How’s your day going? 

Cynthia: Hello Mark. Not bad. How are you? 

Mark: I’m alright. You know I found a good place to get Korean food. It’s your favourite, 

right?  Let’s go out. 

Cynthia: Sounds tempting. I have to finish a school project. 

 

Q: Can Cynthia go to dinner with Mark? 

_____Yes _____No 

 

 

Part II 

Please read each situation which is followed by a dialogue. There are three responses 

following each dialogue in each situation. Please read the responses to each situation and 

decide which one is the BEST in this situation.  Write the letter of your answer on your 

answer sheet. 

 

1. 
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Mark does not get his allowance till next week. He asks his friend Carl to lend it to him. 

 

Carl:  Yeah. Just make sure you pay me back later. 

Mark:__________________________________ 

 

a. Thanks so much. See you later. 

b. Alright, you’ll get your money.  

c. Thanks so much. I’ll pay you back as soon as I can. 

 

2.  

In class, Anne asked  a question and it was answered  by Ms. Rubio, her teacher. 

 

Ms. Rubio: That was a great question.  I hope I answered it. 

Anne: __________________________________ 

a. I guess you did. Thanks. 

b. Yes, that was perfect. Thank you. 

c. Yeah, I think so. Thanks. 

 

3. Sarah’s grandmother  gives her a gift. 

 

Grandmother: I have something for you Sarah. I think you’ll like it.  Here, take a look. 

Sarah: __________________________________ 

a. Thank you so much grandma. I love it. 



   
 

162 
 

b. Oh, wow. You didn’t have to grandma. 

c. Yeah, I think so grandma. 

 

4. 

Denver gives one of his friends Rachel a surprise birthday gift. 

 

Rachel: Oh wow Denver. What a nice surprise! 

Denver: How do you like it? 

Rachel: __________________________________ 

a. Aw, how sweet of you. I love it, thanks. 

b. Thanks. This is exactly what I needed. 

c. Thanks for being thoughtful but I really can’t take it. 

 

5.  

Alex offered Rose a ride home. 

Alex: Looks like we’re here. I’m glad we got the chance to talk. I enjoyed it. 

Rose: ___________________________________ 

a. Yeah, you sure do love talking, don’t you?  See you later! 

b. Me, too. Thanks for the ride. Drive home safe! 

c. Me too. Thanks for the ride. See you tomorrow! 

 

6.  

Mr. Ramirez, a teacher, helps John out with his paper. 
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Mr. Ramirez: I went over your paper, John.  Make sure to read my comments while revising 

your paper. 

John:  __________________________________ 

a. Thank you, Mr. Ramirez. I’ll do that.  You’ve been a great help. 

b. Alright, I will Mr. Ramirez. Thanks. 

c. Yeah, thanks Mr. Ramirez. I’ll do that. See you at class tomorrow. 

 

7.  

Jerry gives Sam a gift. 

 

Jerry: Hi Sam! I got something for you. Come on. Open it! 

Sam:  __________________________________ 

a. Oh,  thanks Sam. I could probably find a use for this. 

b. Oh, wow! You know me so well. Thanks man. 

c. Oh, how did you know I wanted this? Thank you. 

 

8.  

It’s Christmas and Mr. Cruz gives his son a gift. 

 

Mr. Cruz: Merry Christmas, son. I thought you might like this. 

Joshua: __________________________________ 

a. I’m not sure when I’d use this, but thanks for the thought, Dad. 
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b. Thanks Dad. This is great! You’re the best. 

c. Yeah, this is cool. Thanks Dad. 

 

9.  

Tommy is rushing into the classroom and he pushes the door very hard. It hits one his 

classmates. 

 

Denver: Ahhg! Man, watch where you’re going!  

Tommy: __________________________________ 

a. Oh man, I’m so sorry! Are you okay? 

b. Oops. My bad. 

c. You alright? You know, you really shouldn’t stand in the doorway. 

 

10.  

Fred borrowed his friend Steve’s laptop. Fred unintentionally deleted a word document 

from Steve’s files. 

 

Steve: Hey Fred listen. I can’t find my file for my science report. You were the last one 

who used my laptop, right? Do you know what happened to it? 

Fred: __________________________________ 

a. I really don’t think I touched your report, are you sure it’s gone? 

b. My bad, I’m sorry. I tried to recover it but couldn’t figure it out. 

c. I’m sorry man. You really should have back-ups for things like that. 
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11.  

Paul accidentally knocks down the books of another student. 

 

Student: Oppps! Watch where you’re going! Look, you just knocked my books to the floor. 

Paul: __________________________________ 

a. Sorry! I didn’t see you there. Are you alright? Let me help. 

b. Hey man, calm down. There’s no reason for you to get upset.  

c. My bad, sorry. Let me help. 

 

12. 

Sophie unintentionally bumps a student and makes her drop her cell phone. 

 

Student: Oh my goodness! Look what happened to my phone! 

Sophie: __________________________________ 

a. Oh, sorry. I’m sure it will be fine. 

b. Dang, that’s sad. Sorry. 

c. Aw, I’m so sorry. Let me have it fixed for you. 

 

13.  

Josie borrowed the book of her classmate, Frances. Josie forgot to bring it with her because 

she was in a rush this morning. 
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Frances: Seriously? You know that I needed that book for my report today. You should’ve 

put it in your bag earlier. 

Josie: __________________________________ 

a. I’m so sorry Frances, here, let me try talking to your teacher. 

b. Oh Darn! You should’ve reminded me. 

c. I’m sorry. I thought about it earlier but then completely forgot about it. 

 

14.  

Leila shouted at her mom. 

 

Mother: I don’t know what’s been going on with you Leila? These past few days, you have 

been difficult. It seems like you don’t want to listen anymore. And now, you can’t even 

talk to me without shouting. 

Leila: __________________________________ 

a. Sorry mom, but I wouldn’t have to shout if you would just listen to me. 

b. I’m sorry mom. I guess I’ve been feeling pretty stressed out lately. 

c. I’m not trying to be difficult, mom. You just don’t really understand. 

15.  

Fred borrowed the notes of his classmate Susan and lost them. 

 

Susan: Fred, do you know how hard I worked on those notes?  Our final exam is next week. 

Are you sure you looked all over for it? 

Fred: __________________________________ 

a. Sorry, I just don’t know what happened to them. I could’ve sworn I left them on my 

desk. 
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b. It’s not a big deal. I’m sure you can redo them before the exam. 

c. I’m sorry Susan. I really looked everywhere. Is there any way I could make it up to you? 

 

16.  

Alex has a meeting with his teacher before class, but was late. 

 

Mr. Cruz:  I’ve been waiting for almost fifteen minutes now, Alex. You knew that this was 

my only available time. I have to start class soon. 

Alex: __________________________________ 

a. I’m really sorry Mr. Cruz. I tried to get here earlier, I promise. Can you still help me? 

b. Sorry Mr. Cruz  but there was a lot of traffic. 

c. Sorry Mr. Cruz. We still have some time. Can you just help me real quick? 

 

Key 

Part I 

1-24    No 

 

Part II 

1. c  5. b  9. a  13. a 

2. b  6. a   10. b  14. b 

3. a  7. b     11. a  15. c 

4. a   8. b   12. c   16. a  

 

 

Pragmatic Production Task. It is a written discourse completion task (WDCT) that was 

developed based on the top five situations for each speech act.  In total, the production task consists 

of 25 situations for apologizing, inviting, refusing, requesting, and thanking. Learners are expected 
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to produce the appropriate speech act for each situation. Jianda (2006) explains that WDCTs are 

written questionnaires where participants are asked to provide a response that they think is 

appropriate in the given context. WDCTs have evolved gradually over the past twenty years into 

several different modified versions which vary mainly according to the presentation forms, that is, 

written or oral, and existence of rejoinder. WDCTs can include a rejoinder or they may involve 

only the specification of the situation with no rejoinder. In this study, the type of WDCT with no 

rejoinders was adopted. 

 

 

Pragmatic Production Task 

 

Thank you for helping me with my research. The following task contains situations. Each 

situation is introduced by a description.  Read along. Imagine that you are talking to 

someone. When you see “you say”, speak to the person. Write the first thing you think of. 

Write clearly. 

 

Here are two examples: 

You borrowed money from your friend. You can’t pay it back on time. You apologize. 

You say: I’m really sorry. I don’t have the money to pay you back right now, but I promise 

I will as soon as I can. 

 

You are sitting near a student who is using his cell phone and playing music too loudly. 

You ask him not to play music too loudly. 

You say: Hey bud, would you mind turning that down a little? 

 

Now, let’s begin: 

1. You are rushing to class and open the classroom door very quickly. The door hits one 

of your classmates. You apologize. 
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You say: 

 

2. A movie you have been looking forward to is playing at the cinema. You see your friend 

and you invite him to watch the movie with you. 

 

You say: 

 

3. Your cell phone charger isn’t working. You ask your brother to lend you his.  

 

You say: 

 

4. You are running out of allowance. Unexpectedly, you need to spend some money for a 

school project. You ask your friend and he lends you the money. You thank your friend.  

You say: 

 

5.  A man lost his wallet but you found it. He expresses his gratitude and offers you a 

reward. You refuse it. 

 

You say: 

 

6. You borrow the laptop of your friend and you accidentally delete a word document from 

his files. You apologize. 

 

You say: 

 

7. You are having a party at your house this weekend. You invite your friend over. 

 

You say: 

 

8. It’s the first day of school and you can’t find your first class. You approach a fellow 

student and ask for directions. 

 

You say: 

 

9. You don’t understand a part of the lesson.  Your teacher answers your question.  You 

thank your teacher.  

 

You say: 
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10. Your friend invites you to watch a movie at the mall on a Sunday but you turn him down 

because you would rather spend the day with your family.  

 

       You say: 

 

11. You accidentally knock a fellow student’s books on the floor. You help him pick up his 

books and apologize. 

 

You say: 

 

12. Your family is having lunch. Suddenly, your friend arrives. You invite your friend to 

have lunch with you.  

 

You say: 

 

13. A stranger approaches you and tells you to buy his products. But you don’t trust him 

and refuse to buy any of his products. 

 

You say:  

 

14. On the way to the party, you get lost. You ask a nearby lady for directions. 

 

You say: 

 

15. Your grandmother buys you something that you really like. You thank her. 

 

You say: 

 

16. You accidentally bump into a student in the hallway and make him drop his cell phone. 

You apologize. 

 

You say: 

 

17. You’ve been having some problems lately and need someone to talk to. You see your 

friend and you invite your friend to your place.  

 

You say: 
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18. During the exam, a classmate asks you to show your answer for a question. You refuse 

because that is cheating. 

 

You say: 

 

19. You need help with an assignment. You ask your teacher for help. 

 

You say: 

 

20. Your friend gives you a surprise gift on your birthday. You thank your friend.  

 

     You say: 

 

21. You borrowed a classmate’s book.  He needs it today for his report; however, you left it 

at home. You apologize. 

 

You say: 

 

22. Your friend asks you to skip class and go to the mall with him. However, you refuse 

because it’s a bad idea. 

 

      You say: 

 

23. You don’t understand a part of the teacher’s lesson. You ask your teacher for further 

explanation. 

 

       You say: 

 

24. It’s your birthday and you would like to celebrate. You invite your friend to have dinner 

at your house. 

 

You say: 

 

25. Your friend gives you a ride home. You thank your friend. 

 

You say: 

 

Instead of adopting pragmatic tools established by experts in interlanguage pragmatics (ILP) 

research, this study employed tools that were originally developed in a number of stages based on 
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Philippine context. The construction of items for pragmatic tests should not only be based on the 

designer’s intuition which may not be a precise replication of reality but should also be based on 

real-world language use (Roever, 2005). 

 

Validity and Reliability of the Developed Tools 

The validity of the pragmatic comprehension test and the pragmatic production task was 

determined using the Aiken’s Validity Coefficient. The computed validity coefficients for the 

comprehension test and production task were 0.96 and 0.95, respectively. These are greater than 

the threshold of 0.70; hence, the tools are valid. The validity results indicate that the two tools 

followed the terms suggested by Intaraprasert (2000) for the content validity of pragmatic 

instruments. The three raters decided that the situations employ appropriate expressions, can elicit 

the expected speech acts, are typical in both America and Philippines and are familiar to the 

students. During the construction of the dialogues for the speech acts, three American English 

native speakers were consulted for the appropriateness of the expressions. The situations are 

familiar to the Filipino students since they themselves identified these speech acts situations and 

the situations are also common in American culture because they were later identified by the native 

speakers as typically encountered by them. 

The reliability of the pragmatic comprehension task was determined using stratified alpha 

coefficient. The pragmatic comprehension test was reliable with an overall reliability coefficient 

of 0.808. On the other hand, since the responses of the participants were rated by two American 

English speakers, the reliability of the pragmatic production task was determined using Cohen’s 

Kappa which is used to measure inter-rater reliability between two raters (Sadanha & O’Brien, 

2014). 
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Table 2 

Reliability of the Pragmatic Production Task 

Item 
Kappa 

Coefficient 
p-value Assessment 

1 0.179 0.166 Not Reliable 
2 0.240 0.049* Reliable 
3 0.461 0.002* Reliable 
4 0.332 0.004* Reliable 
5 0.345 0.002* Reliable 
6 -0.069 0.575 Not Reliable 
7 0.286 0.016* Reliable 
8 0.286 0.030* Reliable 
9 0.284 0.018 Reliable 
10 0.400 0.002* Reliable 
11 0.536 < 0.001* Reliable 

12 0.527 < 0.001* Reliable 

13 0.265 0.016* Reliable 

14 0.311 0.007* Reliable 

15 0.382 0.003* Reliable 

16 0.509 < 0.001* Reliable 

17 0.284 0.019* Reliable 

18 0.269 0.030* Reliable 

19 0.549 < 0.001* Reliable 

20 0.367 0.002* Reliable 

21 0.349 0.009* Reliable 

22 0.175 0.127 Not Reliable 

23 0.250 0.021* Reliable 

24 0.112 0.369 Not Reliable 

25 0.307 0.021* Reliable 

 

The analysis of Cohen’s Kappa would give a value between -1 and +1. With a significance at 5 % 

level, the Kappa Coefficient of the reliable items range from 0.240 (p 0.049) to 0.549 (p ˂0.001). 

The table shows that the items 1, 6, 22 and 24 in the production task were not reliable. The results 

suggest that these four items did not generate a good performance; however, since they are crucial 

parts of the construct, they should be improved. A possible reason why they were not reliable is 

that the situations could have been unclear to the participants. Hence, the four situations were 

improved. 

The original situation for item 1 “You are rushing into the classroom and you push the door 

very hard. The door hits one of your classmates.” was improved into “You are rushing to class and 

open the classroom door very quickly. The door hits one of your classmates. You apologize.” The 

wording made the scenario clearer for the participants to grasp. “You apologize” was also added 

since most of the responses of the students during the piloting did not elicit expressions for 

apologizing. Item 6 situation, “You borrow the laptop of your friend. You unintentionally delete a 

word document from his files. You apologize.” was rewritten into “You borrow the laptop of your 

friend and accidentally delete a document from his files. You apologize.” Using the word 
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‘accidentally’ and removing some extra words allow for easier understanding. The original 

situation for item 22 “Your friend is planning to have some fun. He invites you but you still have 

class. He asks you to skip and go with him. You refuse because it’s a bad idea.” was revised into 

this sentence, “Your friend asks you to skip class and go to the mall with him. However, you refuse 

because it’s a bad idea.” The original situation was shortened. A lot of meaning in the first sentence 

is implied such as the person still has a class to attend and that the first two sentences may not be 

necessarily needed to obtain understanding. The situation for item 24, “It’s your birthday. You 

invite your friend to have dinner at your house.” was rephrased with this statement, “It’s your 

birthday and you would like to celebrate. You invite your friend to have dinner at your house.” It 

seems that the original sentence was already fairly simple; however, the revised one may help send 

a message of what will be occurring or what the intent is. The improved situations were repiloted 

to 30 BSE English pre-service teachers.  

 

Table 3 
Reliability of Repiloting  

Item 
Kappa 

Coefficient 
p-value Assessment 

1 0.889 <0.001 Reliable 
2 0.734 <0.001 Reliable 
3 0.595 0.001 Reliable 
4 0.706 <0.001 Reliable 

 

The table shows that the four situations were reliable during the repiloting with Kappa Coefficient 

ranging from 0.595 (p 0.001) to 0.889 (p ˂0.001). The situations were made quite simple without 

changing their original meaning. This helped the students with their understanding of the speech 

acts situations; hence, these situations became reliable during the repiloting.  

 

Level of Pragmatic Competence 

The level of pragmatic competence on comprehension is shown in Table 5. 
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Table 4 

Level of Pragmatic Comprehension 

Dimension Mean Score Interpretation 

a. Inviting 7.4571 Very high 

b. Requesting 6.5143 Very high 

c. Refusing 7.3429 Very high 

d. Apologizing 7.1429 Very high 

e. Thanking 6.7286 Very high 

            Overall 7.0365 Very high 

 

Table 4 shows the statistical analysis of the pragmatic comprehension test in the different speech 

acts of the study. The items have different mean scores but all are interpreted as very high. Items 

on inviting has the highest mean score of 7.4571 while items on requesting has the lowest mean 

score of 6.5143. Considering the overall mean score of 7.0365, the level of the participants in the 

pragmatic comprehension test is very high.  

The results suggest that the participants have a very high competence in interpreting the 

indirect and intended meaning of the expressions of the target language and in identifying the most 

appropriate utterances for the speech acts. Particularly, requesting has the lowest mean score. 

Requests are anticipated to threaten the hearer’s negative face; hence, they are essentially face-

threatening (Brown & Levinson, 1987). The speaker needs to adhere to suitable strategies to reduce 

instigating offense (Achiba, 2003). Making a request is not just a case of using the request form. It 

takes into consideration social distance and courtesy in its production and delivery. Thus, 

comprehending requests is the most challenging among the speech acts for the participants since 

choosing the most effective strategy to avoid embarrassment or discomfort to the hearer is crucial 

and inappropriate request expressions and strategies can easily cause pragmatic failure.  

The main factor that may have influenced the very high level of competence of the participants 

in the area of comprehension is the fact that they are English pre-service teachers who have been 

exposed to a variety of comprehension activities and situations for language use, who have studied 

the language more keenly and who are expected to have a high level of language proficiency. The 

exposure that the participants receive in their English major subjects and in their reading as well as 

personal use serves as their contact to the language which can mean that they have experienced a 

lot of these speech acts situations. A study of Taguchi (2008b) revealed that improvements in the 

ability of pragmatic comprehension is influenced by the amount of language contact. Additionally, 

the study of Cook and Liddicoat (2002) determined that in the comprehension of speech acts, L2 
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learners who have higher language proficiency could manage linguistic knowledge and contextual 

knowledge since they have attained advanced levels of automaticity in language processing. 

 

Table 5 
Level of Pragmatic Production 

Dimension Mean Rating Interpretation 

a. Inviting 2.1914 Slightly off but acceptable 

b. Requesting 2.2986 Slightly off but acceptable 

c. Refusing 2.2571 Slightly off but acceptable 

d. Apologizing 2.3729 Native-like 

e. Thanking 2.4243 Native-like 

           Overall  2.3023 Slightly off but acceptable 

  

Table 5 shows that the responses of the participants for the speech acts of apologizing and thanking 

were native-like but  their responses for the speech acts of inviting, requesting, and refusing were 

slightly off but acceptable. Overall, the level of the production of the participants is slightly off but 

acceptable.  

The following examples of the responses of the participants may help explain their native-like 

level of competence on apologizing and thanking as assessed by two American raters: 

 

Apologizing 

S30, S32: I’m sorry. It’s my fault. 

S3, S45, S55: I’m really sorry. I didn’t mean to delete it. 

S7: I’m sorry. I didn’t mean to hurt you. I was in a hurry. 

S21: I’m sorry but I left it at home. I’ll talk to your teacher. 

S35: Oops! Sorry, my bad. Here, let me help you. 

 

Thanking 

S43: Thank you for this grandma! You are really the best. 

S4, S8, S18: Thanks for the ride home! 

S25: What a nice surprise! Thank you! 

S28: I really love it! It means a lot to me. Thank you. 

S38, S38, S53: Thank you, ma’am. Now, I understand. 

  

It is worth mentioning that Filipinos were taught how to use the word ‘sorry’ for apologizing and 

‘thank you’  for thanking and not the Filipino or L1 equivalents  for these speech acts at a very 

early age. These expressions have become the conventional expressions for these speech acts. 

These native-like expressions for apologizing and thanking are already natural modes of 

expressions for the participants. Thus, their level of pragmatic production for the two speech acts 

was native-like. 
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The sample responses do not contain grammatical and lexical errors but more importantly, 

they demonstrate the participants’ use of strategic devices on apologizing and thanking. These are 

also contributory to the native-like rating of these two speech acts. Most of the apology strategies 

used by the participants are examples of apology strategies identified by Olshtain and Cohen (1990) 

such as acknowledgement of responsibility specifically expressing self-blame, lack of intent, 

deficiency and offers of repair. As regards the thanking strategies used by most of the participants, 

as exemplified in the given samples used mostly the strategic device of thanking and mentioning 

the reason, a strategy used by native English speakers from the corpora of MICASE and BNC 

(cited in Cheng, 2010). A study of Taguchi (2006) revealed that the communication strategies of 

learners seemed to be a feature of pragmatic competence. It can be deduced that the appropriateness 

of learners’ pragmatic production depends not only on satisfactory pragmatic and linguistic 

knowledge but also on general strategic abilities. 

The following are some of the responses of the participants for the speech acts of inviting, 

refusing, and requesting. They may help illustrate they earned the rating slightly off but acceptable 

along these three speech acts compared to native speakers. 

 

Inviting 

S24: OMG! It’s now showing!! Friend, the movie I’ve been waiting for is currently now 

showing can you come with me? I swear it’s a good one. 

S45: Do you have your free time this weekend? I would like to invite on my party. Now 

please do attend and expecting your presence. 

S62: Will you come into my house? There are lots of things that’s been bothering me. I just 

need someone to breathe into. 

 

Refusing 

S49: No worries, I just did what is right. I know that you’ll do that too if your in my shoe 

as well. 

S56: My dear friend, did you know that skipping class is a bad idea? Our parents might get 

angry with us. I don’t want that to be happen. 

S7: Sorry, but I am not free on that day. But you can move that if you want on other day so 

that I will be accompany you. 

 

Requesting: 

S62: Excuse me, I’m running late for my first class and I don’t know where my room is 

located, can you help me find it? Or at least show me the right path. 

S47: Ma’am, I don’t really understand our lesson a while ago so that I couldn’t answer my 

assignment. Can you give me another examples for me to know what to do? 

S40: Hey, bro, my phone charger doesn’t working, can you lend me yours? 
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As represented by the responses above, despite the fact that the participants were English majors, 

they still committed several grammatical and lexical errors which may not occur in the responses 

of an English native speaker as these are considered basic. The level of the pragmatic production 

of the Filipino ESL learners on inviting, refusing, and requesting is slightly off but acceptable. The 

result indicates that the learners’ responses were a little off from native-like which can be 

attributable to some grammatical and lexical errors. The most common errors of these respondents 

are mismatching the right verb and using inappropriate words. This meant that developing language 

proficiency is still a challenge to the participants. Taguchi (2013) suggested that proficiency is 

essential in the performance of pragmatic functions. L2 proficiency includes organizational 

knowledge that refers to organization of sentences or utterances and texts such as grammatical and 

lexical knowledge (Xiao, 2015). In the case of the participants of this study, they still need to 

improve their organizational knowledge so they can produce the appropriate expressions in 

different speech acts. Findings have revealed that higher proficiency learners have higher 

pragmatic competence than lower proficiency learners (Félix-Brasdefer, 2004, 2007; Taguchi, 

2007, 2011; Pinto, 2005). 

In addition, most of the responses of the participants are verbose which suggests that the 

learners used indirect strategies as an overall strategy use. Filipinos are known to be polite due to 

their customary values of hiya (shame) and amor propio (sensitivity to personal affront) which are 

major norms of socialization (Hunt, Espiritu, Quisumbing & Green, 1998). Because of their 

politeness, they usually communicate indirectly and seldom give a downright ‘no’ or negative 

response. Instead, they use indirect and verbose responses to explain what they mean. A study of 

Mizaei and Roohani (2012) investigated the variability in the speech act production of L2 learners 

and American speakers and found out that native speakers were generally more direct in their 

utterances than the L2 learners. The apparently verbose behavior of learners serves as metalingual 

function to assist them in clarifying their intended pragmatic meaning (Yu, 2011); nevertheless, a 

verbose behavior can be the cause of pragmatic failure (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1986). Filipinos 

seldom say no for refusing on account of culture which makes them speak in indirect, sometimes 

long expressions. This cultural influence can explain the slightly off rating. The cultural nuances 

can be one of the contextual factors mentioned by Matinez-Flor and Uso-Juan (2015) that may 

affect an appropriate use of a language. Filipinos usually apply Filipino context even when using 

English. This can result in erroneous expression as Al-Ghazalli and Al-Shammary (2014) and Tan 
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and Farashaiyan (2015) pointed out that lack of pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic knowledge 

is a primary reason for difficulties or errors in production. 

Another factor that could have influenced the very high level of comprehension and the 

slightly off but acceptable level of production of the Filipino ESL learners is the authenticity of the 

tools used to assess their pragmatic competence. Bachman and Palmer (1996) corroborate that one 

important element which establishes the quality of language test and great influence on learners’ 

performance is authenticity. The situations for the speech acts of the study were identified by a 

group of Filipino learners during the exemplar generation stage which according to Xu and 

Wannaruk (2015) is an approach to guarantee the authenticity of the tool. The generated situations 

were determined to be possibly encountered in the L2 culture by American native speakers during 

the likelihood investigation. The situations that are typical in Filipino ESL and American cultures 

were selected and this also guaranteed the authenticity of the chosen situations in both cultures (Xu 

& Wannaruk, 2015). Moreover, during the content validity stage, Filipino ESL teachers and an 

American teacher were invited to check the content of the tools which further assured the 

authenticity of the situations. 

The results of the study on the competence of the Filipino learners imply that pragmatic 

competence still needs to be promoted as the results revealed that the Filipino ESL learners’ 

pragmalinguistic competence is still underdeveloped especially in their ability to produce speech 

acts.  They have difficulties with linguistic forms and strategies to communicate their intended 

meanings. They need to be more proficient in the target language which specifically includes 

lexical and grammatical knowledge to produce pragmatically appropriate utterances. Additionally, 

their sociopragmatic competence should also be developed. They should be given more 

opportunities to practice and improve themselves in employing various speech strategies and using 

the language appropriately in various social situations in their own culture and the target language 

culture. They should receive more training for their overall language proficiency and realization 

strategies for speech acts. Moreover, pragmatic competence must be applicably presented in the 

language classroom in order to teach and assess this competence effectively (Beltrán-Palanques, 

2016). Above all, learners should be motivated to acquire how to use language appropriately 

(Perdhani, 2016). The development of pragmatic competence in the target language does not only 

necessitate language learners a delivery of cultural features of L2 community in language classes 

but also language learners’ enthusiasm to learn and use such cultural features since learners who 
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are more interested in learning the cultural features of L2 demonstrate a more advanced knowledge 

of L2 pragmatic comprehension and production (Rafieyan, 2016).  

One important undertaking for ILP researchers is to establish techniques to prepare L2 

learners to avoid misunderstandings with native speakers. The assessment of the level of their 

pragmatic competence would help describe their comprehension and production of speech acts. 

This is a significant stage to understand their linguistic and cultural proficiency in using the target 

language. The findings of the study would contribute to the body of knowledge about Filipino ESL 

learners’ pragmatic competence specifically in the university context and other domains found 

within the circumstances of the learners. It is significant to embed pragmatics learning and 

assessment in the language classroom. A comprehensive understanding of the different speech acts 

in language situations and a meticulous development of learning tasks and assessments are required. 

The study can be of help to language teachers design instructions and assessments suitable to 

Filipino ESL learners.   

 

Conclusion 

The results of the study revealed that the level of pragmatic competence of Filipino ESL learners 

is very high in terms of comprehension and slightly off but acceptable in terms of production. Such 

results indicate that their pragmatic competence still needs to be promoted.  This study can 

contribute to the body of knowledge about Filipino ESL learners’ level of pragmatic competence 

in terms of comprehension and production in speech acts situations within the university contexts 

and other settings within the environment of the learners.   

Authenticity of the tools for assessment is an important element in assessing pragmatic competence. 

Developing authentic, valid and reliable tools for the assessment of pragmatic competence is 

possible through meticulous organization and design. The pragmatic comprehension test and the 

pragmatic production task are suitable to Filipino ESL learners; however, it is not an assurance that 

it would similarly be suitable to other groups of ESL or EFL learners. Further research is needed 

in developing instruments that would resonate to a specific group of learners. The study followed 

several steps that would ensure its authenticity; however, the tools were administered to a limited 

number of Filipino learners. Future studies may include a larger number of participants. 

This study mainly employed a multiple-choice tool and a WDCT. Future studies may use an oral 

discourse completion task (ODCT) and include a retrospective interview to evaluate their 
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pragmatic understanding. Although the tools involved situations for five speech acts, there were 

several speech acts which were not included. Future studies on Filipino ESL learners’ pragmatic 

competence should incorporate other speech acts. 
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Yearbook of Corpus Linguistics and Pragmatics 2016, Global Implications for 

Society and Education in the Networked Age.  

Jesús Romero-Trillo.  Switzerland: Springer International Publishing, 2016, Pp. 306+viii. 

 

Reviewed by Zahra Fakher Ajabshir, University of Bonab, East Azarbaijan, Iran 

 

The aim of the fourth volume of the series Yearbook of Corpus Linguistics and Pragmatics 2016 

is to provide an alternative, theory-based view on reality from the perspective of corpus pragmatics. 

It focuses on the importance of digital access to information and how this changes the trajectory of 

language learning. It has been written for experienced teachers. The volume brings together the 

two important areas of pragmatics, the study of communicative language use in a wide variety of 

contexts, and corpus linguistics, which analyzes samples of real language use through computer, 

drawing upon meticulous statistical procedures.  

The volume is organized around three sections: (a) Society, Social Networks and Corpus 

Pragmatics, (b) Linguistic and Educational Implications of Corpus Pragmatics, followed by (c) 

three book reviews. The articles focus on how L2 pragmatic research in general and 

interdisciplinary research in particular is informed by corpus-based approaches. The three book 

reviews are on diversity of corpus-based research, corpus-based translation, and corpus 

applications in applied linguistics, respectively. The author and subject indexes were included. 

The first section includes five chapters. The first chapter centers on Cyberpragmatics. As an 

interdisciplinary field, Cyberpragmatics aims to apply the relevance theoretic claims to the specific 

environment of internet-mediated communication and explores how users make sense of the 

messages transmitted through the net. It is suggested that the analysis of internet-mediated 

communication should not be limited to propositional content of the utterances, but rather should 

incorporate the non-propositional constraints and effects as well. 

The second chapter explores the use of evaluative discourse and politeness strategies in the 

situated social practices within the digitally-mediated discourse of parents' video blogs and blogs 

(v/blogs). To this end, a study was reported for which the data combined an extensive reading of a 
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corpus sample of evaluative units in posts and comments on father and mother v/blogs while 

discussing family tasks and responsibilities in English and Spanish. The data were then analyzed 

in terms of the frequency and distribution of the strategies specified in appraisal and politeness 

theory. 

The third chapter analyzes the language used in expressing emotions and feelings related to 

abuse or violence against women during computer mediated communication (CMC). The author 

reports a study based on the corpus data obtained from online comments produced by gender 

violence victims in discussion boards. The results showed different patterns of social- and self-

reference, and positive and negative emotions in the interactions.  

Chapter 4 explores the notions of gender and the conceptualization of Irishness in the post-

famine emigrants' private correspondence. It makes a corpus-based examination of the notions of 

home and country to explore the different ways in which male and female emigrants used language 

to construct the concepts of identity and belonging. 

Chapter 5 examines the use of conceptual metaphors in the field of economics as a "heavily 

metaphorical" discourse (McCloskey, 1983, p. 481–517). To this end, a cross-linguistic corpus of 

financial reports from English and Spanish newspapers was analyzed in terms of Moreno Lara's 

(2008) taxonomy, including three criteria: the great chain of being, the image-schema and the 

events metaphor. The findings of this study enhance the awareness of conceptual metaphors in 

translation and business English programs.  

The second section of the volume focuses on how the knowledge of L2 pragmatics and the 

incorporation of corpus-based approaches promote L2 acquisition. Like the first section, this 

section consists of five chapters. The first chapter examines the use of a corpus-based online 

instructional website in the teaching of routine formulas in Russian. The author points to the 

pragmatic gains associated with the use of corpus-referred technological tools as well as the 

learners' positive attitudes toward it.  

The second chapter in this section investigates the interaction between lecturers and a fairly 

homogeneous cohort of Spanish undergraduate students learning English as a Lingua Franca in 

European universities. The analysis shows how the students' responses to the mentors' advices 

ranged from minimal tokens to longer and more engaged utterances. The article specifically seeks 

out ways to enhance students' active participation during the conversational interactions. 
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In the third chapter, the author compares the discursive practices of Japanese learners of 

English in a content and language integrated learning (CLIL) classroom and in a general English 

(GE) class at a Japanese university, focusing on discourse framework and the use of repair. The 

analysis reveals the variations in the length, the number of turns, linguistic/factual repairables, and 

horizontal/vertical discourse.  

The fourth chapter argues that uncertainty depicted in the scientific texts determines whether 

or not scientific findings can be translated to practice. A random sample of 80 articles from British 

Medical Journal in the last 167 years, divided into four periods, were selected and analyzed in terms 

of the number and linguistic type of uncertainty markers (UMs) across the articles, and the 

variations existed in the use of UMs and their scope across four periods.    

The last chapter in this section traces the pragmatic development of Chinese students learning 

Italian as a second language and identifies the difficulties they encountered. The data were gathered 

through participant and non-participant observation. Drawing on the findings, the author 

emphasizes the necessity of developing a specific pragmatic syllabus for the learners under study. 

Finally, the third section offers a review of three relevant books in the field. The first review 

addresses the variations in spoken and written discourse from corpus linguistics perspective. The 

second review examines the application of corpora in translation studies. The final review explores 

the potential contribution of corpus linguistics to applied linguistics. 

This volume serves as a significant source of up-to-date information for L2 teachers and 

scholars. However, due to the appearance of some newly emerging topics and novel terminologies 

throughout the book, it would have been more efficient, if the author had included a glossary of 

key terms at the end of the book. The book has been written for experienced teachers; however, 

learners could also benefit from the book, if at the outset, a chapter had been allocated to 

introducing the main topics under study, namely L2 pragmatics and corpus linguistics. Finally, it 

seems that the coherence between different chapters in each section is rather loose. A clearer 

rationale behind the selection of the articles in each section would have allowed the different 

chapters to be linked together tighter. 
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Maximize Your Reading 4. 

Multiple authors. Hoboken, New Jersey: Pearson Education, Inc., 2016. Pp. iii + 224. 

 

Reviewed by Minh Nguyen, University of Foreign Language Studies – The University of Danang, 

Middlebury Institute of International Studies at Monterey 

 

Maximize Your Reading 4 is the highest level of a flexible independent workbook series written 

for advanced English learners who need to gain essential reading skills and vocabulary knowledge 

to be successful in academic settings. The intended audience includes both ESL and EFL learners 

who are required to read academic materials written in English. 

The book starts with a pre-test, which provides formative assessment of students’ reading 

comprehension and vocabulary at the beginning of a course and ends with a post-test for summative 

assessment of similar skills and knowledge. Both tests consist of 13 parts, nine of which assess 

reading comprehension, with the remainder assessing vocabulary building.  

Maximize Your Reading 4 focuses on three skills domains: Comprehension Skills, Vocabulary 

Building, and Study Skills, which are developed as separate components. The Comprehension 

Skills section addresses four sets of skills divided into relevant sub-skills. For example, students 

learn about identifying paragraph topics, main ideas, and key details under the Understanding 

Paragraphs skillset. Vocabulary Building similarly comprises four areas – Word Parts, Inferring 

Meaning from Context, Collocations and Idioms, and Following Ideas in Text – each of which 

involves sub-areas. The Study Skills section offers methods and practice of vocabulary learning 

(e.g., how to make vocabulary notebooks, word maps, and study cards) and study strategies (e.g., 

text marking, creating text outlines and graphic organizers).  

Maximize Your Reading 4 also features Reading Faster and Language in Context sections. 

The former, intended to improve reading fluency, provides strategies to read faster and timed 

reading tasks. A reading rate log is also introduced in the book’s appendixes for students to track 

their reading progress, fluency, and accuracy. Language in Context, which focuses on lexical 

knowledge, provides practice that draws students to word form, meaning, and use. All the book 
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sections, except Language in Context, follow a predictable, consistent design: Each skill or 

knowledge area starts with a presentation followed by practice tasks.      

Close examination of the book reveals that its design and practice exercises target both top-

down and bottom-up reading processes. Much of the Comprehension Skills section covers top-

down reading. For example, the presentation boxes for previewing and skimming require learners, 

after looking at the text title and any visuals available, to ask themselves what they already know, 

what they expect to know, or what information about the text might be important. Bottom-up 

reading skills (e.g., scanning and understanding details) are addressed in both Comprehension 

Skills and Vocabulary Building. The latter offers knowledge and practice using bottom-up skills, 

including word attack strategies, identifiers of cohesion markers, and inferring text structure. These 

skills, which should be included in reading instruction, and those taught in the Study Skills section 

of the book also match with the reading competencies expected from L2 readers (Hedgcock & 

Ferris, 2009).  

Another highlight of the book lies with its materials. The reading passages are both authentic 

and current in terms of format, content, and intended use. Most of the texts appear in computer 

screenshot form. Exposing learners to such original, colored form familiarizes them with 

typographical features, which all influence readers’ input processing when they are reading, 

embedded in the target texts. Intended as readings for academic purposes, the materials have 

appropriate length and involve common categories and topics of written materials that students are 

very likely to encounter while researching information for their study. On p. 28, for example, the 

authors use an entire post shared on a youth blog discussing a writer’s study abroad experience. 

The text, shown in a computer screenshot, is presented in the form of a blog entry.  

The readings are diverse not only in topics but also in genres. The texts are mostly long 

excerpts (approximately 250 - 900 words long) or complete texts, which can include news articles, 

reports, online comments, syllabi, reviews, or fiction. All such genres, topics, and structures are 

potential information sources for students these days. In this sense, the book’s materials are 

authentic, as they “include ideas, words, phrases and expressions that are heard and read in real-

life situations,” to which learners are “naturally attracted” (Ciornei & Dina, 2015, pp. 275-276). 

Despite the above-mentioned benefits, the book could have included more practice that 

enables students to develop as strategic readers. Concerning the reading strategies used by effective 

readers, the book provides quite limited opportunities for readers to reflect on what they learned 
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from the texts. For example, the Comprehension Skills section offers only two reading tasks on 

Summarizing, through which students only need to select options to form a good summary. The 

Study Skills section provides further instruction and practice by having students create graphic 

organizers and summaries of the target texts. However, each skill is followed by only one to two 

practice tasks that require such reflection and production.  

Overall, Maximize Your Reading 4, with its flexible format, can be used along with textbooks 

and other class materials for reading or integrated skill courses. The book can be considered a 

hybrid between a textbook and regular workbook, for it provides both instruction (through skills 

and knowledge presentations) and substantial practice for learners. The book can therefore function 

as a stand-alone resource for readers who want to improve academic reading skills and vocabulary 

on their own.   
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