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In this Issue

Articles

In this spring issue, we are pleased to present five full-length research ar-
ticles. The first is by Eric Hauser, who, drawing on conversational analysis,
examines university students’ embodied uses of electronic bilingual diction-
aries. In the second, Rie Koizumi and Yo In’'nami use structural equation
modeling to examine the complexity, accuracy, and fluency of English speak-
ing proficiency among junior and senior high school students. The third is
by Kazunari Shimada who also looks at Japanese junior and senior high
school students’ spoken English, exploring their use of discourse markers
by way of contrastive interlanguage analysis. Our fourth article was written
by Judith Runnels, who used Mokken scaling to determine the reliability of
can-do statements from the five skills of the Common European Framework
of Reference-Japan. In the fifth article, a Japanese-language contribution,
Hiroaki Tanaka did quantitative and qualitative analyses of a 15-week in-
tervention to increase intrinsic language-learning motivation in university
students.

Reviews

In this issue of JALT Journal we provide seven book reviews on a range of
titles of interest to both teachers and researchers. In the opening review,
Keith Adams covers an edited volume on replication research. The second
review, by David Beglar, looks into the future direction of SLA research
presented by the editors of Language Learning in their latest biennial sup-
plement. In the third review, Howard Brown addresses an academic text
on content and language integrated learning (CLIL) of interest to program
directors and teachers who are dealing with language of, for, and through
learning. The next review, written by Tyler Burden, is on the third edition
of a title on trends in teaching practice, methods, and materials. Robby
Caughey then examines a book from the Routledge ESL & Applied Linguis-
tics Professional Series on teaching and learning listening with a metacogni-
tive focus. In the sixth review, Gilbert Dizon Jr. explores an edited collection
on computer-assisted language learning (CALL) drawn from both research
and practical points of view. In the final review, Nick Doran highlights Si-
mon Borg's title on teacher cognition research and practice.
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From the Editor

[ would like to dedicate this issue of JALT Journal to the memory of Kevin
Cleary who, while President of JALT, was taken from us suddenly in Janu-
ary of this year. To tell the truth, I didn’t really know Kevin very well, but
he made a very strong and lasting impression on me. He emanated, among
other things, strength, solidity, kindness, humility, and fairness. His leader-
ship skills were exemplary. He surrounded himself with qualified people
and allowed them to do their work. And, because he put such faith and trust
in us, we wanted and tried our utmost to live up to his expectations.

In my mind’s eye, I see Kevin, tall and dapper, in the middle of an Edu-
cational Materials Exhibition hall at any JALT conference. He’s never alone,
approached by a constant stream of frantic conference workers with ques-
tions, friends with comments and compliments, plenary speakers needing
to know where to go and when, and so on and so on, and so on. Always busy,
always in demand, Kevin always had time for a word, a smile, or an encour-
aging hand on a shoulder.

We are all of course bereft, but Kevin touched and had such a positive
impact on so many of our lives, that we must believe that he did the work he
was put here to do. Kevin taught us to stand tall, to be strong, to help others,
to be kind, to have humility, to trust others to do their work well, and that
JALT is something worth devoting oneself to. He also taught us that it doesn’t
hurt to dress up and that there’s always time for a beer with friends. He has
left us his legacy; it’s up to us to carry it on.

Melodie Cook



Articles

Embodied Uses of Electronic Bilingual
Dictionaries

Eric Hauser
University of Electro-Communications and University
of Hawai'‘i at Manoa

Electronic bilingual dictionaries are widely used among university students in East
Asia. There is a small body of research, based on questionnaires or experiments or
both, on their use and effectiveness, but with one exception, research has not been
focussed on the details of actual dictionary use. Drawing on conversation analysis,
the current study presents analyses of students’ embodied use of electronic diction-
aries during second language English discussions. It is shown that (a) the layout
of items on the screen is a resource for recognition, (b) there is an orientation to
dictionary ownership, (c) the configuration of objects and bodies is consequential
for how dictionaries are used, (d) manipulation of a dictionary can be interaction-
ally significant, and (e) there is not a strong normative element to how dictionaries
should be consulted. It is argued that dictionaries are used to accomplish a variety of
objectives unlikely to be revealed through questionnaire or experimental research.

FETRHET KT T ORFEOMIESE/R L TWD, TNET, 77— M oER
DFRERICEDVEEFHFOREMHRIII OV TOWMEIINS DB DM, EED
FEEM A ZFEC T Ll LA ER S s, Aiwsid, B SiEE L TR
TAAN Y a YIRS NSEEDEFRHEORBLEINMENLZ, 2FEMTEli>T
FEMIC RS, T, MTFORICDWTHRRT 2 1 (a) ETRHEEH IR REINS
B - XFEMRFHDOV Y —ATab T L, (b) FEHEOFAMICHT 2 E#NRoNS
& (o HEGHICELT, METGRORIENEETHZ L, () HHOBIENHE
TN ERERDIRIERD ST L. (o) HEOMMITDONT, LIUT ERNHLHI
BEMERA NN E, TNEDOHIITHEDNT, 77— MERITHE D HERD
MAETRBR SN S> EHREBENORFREFHOFEEZRC %,
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become popular among East Asian university students,> who even if

they do not major in English, are often required to take EFL classes.
This may be specific to East Asia, with such dictionaries being less popular
outside East Asia (Chen, 2010; Jian, Sandnes, Law, Huang, & Huang, 2009).
Perhaps for this reason, East Asia has also been the location for most re-
search into the use of EDs. As pointed out by Kobayashi (2008), this research
can be divided into two types—research investigating how students use EDs
and research investigating its effectiveness—though reports of research of-
ten contain both. Such research typically involves some sort of comparison
between EDs and paper dictionaries.

Research investigating how students use EDs has relied heavily on question-
naires (e.g., Bower & McMillan, 2007; Chen, 2010; Jian, et al., 2009; Kobayashi,
2007, 2008; Weschler & Pitts, 2000), though Kobayashi (2007) also drew on
data from retrospective reports to investigate how participants used either a
paper dictionary or an ED during an L2 reading task, and Kobayashi (2008)
drew on data from interviews with a subset of questionnaire respondents.
Research investigating the effectiveness of dictionaries has tended to be ex-
perimental (e.g., Chen, 2010; Kobayashi, 2007; Loucky, 2002, 2003; Weschler
& Pitts, 2000). With regard to such things as retention of vocabulary looked up
during a task, experimental research has not found any significant differences
between the effectiveness of EDs and paper dictionaries, though there may
be a speed advantage for EDs. Weschler and Pitts (2000) and Loucky (2002,
2003) reported that it took students slightly less time to find words in an ED,
but none of these reported any tests of statistical significance.

With what appears to be only one exception (Barrow, 2009, see also
2010), ED research has not been based on careful observation and analysis
of what students actually do when using such a dictionary. Such observa-
tion and analysis have the potential to provide useful information for Eng-
lish teachers, who may be helped to better understand how their students
use EDs. As is shown by the substantial body of ethnomethodological and
conversation analytic (CA) work on the use of technology in work places
(e.g., Goodwin, 1995; Heath & Luff, 2000; Suchman, 1987, 2007; Whalen,
1995), detailed analysis of what people do with technology can reveal un-
noticed, taken-for-granted features of how people actually use it. When it
comes to how students use EDs, apparently the only study with a detailed
analysis of dictionary use is Barrow (2009), in which were described three
ways that Japanese university students consult EDs during L2 English dis-
cussions: consultations that occur during a turn-at-talk, consultations that

S ince the 1990s, the pocket electronic bilingual dictionary (ED)' has
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are abandoned, and consultations in order to find a word for later use. Bar-
row’s study focused on the first of these, which he found to be somewhat
more common than the other two. Barrow suggested on the basis of its more
common occurrence that the way participants organize consultations that
occur during a turn-at-talk is a normative organization. This is problematic,
though, as he did not provide any evidence that participants orient to this
organization as normative. What can be said is that Barrow’s analysis dem-
onstrated that practices of self-initiation of repair (e.g., cutting off a word,
sound stretches, changes of gaze direction) cluster prior to participants’
dictionary consultations. These repair initiation practices, and other prac-
tices involved in consulting a dictionary, demonstrate how the participants
commonly use their EDs to solve problems with finding L2 vocabulary dur-
ing a turn-at-talk. They also more or less strongly project what the L2 word
is, sometimes by the participant who is consulting a dictionary articulating
a Japanese translation equivalent during the consultation. This allows for
certain forms of collaboration, such as the other participant proposing an L2
word or also consulting his or her own dictionary. Finally, through the use of
video data, Barrow demonstrated that practices of consulting a dictionary
are embodied practices.

The current study differs from Barrow (2009, 2010) in that, although it
presents CA-type analyses of the sequential organization of interaction that
involves the use of EDs, rather than focusing on recurrent features of se-
quences involving dictionary consultation, it focuses on such things as how
the affordances of dictionary design, the location of a dictionary relative to
the participants, dictionary ownership, and the placement and orientation
of bodies and material objects contingently influence participants’ organiza-
tion of their dictionary use. To do this, I first describe what is happening
in a particular instance and then make analytic observations about ED use
during the episode on the basis of this description. Each instance analyzed
below is treated as a unique occurrence. General points that can be learned
from these unique occurrences will be discussed in the conclusion.

Data

The data are drawn from video recordings of L2 English-language discus-
sions among students at two different universities in Tokyo. The students
are not majoring in English but are taking either required or elective EFL
classes. They are participating in these discussions as part of a class assign-
ment. Some of the discussions are conducted during class, others outside
class. The corpus consists of slightly over 4 hours of recorded discussions,
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which have been transcribed based on CA transcription conventions (see Jef-
ferson, 2004). The data were collected for the purpose of investigating how
participants in L2 discussions interact and the linguistic and nonlinguistic
resources they draw on to do so. They were not collected for the specific
purpose of investigating dictionary use. All participants gave oral consent for
these recordings to be used for research purposes. Participants are referred
to in the text by pseudonymous Japanese surnames. Data from this corpus
have been used in other publications (e.g., Hauser, 2013). It should be noted
that some participants did not use dictionaries, others made limited use of
them, and a few participants relied on them heavily. No participants used a
paper dictionary during their discussion, which may reflect the ubiquity of
EDs among East Asian, or at least Japanese, university students.

The data are presented as a mixture of transcripts and video frames, with
the frames available in Online Appendix A, Transcripts With Frames. A list of
transcription symbols, based on Jefferson (2004), is in Appendix B. Where
Japanese words appear in the transcripts, a morpheme-by-morpheme gloss
is provided in the following line. Each frame is numbered, with the number
of the frame placed in the transcript beneath the talk that was being pro-
duced at that time. There are no frames for Excerpt 1a. The original video
data can be viewed through the URL provided with each excerpt.

Embodied ED Use

In Excerpt 1a, the students are talking about a vocabulary item from the
reading that is the topic of their discussion.

Excerpt 1a http://youtu.be/nprgXvia-IM
01 K: eh .h (kore) (0.4) <cluster bombs>
this

02 °|tte nani.®

QT  what
03 W: rcluster bombs uh (0.2) juh-
04 K: °jirai:°®

land mine

05 (0.2)
06 W: tno. |chigau.

different

Note. QT = quotative
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Kobayashi (K), asks what a cluster bomb is. In line 04, she states a candi-
date understanding, the Japanese word jirai.* Watanabe (W), sitting in the
middle, rejects this in line 06 and goes on, though this is not shown in the
transcript, to explain what a cluster bomb is, after which he then explains
what carpet bombing is.

The interaction in Excerpt 1b occurs a couple of minutes later. In lines
01 to 05, Watanabe, still seated in the middle, is finishing his explanation
of carpet bombing. Kobayashi is seated on the left and a third participant,
Chiba (C), is on the right.

Excerpt 1b http://youtu.be/6Al6DepT1RI
01 K: °ah® [ah .h 1ah:

02 W: [if-
03 W: 1f large area bombed, (0.9) it is kuh- carpet.
04 K:n:: [:: nnn.
05 W: [car- carpet.
06 W: uh: (2.4) ((C turns toward dictionary, body
1 2
07 mostly oriented toward group, RH on dictionary))

08 K: tee::: (0.2) so: .h (0.3) °im::° (0.9) uh

IT

09 1if  [if
10 C: [land mine ((still facing dictionary))
3
11 (1.0) ((W gazes and leans toward dictionary))
45

12 K: (whach)=

13 C: =jirai is tland mine. ((brings dictionary

6 7
land mine
14 closer to W; K leans forward))
15 W: la- tland mine. ((K leans back))
8

16 C: land mine.
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(0.4) ((W gazes away from dictionary; C turns

9
dictionary toward self))
W: land mine [ah
K: [°m eh? nani. }land mine. °((leans

10
what
forward))

C: land °mine ° ((shows/holds out dictionary to K))

11
(1.2) ((K takes dictionary))
12
K: hee:: tlando mine ((returns dictionary))
13
IT

(2.3) ((C places dictionary in original location))

14

W: uh (1.1) t1to use:
15

K: n:

W: Juh tland mine and, (0.2) >cluster bombs
and,< (0.2) uh- (0.2) huge bomb

K:mm

W: = 1is: (0.2) not (0.5) tnot (0.3) uh:: (0.9)
righ- right thing. 1things:.

Note. IT = interactional token

During the silence in line 06 (frames 1 and 2), Chiba turns her head to-
ward her dictionary, located on the table slightly behind her, while her torso
remains oriented to the group. She operates the dictionary with her right
hand. Even though Kobayashi starts to talk in lines 08 and 09, in line 10,
Chiba says “land mine,” while her head is still turned toward her dictionary
(frame 3). In response to this, Watanabe turns his head toward Chiba (frame
4) and then leans toward her dictionary (frame 5). These changes in posture



Hauser 11

occur during the gap in line 11. In line 12, Kobayashi says something that
sounds like a cross between what and which. In line 13, as Chiba says “jirai
is land mine,” Watanabe leans closer to the dictionary (frame 6) and Chiba
then moves her dictionary closer to him (frame 7). Meanwhile, Kobayashi
also leans forward. In line 15, Watanabe says “land mine.” As can be seen
in frame 8, he is still leaning toward the dictionary, while Kobayashi leans
back in her chair, apparently giving up on being able to see Chiba’s diction-
ary. Chiba then says “land mine” again, while Watanabe gazes away from
the dictionary, which Chiba reorients away from Watanabe’s line of sight
(frame 9). In line 18, Watanabe repeats “land mine” again, after which Kob-
ayashi asks the meaning of land mine (line 19). She leans forward as she
says “land mine” and Chiba moves her dictionary toward Watanabe (frame
10). As Chiba once again says “land mine” in line 21, she passes the diction-
ary to Kobayashi (frame 11). During the gap in line 22, Chiba withdraws her
hand, so that Kobayashi is now holding the dictionary (frame 12). During
this change in who is holding the dictionary, Kobayashi remains leaning
forward. In line 23, Kobayashi notes the newness of the information with
“hee” (Mori, 2006), repeats “land mine,” and returns the dictionary to Chiba
(frame 13). During the following gap in line 24, Chiba places the dictionary
back in its original location (frame 14). She then turns her head back toward
the group as Watanabe starts to talk in line 25 (frame 15). He then goes on
to use land mine as part of a three-part list (Jefferson, 1990) of “land mine,
cluster bomb, and huge bomb.”

There are several observations that can be made about the interaction
presented in this excerpt on the basis of this description. First, the Japanese
word that Chiba translates using her dictionary is a word that was first in-
troduced by another participant, in Excerpt 1a. However, initially, neither
the word jirai nor its English translation was topicalized. By announcing the
result of her dictionary search, Chiba topicalizes the translation, jirai. Sec-
ond, all three participants orient to Chiba’s dictionary as the source of the
translation. Chiba does this by facing her dictionary as she says “land mine”
and “jirai is land mine” and by moving the dictionary so that the screen can
be seen first by Watanabe and then by Kobayashi. This also involves hand-
ing her dictionary to Kobayashi. Watanabe and Kobayashi do this by leaning
toward the dictionary and, in the case of Kobayashi, briefly taking it from
Chiba. Third, Watanabe and Kobayashi treat the dictionary as belonging
to Chiba. Watanabe does not try to take the dictionary and, in fact, never
brings his hands to his left side while gazing at it. Kobayashi takes hold of the
dictionary, but remains leaning forward, holding it with one hand and not
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bringing it much closer to her body. Fourth, the location of the dictionary at
the start of the excerpt—on a desk to Chiba’s right—and the fact that there is
nothing (e.g., a table or desk) between the participants on which to place the
dictionary influence Chiba’s actions. She turns her head away from the other
participants in order to consult the dictionary, holds it out for Watanabe to
see, and passes it to Watanabe, all of which would have been done differ-
ently if, for example, the participants had been seated around a table and
the dictionary had been placed on this table. Fifth, the size of the dictionary
screen and the configuration in which the participants are sitting appear to
constrain the number of people who can look at the dictionary at one time.
As a result, Kobayashi abandons her first attempt to look at the dictionary.
Her second, successful attempt comes after Watanabe has withdrawn his
gaze. And finally, both Watanabe and Kobayashi apparently know where to
look on the dictionary screen to find the translation. They do not need Chiba
to point out where the translation can be found. This can be understood as
an affordance of how the Japanese word and its primary translation appear
on the screen. That is, they appear at the top of the screen and the other
participants, knowing this, know where to look.

Excerpts 2 and 3 both involve the same two participants. More than any
other participants, these two rely very heavily on their dictionaries. In Ex-
cerpt 2, one participant touches and slightly moves the other’s dictionary.

Excerpt 2 http://youtu.be/pKhCHVOhs5g
01 T: I (5.5) ((dictionary use)) I- (8.2)

1 23
02 I expect (0.4) you. °h h°
4 5 6
03 (4.4) ((H looks at T’s dictionary))
7
04 H: hh
8
05 (2.3)
9

06 H: I expect (.) you too.
10 11
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In line 01, Tanabe (T), says “I” and then pauses. At the start of the pause,
he is not consulting or moving toward his dictionary. Rather, as can be seen
in frames 1 and 2, as he pauses after saying “I,” he crosses his arms and
gazes to middle distance. However, in frame 3 he then unfolds his arms and
moves his hands and gaze toward his dictionary. Most of the pause following
this “I” and the next pause following the second “I” are filled with dictionary
use. At the end of the pause, Tanabe removes his hands from the dictionary
and from the table. With his gaze still on the dictionary (frame 4), he says “I
expect.” He then pauses briefly and shifts his gaze to Hamada (H), as can be
seen in frame 5. Tanabe then adds “you” and produces a slight laugh. By the
end of the laugh (frame 6), Hamada has shifted his gaze to Tanabe. Hamada
has trouble understanding what Tanabe has said and responds by leaning
forward and turning Tanabe’s dictionary toward himself (frame 7). He then
smiles (frame 8) and turns the dictionary back toward Tanabe while laugh-
ing slightly. The laugh, audible as a response to what he has seen on the
dictionary screen, indexes that he now understands. Still smiling, Hamada
leans back in his chair and gazes to middle distance, with Tanabe gazing at
him during the silence in line 05 (frame 9). At the start of line 06, Tanabe
shifts his gaze off Hamada and Hamada shifts his gaze towards Tanabe, as
can be seen in frame 10. Hamada says “I expect” and pauses briefly. During
the pause (frame 11), Tanabe returns his gaze to Hamada. Hamada then says
“you too.”

Again, several observations can be made on the basis of this description.
First, what Tanabe says to Hamada following his consultation of the diction-
ary, “I expect you,” is visibly based on what Tanabe has found in the diction-
ary. This allows Hamada to assume that he can solve his problem under-
standing what Tanabe has said to him by looking at the on-screen product
of Tanabe’s dictionary work. Second, Hamada knows where to look on the
dictionary screen for the information he needs to solve his understanding
problem. Third, although Tanabe’s actions in line 01 indicate that he is
engaging in a word search, or what comes to be self-initiated self-repair ac-
complished through the use of the dictionary as a tool, Hamada’s actions can
be understood as other-initiated other-repair (Schegloff, Jefferson, & Sacks,
1977). The repairable is “I expect you” and Hamada uses the dictionary to
both initiate and accomplish the repair. He initiates the repair by leaning for-
ward and turning the dictionary and then accomplishes it by silently reading
what is on the screen. This excerpt thus contains a type of repair found to
be common by Barrow (2009, 2010), but this is followed by additional, and
differently organized, repair work. Fourth, though he reaches out and turns
Tanabe’s dictionary toward himself, Hamada treats the dictionary as belong-
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ing to Tanabe, as he moves it only slightly and turns it back toward Tanabe
after he has solved his understanding problem. Finally, the configuration of
the furniture and the orientation of the participants’ bodies allow Hamada
to gain visual access to the dictionary screen with only minimal adjustment
of Tanabe’s dictionary. Hamada only needs to lean forward and turn the dic-
tionary slightly. The resulting change in the direction the dictionary is facing
is small enough that Tanabe can still see the screen, which he continues to
gaze at.
Excerpt 3 involves the same two participants.

Excerpt 3 http://youtu.be /uPILc5]gLIU
01 H: global warming (2.0) °kah® (1.6) ((starts to

02 check dictionary)) ah causee(0.5)zu (2.3)
1
03 cauzu? (13.0) ((checks dictionary, shows T))
2 3
04 T: cause.
05 H: cause (.) tcauzu (4.2) the ice (0.8) melted.
4 5 6 7

In line 01, Hamada has problems finding a word that he wants, but he
does not immediately use his dictionary. During the first pause in line 01, he
does not make any move toward his dictionary. During the second pause, he
moves his hands and shifts his gaze to his dictionary. However, he abandons
this and says “ah causes,” apparently completing the word search. However,
he then pauses again, shown in frame 1, and says “cause” with rising intona-
tion while moving his hands and gaze back to his dictionary (frame 2). Most
of the long pause in line 03 is taken up with Hamada using his dictionary.
Near the end of the pause (frame 3) he turns the dictionary toward Tanabe
and points to something on the screen. Tanabe responds by shifting his gaze
to the dictionary and saying “cause.” As shown in frame 4, both participants
keep their gaze on the dictionary as Hamada repeats “cause” in line 04.
Hamada then turns his dictionary away from Tanabe and leans back (frame
5) as he again says “cause.” He keeps his gaze on his dictionary through the
following long pause, as he says “the ice,” pauses again, and articulates the
first syllable of “melted” (frame 6). Finally, as he articulates the second syl-
lable of “melted,” he shifts his gaze to meet Tanabe’s (frame 7).
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Again, it is possible to make a few observations. First, Hamada points to
something on the dictionary screen, so the layout of items on the screen
does not necessarily make it clear which item is the relevant one. Second,
although this excerpt also involves the sort of repair practices discussed
by Barrow (2009, 2010), the participants’ actions in lines 03 and 04 can
be further understood as self-initiated other-repair (Schegloff, et al., 1977)
related to how to articulate a word, with Hamada initiating repair by turn-
ing his dictionary to Tanabe and pointing, and Tanabe doing the repair by
saying “cause.” Third, the participants orient to Hamada’'s ownership of his
dictionary. Tanabe, while he keeps one or both hands on his own dictionary,
leans towards Hamada’s dictionary as he gazes at it, but does not attempt
to manipulate it himself. Hamada, after he has elicited Tanabe’s assistance,
reorients his dictionary back toward himself. Fourth, the configuration of
furniture and participants’ bodies creates a shared space in which Hamada
can turn the dictionary so that both of them can simultaneously see the
screen. Finally, by turning the dictionary toward Tanabe and pointing at the
screen, Hamada is able to attract Tanabe’s attention to the dictionary screen.

In Excerpt 4, the analysis will be focused on Abe (A), seated in the middle,
facing the camera.

Excerpt 4 http://youtu.be/NP2uARODVLO
01 A: ah:: (1.2) 1so: (0.4) rsometimes the m-

02 media (.) uh like a newspaper or eigh-

03 (.) a tee vee ((TV)) program .h uh: have

04 uh (1.2) uh (2.1) rprovide a (0.3) uh: (2.5)

05 larger larger meaning.

06 (2.8)

07 A: eh heh heh

1

08 D: heh

09 A: .hh (0.2) can I look at the dictionary?=hh
2

10 (0.8)

11 B: no.

12 A: no:?

13 B: cunning.
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14 (0.2)
15 A: cunning?
16 (0.2)

17 B: uh cheating.
18 A: ch(h)eat(h)ing (.) reall (h)y=hh

3
19 (0.2)
20 A: uh:: (0.4) .t I forgot the (0.8) word uh::
4

21 (0.5)
22 A: .h ((sniff))
23 (1.8)
24 A: yes. ah(h). exaggeration.

5
25 (0.6)
26 B: n= [n
27 A: [exagger- exaggeration

6 7
28 A: m. you know there’s eigh exaggeration.
8
29 (0.4)
30 A: Japanese say kochoo?
exaggeration

31 (0.7)
32 A: i1 sugi?

overstatement

33 (0.4)
34 A: uh: (0.3) in the some tee vee ((TV))

35 program:. (.) or eh uh newspaper.

In lines 01 to 05, with several disfluencies, Abe says “so sometimes the
media, like a newspaper or a TV program, provide a larger meaning.” How-
ever, this gets no response from any of the other participants, resulting in a
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long silence in line 06. In line 07, Abe laughs and reaches for his bag on the
floor next to him, as shown in frame 1. In response to Abe’s laughter, Doi
(D), on the left, also laughs briefly in line 08. In line 09, Abe indicates why
he is reaching for his bag by asking “can I look at the dictionary?” In frame
2 he is looking in his bag as he says this. There is then an exchange between
Baba (B), on the right, and Abe about whether looking in the dictionary is
allowed, but Abe does not treat this seriously and continues preparing to
use his dictionary. As he finishes the word really in line 18, he opens his
dictionary (frame 3). While looking in the dictionary, he gives an account for
why he needs to do this in line 20 (frame 4). In line 24, Abe indicates that
he has found what he wants by saying “yes.” As can be seen in frame 5, he
raises his head slightly as he says this, beginning disengagement from the
dictionary. He then says “ah” and “exaggeration,” presumably the word he
was looking for. Baba makes a minimal response in line 26, after which Abe
again says, with some disfluency and repetition, “exaggeration.” As he says
this (frames 6 and 7), he closes the dictionary, looks to his right, and starts
to place the closed dictionary on the table. However, as he begins to use the
word he has found in a larger turn, in line 28, he instead returns the diction-
ary to his bag (frame 8). He next offers two translations of the word, in lines
30 and 32. What he then says in lines 34 and 35 is built syntactically as a
continuation of what he has said in line 28, so that from line 28 to line 35, he
says the sentence, “you know there’s an exaggeration in some TV program or
newspaper,” with the two translations inserted after the word exaggeration.

Once more, it is possible to make several observations based on this de-
scription. First, Abe neither holds his dictionary so that others can see the
screen nor does anything to invite them to look at the screen. Nor do the
other participants do anything to be able to see the screen. Abe’s observable
ability to remove the dictionary from his bag and use it within his personal
and private space before returning it to his bag shows the participants’ ori-
entation to the dictionary as belonging to Abe.* Second, Abe’s dictionary use
can be understood as self-initiated self-repair in third position (Schegloff,
1992). In line 05, he has reached a completion point, but does not receive
any response, which can be taken as indicating a lack of understanding. He
initiates repair by retrieving his dictionary and does the repair by reformu-
lating what he has said with the word that he has found in the dictionary.
While Abe engages in word search in lines 03 and 04, as can be seen and
heard in the sound stretches, the inbreath, the pauses, and the nonlexical
uhs, he completes the search and reaches a completion point in line 05. It
is only when this completed turn gets no response that Abe initiates repair
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as subsequent action. The organization of repair work and dictionary con-
sultation in this excerpt is thus quite different from the same turn repair
initiation described by Barrow (2009, 2010). Third, Abe’s actions involved
in using the dictionary take time. He treats this as accountable and uses
talk to indicate what he is doing (line 09) and why (line 20). His accounting
work in line 09 provides Baba with the opportunity to engage Abe in some
nonserious interaction unrelated to the topic that they are discussing, but
still in English. Fourth, Abe states the word that he has found and provides
two translations. The others thus share in the benefits of Abe’s dictionary
use. Finally, though he does not treat seriously Baba’s claim that using the
dictionary is cheating, Abe switches from placing the dictionary on the table
next to him, where it would be more accessible, to returning it to his bag. He
treats the dictionary as something that is not properly out of his bag dur-
ing the discussion and, perhaps, tacitly agrees that using the dictionary is
cheating.

Conclusions

As did Barrow (2009, 2010), I have analyzed in detail some of what par-
ticipants in L2 discussions do when they use their EDs. However, unlike Bar-
row’s research, the focus of this study has been on the contingent and unique
features of embodied use of EDs during interaction, rather than a collection
of a particular practice. Nevertheless, based on the observations related to
each excerpt above, it is possible to make some more general points about
the use of EDs and to consider implications of these points. First, the layout
of items on the screen may—but does not necessarily—provide informa-
tion for other participants about what is relevant. This is an affordance of
how EDs are designed and would seem to be a major difference from paper
dictionaries, a difference, though, that is unlikely to be found through either
experimental or questionnaire research. In paper dictionaries, the location
of any particular word with relation to the other words does not change. The
location of a word on the page is unrelated to the fact that it is the word that
is being looked up. With an ED, in contrast, the location on the screen of the
word that is being looked up is predictable. In addition, the design of EDs
can constrain how participants use them in their interaction with others.
Such affordances and constraints may have implications for teachers who
wish to encourage students to use a particular type of dictionary.

Second, though they do this in different ways in different episodes of
dictionary use, participants orient to dictionary ownership. Even when
touching or moving another’s dictionary, they do not bring it into their own
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space. Some researchers who have conducted research related to EDs have
considered the expense of these dictionaries as possibly preventing some
students from owning one (Kobayashi, 2008; Weschler & Pitts, 2000) or lim-
iting them to dictionaries of limited quality (Chen, 2010). How the partici-
pants use their dictionaries in the excerpts analyzed above does not reveal
whether they think of them as expensive, but they do treat the dictionaries
as valuable objects, in the sense that their ownership is publicly recognized.
This has implications for student group work, in that a student without an
ED may have reason to refrain from freely using another’s. Third, the con-
figuration of material objects and participants’ bodies has consequences
for how shared use of a dictionary is accomplished. How the participants
arrange, for example, their chairs (or have the chairs arranged for them)
can have consequences for what happens during the discussion. This also
has implications for group work, in that the arrangement of chairs and
desks may influence how students are able to work together. Fourth, physi-
cal manipulation of an ED, such as turning it one way or another, can have
interactional significance (e.g., attracting another’s gaze to the dictionary).
Like other material artifacts (Cekaite, 2009), EDs can be a resource with
which participants organize their interaction. Another implication for group
work, then, is that the usefulness of these dictionaries for participating in L2
discussions is not limited to the provision of L2 vocabulary. Fifth, contrary to
what is suggested by Barrow (2009), the participants do not seem to orient
to any normative organization of dictionary use. The closest to a normative
orientation among participants appears in Excerpt 4, in which one partici-
pant accounts for his dictionary use and another states that dictionary use
is cheating. Though this is treated as nonserious, the participant who has
consulted his dictionary chooses to return it to his bag, rather than place it
somewhere that would make it more accessible. An implication for group
work is that students engaged in classroom tasks may or may not view dic-
tionary use as illegitimate.

Finally, EDs can be used to accomplish a variety of local interactional
objectives. In Excerpt 1b, an electronic dictionary was used to topicalize a
Japanese word and its English translation that had been introduced a few
minutes earlier. In other excerpts, EDs were used to accomplish repair, but
in each case, a different repair organization was involved. In Excerpt 2, in ad-
dition to repair practices associated with word search, the repair was organ-
ized as other-initiated, other-repair. In Excerpt 3, also in addition to repair
practices associated with word search, repair was organized as self-initiated
other-repair. And in Excerpt 4, it was organized as self-initiated self-repair in
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third position. As mentioned in the introduction, research on how university
students use EDs has relied heavily on questionnaires. However, although
such research may be able to reveal the extent to which students use EDs to,
for example, read a newspaper, write a report, or participate in a discussion,
careful observation and analysis is necessary to reveal the variety of tasks
that EDs can be used to accomplish while reading a newspaper, writing a
report, or participating in discussions. This has implications for the direc-
tion of future research on EDs.

Notes

1. The terms electronic dictionary, e-dictionary, portable electronic diction-
ary, and pocket electronic dictionary have all been used to describe EDs.
Electronic dictionary has also been used to describe CD-ROM-based and
online dictionaries. In this paper, [ do not include these latter types.

2. The popularity of such dictionaries may not be limited to university
students, but it is this population’s use of EDs that has been the object
of research.

3. In order to facilitate ease of reading, talk from the transcript that is
quoted in the text has had the details of the talk’s production removed.
For example, as shown in Excerpt 1a, “jirai” is produced quietly and with
elongation of the final vowel, but the conventions used to show this (de-
gree signs, colon) are not reproduced in the quotation in the text.

4. At one point during this recorded discussion, Abe loans his dictionary
to Baba, who opens it, consults it, closes it, and then returns it. This way
of using and returning it also shows his orientation to Abe’s ownership
of the dictionary.
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Online Appendix A
Transcripts With Frames

This appendix can be downloaded from <http://jalt-publications.org/
downloads/jj/jj36.1_artl.pdf>

Appendix B
Transcription Conventions
Based on Jefferson (2004)

[ start of overlap
] end of overlap (not always marked in transcript)

latching (i.e., no beat of silence), or continuation of a turn
across noncontiguous lines of transcript

(0.2) silence, measured to tenths of a second
(.) silence of less than two tenths of a second
elongation of sound, more colons indicate longer elonga-
tion
Tl shift in pitch up or down
- line of transcript in which object of interest occurs
, continuing intonation
falling intonation
? rising intonation
up_ final flat intonation marked by underlining after last word
into stress marked by underlining
e start and end of quiet talk
> < start and end of faster talk
start and end of slower talk
h outbreath; more h-letters indicate longer outbreath
.h inbreath; more h-letters indicate longer inbreath
(h) laugh particle within a word
(x) unintelligible talk; number of x-letters indicates best guess
at number of syllables
(word) best guess at a word; words in parentheses separated by

slash indicate alternative hearings
(C)) transcriber’s comments in double parentheses
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Modeling Complexity, Accuracy,

and Fluency of Japanese Learners of
English: A Structural Equation Modeling
Approach

Rie Koizumi
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Yo In'nami
Shibaura Institute of Technology

With this study, we aimed to obtain a better understanding of the factor structure of
the complexity, accuracy, and fluency (CAF) of English speaking proficiency. For this
purpose, 224 Japanese junior and senior high school students with an English level
of elementary to lower intermediate took an English speaking test. We transcribed
what they said, computed measures to assess CAF, and used structural equation
modeling (SEM) to examine whether the model in which the CAF factors are related
fit the data. We found that syntactic complexity (SC), accuracy, speed fluency, and
repair fluency represent distinct factors and that there are weak, moderate, or strong
correlations among these factors. This generally suggests that those who speak flu-
ently by using more words per minute tend to repair their speech more, but they
also produce more accurate utterances with more clauses. We suggest pedagogical
implications of considering CAF separately in teaching and assessment and benefits
of using SEM for analyzing CAF.

AIETIE, AE—F O VRERBICBITL2EMS. EHES. WiHS (complexity,
accuracy, and fluency: CAF) QR TRIEZI D, H2E4E - @iAE HIf» Sl F LA
V) DHANFEREZE224%1C, AE—F U TFAMEZTTH S5 57, FEaliZCAFDIFEE
THAELL . CAFRTBEHEL & 5 ET I 2 H 0 BEE T2 AN T Lz, 20k
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ROFGERIEM S, EMS. AE—RICBET 2 MG S, BIEICBET SRE S 04T DM
BETIVINT =AU, ARTFIEBEL HWRNS BRI A SN2 2 ENan-
oo WTHOBEIZTTVHONSEBNODNH 72, BEKIZIE, 10MHEDIZEDE
DEEZM-> Tald AR FIL, BEZXDEZATIN, KVERAIESE, KDZ O
ZREMT DM R SNz, FRECHEOBRICCAFZ I 2 IZEE T 2 2 EDERES, 3
S HERE T CCAFZ T g 2 FEAVR E Nz,

increasing attention from researchers into L2 learning and assess-

ment. One way to conceptualize L2 proficiency and performance is to
use the components of complexity, accuracy, and fluency (Housen & Kuiken,
2009; Housen, Kuiken, & Vedder, 2012). These three factors (or constructs),
hereinafter abbreviated as CAF, have been extensively measured in numer-
ous studies (e.g., Foster & Tavakoli, 2009; Robinson, 2001). Despite the wide
use of CAF, some issues remain unresolved (Housen & Kuiken, 2009), such
as how CAF can be measured and the extent to which CAF are interrelated.
To deal with these two issues, we attempt to model CAF using data from
L2 Japanese learners of English with English proficiencies of elementary to
lower intermediate level by employing structural equation modeling (SEM).
Explicit modeling employing SEM helps in understanding the nature of CAF
and their measures.

S econd language speaking proficiency and performance has garnered

Background

Although CAF are now often grouped together; it was only in the 1990s
that pedagogical and research considerations of fluency and accuracy began
to be combined with the concept of complexity (Housen & Kuiken, 2009).
CAF are often measured using discourse analytic measures derived from
quantifying target aspects in utterances and computing values that reflect
a certain dimension of language use (see Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005; Housen
etal, 2012).

Complexity is commonly defined as “the ability to use a wide and varied
range of sophisticated structures and vocabulary in the L2” (Housen et al,,
2012, p. 2). According to Bulté and Housen (2012), complexity is subdivided
into three types: propositional, discourse-interactional, and linguistic. The
former two refer to the number of idea units produced and “the number
and type of turn changes that learners initiate and the interactional moves
and participation roles that they engage in” (Bulté & Housen, 2012, pp. 24-
25). Linguistic complexity encompasses a wide range of linguistic features;
itis further classified into four dimensions: lexical (words and collocations),
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morphological (inflectional/derivational levels), syntactic (sentential,
clausal, and phrasal levels), and phonological (segmental/suprasegmen-
tal levels). Among these, the most discussed and researched dimension is
syntactic complexity (SC). The most examined (sub)factors underlying SC
are overall and sentential subordination, and these are typically indexed by
mean length of unit and clauses per unit (Bulté & Housen, 2012).

Accuracy refers to “the ability to produce target-like and error-free lan-
guage” (Housen et al.,, 2012, p. 2) and is measured using global measures
(e.g., the percentage of error-free clauses) or specific measures (e.g., the
percentage of correct pronouns).

Fluency is defined as “the ability to produce the L2 with native-like rapid-
ity, pausing, hesitation, or reformulation” (Housen et al.,, 2012, p. 2). Tavakoli
and Skehan (2005) subcategorized fluency into speed fluency (measured by,
for example, speech rate and mean length of run), repair fluency (assessed
with measures of reformulation, repetition, false starts, and replacements),
and breakdown fluency (operationalized as pause-related indices). Bosker,
Pinget, Quené, Sanders, and de Jong (2013) showed that speed fluency and
breakdown fluency contribute more to raters’ fluency ratings than does
repair fluency.

CAF Factors

Although CAF factors are assumed to be reflected in the measures used in
previous CAF studies, empirical validation studies of CAF measures—that s,
investigations into whether the measures indeed assess CAF factors—have
been rare (Norris & Ortega, 2009; Sheppard, 2004; Wolfe-Quintero, Inagaki,
& Kim, 1998). In order to explore the relationships among CAF factors and
measures, L2 researchers have used exploratory factor analysis (e.g., Meh-
nert, 1998; Ortega, 1995) as well as simple correlations (e.g., Kormos &
Dénes, 2004; Mora & Valls-Ferrer, 2012). In this study, we focus on previous
studies using exploratory factor analysis because this method can explicitly
handle both latent factors (i.e., underlying or unobserved) and observed
variables. This is more appropriate for examining factor structures because
with correlations only observed variables can be examined.

Table 1 summarizes nine factor-analytic studies that aimed to either iden-
tify redundancy among measures and select representative measures for
further analysis (Nitta, 2007; Ortega, 1995) or explore relationships among
measures and identify underlying structures (the remainder of the studies
in Table 1). Unfortunately, except for the study done by Sakuragi (2011),
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all studies had rather small sample sizes (ranging from 17 to 80), which is
known to cause instability in factor structures. Consequently, it would be
safer to reinterpret previous findings than to take them at face value. On the
basis of their simulation studies, Guadagnoli and Velicer (1988) argued that
a factor loading pattern of .60 is likely to be stable when the sample size is
150 or greater and that a factor loading of .80 tends to be stable even when
the sample size is 50. Accordingly, only measures with loadings of .80 or
above were used for our reinterpretation, although the method used may
produce rather conservative interpretations.

Table 1. Previous Studies Analyzing the CAF Factor Structure of
Speaking Proficiency

Study L2; No. of Extraction; Reinterpreted factors
[N] Proficiency measures Rotation (measures with loadings of
level included 1, ethod .80 or above)
Ortega  Spanish; 10 (2LC, PCA; 1. Speed fluency (words per
(1995)  Upper 3A, 5F) Oblique utterance?; propositions per
[32] intermedi- utterance?; unpruned syllables
ate per second; pruned syllables
per second)
2. Accuracy (percentage of cor-
rect noun-modifier agreement;
percentage of correct articles)
Skehan  English; 9 (1SC, PCA; 1. SC (clauses per c-unit for the
& Foster Pre-inter- 1A, 1Ffor Varimax first and the third tasks)
(1997) mediate 3 tasks)
[72]
Mehnert German; 13 (3SC, Notreported 1.Speed and breakdown fluency
(1998)  Intermedi- 1LC,4A, (unpruned syllables per second;
[31] ate 5F) pruned syllables per second;

mean length of run; total paus-
ing time)

2. Accuracy (errors per 100
words; error-free clauses per
clause; number of lexical errors)
3. SC (words per c-unit;
subordinate clauses per T-unit;
S-nodes per T-unit)
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Study
[N

L2; No. of

Proficiency measures
level included

Extraction;
Rotation
method

Reinterpreted factors
(measures with loadings of
.80 or above)

Taki-
guchi
(2003)
[17]

English; 31 (3SC,

Elementary 6A, 11F
plus 11
non-CAF
mea-

sures)

PCA;
Varimax

1. SC (subordinate per AS-unit;
clauses per AS-unit; pruned to-
kens per AS-unit; pruned tokens
per turn; turns per minute)

2. Speed fluency (pruned tokens
per minute; unpruned tokens
per minute)

3. Accuracy (errors per minute;
AS-units with errors per AS-
unit; errors per AS-unit; errors
per pruned token; error-free
clauses per clause; error-free
AS-unit per AS-unit)

4. Repair fluency (AS units with
disfluency markers; disfluency
markers per minute; AS units
with disfluency markers per
AS-unit)

5. Breakdown fluency (pauses
per minute; AS-units with
pauses per minute)

Shep-
pard
(2004)
(82]

English 27 (4SC,

Elementary 3LC, 44,
16F)

PCA;
Varimax

1. Speed fluency (unpruned
tokens per minute; pruned
tokens per minute; unpruned
syllables per minute; pruned
syllables per minute)

2.SC (clauses per T-unit; verbs
per T-unit; phrases per T-unit;
pruned tokens per T-unit)

3. Breakdown fluency (3 types
of percentages of pause time,
with the cut-off point of 250
milliseconds, 600 milliseconds,
and 1 second)

4. Accuracy (error-free clauses
per clause; error-free clauses
per T-unit; error-free phrase per
phrase)

Skehan
& Foster

(2005)
[61]

English; 9 (1SC, 24,

Intermedi- 6F)
ate

PCA;
Varimax

1. Accuracy (error-free clauses
per clause; accuracy for clauses
of five words or more)
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Study L2; No. of Extraction; Reinterpreted factors

[N] Proficiency measures Rotation (measures with loadings of
level included L ethod .80 or above)

Tavakoli  English; 12 (1SC, Not 1. Speed and breakdown fluency

& Skehan Elementary 1A, 10F) reported (syllables or words per minute;

(2005)  and inter- total amount of silence; time

[80] mediate spent speaking; number of

pauses; mean length of pause)
2. Repair fluency (number of
reformulations; number of false

starts)
Nitta English; 13 (3SC, PCA; 1. Speed and breakdown fluency
(2007) Elemen- 3A,7F) Varimax (total length of pauses; mean
[27] tary and length of run; pruned tokens or
advanced syllables per minute; number of

mid-clause pauses)

2. Accuracy (error-free clauses
per clause; percentage of
correct verb forms)

3. Others® (number of chaining
integration devices; number of

filled pauses)
Sakuragi Japanese; 10 (2SC, Principal 1. SC (clauses per AS-unit;
(2011) Intermedi- 2LC, 34, factor subordinate clauses per AS unit;
[113] ate and 3F) analysis; pruned tokens per AS-unit)
advanced Promax 2. Accuracy (errors per clause;

error-free AS-units per AS-unit;
errors per AS-unit)

Note. Only studies analyzing speaking proficiency were included. Factors with two
or more measures with loadings of .80 or above (rounded off) were presented. SC
= syntactic complexity; LC = lexical complexity; A = accuracy; F = fluency; PCA =
principal components analysis.

2Although Ortega originally considered the number of words per utterance and
that of propositions per utterance as SC measures, she doubted the validity of such
interpretation in the discussion; Norris and Ortega (2009) further interpreted the
number of words per utterance as reflecting fluency in the same manner as the
mean length of run. ®Only appeared under the online planning condition.

A reinterpretation of the results of previous studies yields several find-
ings. First, three of the studies obtained at least three factors each for SC,
accuracy, and fluency (Mehnert, 1998; Sheppard, 2004; Takiguchi, 2003);
two studies obtained an accuracy factor and a fluency factor (Nitta, 2007;
Ortega, 1995); and one study obtained an SC factor and an accuracy factor
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(Sakuragi, 2011). The others all had one factor reflecting either SC, accuracy,
or fluency (e.g., Skehan & Foster, 1997, 2005; Tavakoli & Skehan, 2005).
These results indicate that accuracy appeared as a factor in most cases, fol-
lowed by fluency and SC, but that all three were not always present. This
suggests insufficient empirical evidence about whether we can derive dis-
tinct CAF factors. Research Question 1 was designed to examine this aspect.

Second, an SC factor appeared as a single dimension in five studies (e.g.,
Mehnert, 1998; Sheppard, 2004). The derivation of one SC factor consist-
ently across studies may suggest that SC dimensions—for example, overall
SC and sentential-subordination SC—can be conceptually distinguished but
not empirically discriminated (Pallotti, 2009). In addition, in all five studies
that derived an SC factor, one measure—the number of tokens (i.e., words)
divided by the number of units (e.g., T-units)—loaded on the SC factor. Only
one study, Skehan and Foster (1997), did not use this measure. The inter-
pretation of this measure, called mean length of unit or unit length, has been
controversial. Although the mean length of run, or the number of syllables/
tokens per unit primarily related to pause or repair, is interpreted as fluency
(e.g., Segalowitz & Freed, 2004; Tavakoli & Skehan, 2005), the number of
tokens per primarily syntactic unit (e.g., T-unit) has two distinct accounts:
fluency (e.g., Ishikawa, 2007; Robinson, 2001; Wolfe-Quintero et al., 1998)
and SC (e.g., Bulté & Housen, 2012; Koizumi, 2005b; Norris & Ortega, 2009).
Results of CAF factor-analytic studies support the latter interpretation (e.g.,
Mehnert, 1998; Sakuragi, 2011) because the number of tokens per syntactic
unit loaded on an SC factor. In addition, it was found that no lexical complex-
ity factor emerged as distinct. This may be attributable to the limited num-
ber and types of measures of lexical complexity employed in factor-analytic
studies.

The accuracy factor, if any, consistently appeared as a single dimension
(e.g., Nitta, 2007; Ortega, 1995). This supports Pallotti's (2009) observation
that the accuracy factor is stable in nature. Further,; fluency has been found
to comprise up to three factors. It appears that more factors are extracted
when more relevant fluency measures are involved (e.g., 3 fluency factors
using 11 fluency measures in Takiguchi, 2003). The interpretations of fac-
tors suggest that the speed dimension is often linked to the breakdown di-
mension. Moreover, the speed dimension tends to be a primary component
of fluency, whereas the repair dimension is found as a separate factor and a
secondary dimension of fluency.

Although previous factor-analytic studies have provided an invaluable
foundation for clarifying CAF factors and measures, three methodological
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issues must be addressed to derive stronger evidence. First, it is unclear
if the data satisfied the statistical assumptions for using exploratory fac-
tor analysis. Although some studies (e.g., Ortega, 1995; Sakuragi, 2011)
conducted Bartlett’s test of sphericity to determine if a correlation matrix
was adequate for factor analysis, no studies reported multivariate normal-
ity—another essential assumption for factor analysis: “all variables, and all
linear combinations of variables, are normally distributed” (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007, p. 613). Second—as Plonsky and Gass (2011) argued about L2
studies in general—some CAF studies (e.g., Mehnert, 1998; Tavakoli & Ske-
han, 2005) did not report how factor analysis was conducted, such as what
extraction and rotation methods were used or how the number of factors
was determined. This is troubling because results would change accord-
ing to these specifications (e.g., Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Further, except
for studies done by Ortega (1995) and Sakuragi (2011), varimax rotation
was the rotation method of choice, which assumes no correlations among
extracted factors. However, this is often too strong an assumption to hold
because interrelationships between factors can usually be hypothesized;
thus, oblique (e.g., Promax) rotation is recommended.

Third, exploratory factor analysis is of limited value due to its data-driven
nature. Given a growing number of previous studies on CAF that permit the
construction of a theory-based model, SEM is a more suitable method. How-
ever, thus far, no studies have employed this method for CAF analyses. The
following are the main advantages of SEM (Byrne, 2006). First, SEM uses
a confirmatory, hypothesis-testing method. It can model not only observed
variables but also latent variables (i.e., factors) and can flexibly model com-
plex relationships on the basis of previous findings. Second, it can separate
measurement errors from observed and latent variables and estimate
relationships among the variables that are being investigated, thereby sta-
tistically controlling for such errors. One source of errors is the variability
caused by task differences—earlier studies suggested that task variations
(e.g., cognitive demand of tasks) led to different speaking performances
(e.g., Tavakoli & Skehan, 2005; Robinson, 2001). As SEM is a large-sample
technique (usually requiring a sample size of at least 100), its application to
the investigation of the CAF structure is rather difficult in studies in which
sample size is considerably smaller. In order to take full advantage of SEM,
we collected a large sample, tested statistical assumptions, and examined
the CAF factor structure.
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Relationships Among CAF

A second aspect investigated in this study is the question of how CAF
are interrelated. Norris and Ortega (2009) indicated the need for research
into revealing the interdependence and dynamism of CAF using multi-
variate modeling such as SEM. Generally, positive and relatively strong
relationships are predicted because CAF are expected to improve gradually
as learners’ proficiency increases, although not necessarily simultaneously.
However, previous studies have reported divergent degrees of correlations,
even among learners with a wide range of proficiency.

For example, a weak correlation was reported in Sakuragi (2011), which
documented the relationship between SC and accuracy (r = .19) among
113 intermediate and advanced learners of Japanese. Ortega (1995) also
presented low correlations between accuracy and speed fluency (r = .08 to
.22) among 32 upper intermediate learners of Spanish. Further, Koizumi
(2005b) reported marginal to fairly weak correlations among SC, accuracy,
speed fluency, and repair fluency (r = -.21 to .47) among 74 elementary to
upper elementary Japanese learners of English. Kormos and Dénes (2004)
reported a moderate correlation between accuracy and speed fluency (r =
.66) and a low correlation between speed fluency and repair fluency (r, =
-.19) among 16 low-intermediate and advanced Hungarian learners of Eng-
lish. These varied correlations suggest the need for further investigation and
lead to Research Question 2.

The Current Study

To clarify the CAF structure, we examine factors of SC, accuracy, and flu-
ency (fluency is further divided into speed fluency and repair fluency), as
well as the relationship among these factors. Two research questions were
asked with a specific focus on Japanese learners of English at the elementary
to lower intermediate level.

RQ1: Do complexity, accuracy, and fluency (CAF) represent distinct
factors?

RQ2: How are complexity, accuracy, and fluency (CAF) interrelated?

Method
Participants

The participants were 224 Japanese learners of English—97 males and
127 females—attending 10 junior or senior high schools, aged from 14 to
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18. Their first language was Japanese. They had received EFL instruction
at secondary schools in Japan for from 2 to 5 years. The overall English
proficiency levels on the Eiken Test (Society for Testing English Proficiency
[STEP], 2011) were reported by the participants and ranged from Grades
5 (2%) to 2 (4%), with the majority at Grades Pre-2 or 3 (61%), although
23% reported no experience of taking the Eiken Test. According to the STEP
(2011), Eiken Test Grades 2 to 5 are roughly equivalent to the A1 to B1 levels
of the Common European Framework of Reference for languages (Council
of Europe, 2001). Thus, the participants were considered to have novice- to
lower intermediate-level English proficiency. They were selected for partici-
pation in this study from a larger sample only if they took a speaking test
and produced at least one clause for every speaking task.

Instrument

The students took a speaking test that contained five tasks to elicit real-
time monologues without pretask planning time (Koizumi, 2005a). The test
lasted for 15 minutes in a tape-mediated format. Task 1 was a self-introduc-
tion task, Tasks 3 and 4 involved describing a single picture, and Tasks 2 and
5 involved explaining the differences between two pictures (see Appendix
for a sample of utterances). We used these five tasks to tap wider areas of
speaking proficiency. The output from learners was limited; the mean of the
number of tokens for each task ranged from 25.39 (SD = 10.98) in Task 3 to
37.14 (SD = 13.64) in Task 1.

Analyses

We created the coding scheme using Foster, Tonkyn, and Wigglesworth’s
(2000) definitions. Raters (native speakers and highly proficient Japanese
learners of English) practiced coding and later, using the scheme, indepen-
dently coded one-third (randomly sampled) of the transcribed utterances
for each task (45 seconds for each task; a total of 225 seconds) for features
such as the number of AS-units. The number of raters varied depending on
the coded features: Four raters were used for assessing error-free clauses
because of difficulty in judgment; two raters were employed for the other
features. The inter-coder reliabilities were found to be high (e.g.,, r = .86 to
1.00 for the number of AS-units, clauses, and disfluency markers; a = .86 to
.93 for the number of error-free clauses). Because the features were meas-
ured on interval scales, we used Pearson product-moment correlations for
two raters and Cronbach’s alpha for four raters. Further, we resolved dis-
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agreement through discussion and created the final detailed coding scheme
that clarified the aspects on which raters diverged and that required little
judgment from raters.

The remainder of the transcripts were coded by a single rater (the first
author) who had judged one-third of the transcripts for all the coded fea-
tures; she coded them while examining the coding scheme carefully. This
method can be justified because the inter-coder reliability among raters for
one-third of the transcripts was sufficiently high and because this is a com-
mon procedure for coding data (see Révész, 2012).

For the analysis of speaking proficiency, we computed five discourse ana-
lytic measures for each task (see Table 2). Similar measures were initially
computed but excluded because of high correlations with the remaining
measures (e.g., number of disfluency markers per token) and inconsist-
ent results across tasks (number of tokens per clause). We did not include
pause-based measures due to poor recording conditions that hampered
such in-depth analysis.

Table 2. Summary of Five Measures

Factor Code Measure Source example
Syntactic SC1  Overall SC: AS-unit length: Mehnert (1998)
complexity No. of tokens per AS-unit
(SQ) SC2  Sentential-subordination SC: Tavakoli & Skehan
No. of clauses per AS-unit (2005)
Accuracy A No. of error-free clauses per Skehan & Foster
clause (2005)
Fluency F1 Speed fluency: No. of tokens per Sheppard (2004)
minute
F2 Repair fluency: Sheppard (2004)
No. of disfluency markers per
minute

Note. Tokens (i.e., words) refers to pruned tokens after disfluency markers were ex-
cluded (i.e, functionless repetitions, self-repairs, and filled pauses, such as mm, ah).
The definition of clauses was based on Foster et al. (2000; for instance, the utterance
“I like reading books” had two clauses: I like and reading books). Abbreviations in this
table are used in text and figures.
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For SEM analyses, we used EQS (Version 6.1; Bentler, 2010), but drew
diagrams using Amos (Version 7.0.0; Arbuckle, 2006) for visual display. The
SEM analyses enable us to examine whether a model depicting relation-
ships between variables that is based on a theory or the literature, or both,
fits the data. If it fits the data, it implies that relationships among variables
specified in the model accord well with relationships among variables in the
data. Then, we can empirically interpret the findings to mean that the model
represents the data well and that the data has a factor structure in which
factors and observed variables are related as specified in the model.

The requisites for appropriate SEM practices (e.g., Byrne 2006; In'nami &
Koizumi, 2011) involve normality, parameter estimation methods, model fit
indices used, missing data treatment, and sample size. Univariate and multi-
variate normality of measures was judged on the basis of skewness and
kurtosis values and Mardia’s normalized estimate and found to be violated.
Thus, the robust maximum likelihood method was used. One of the factor
loadings from each factor was fixed to 1.00 for scale identification. Model fit
was checked by the comparative fit index (CFI) of 0.90 or above (Arbuckle
& Wothke, 1995), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) of
0.08 or below (Browne & Cudeck, 1993), standardized root mean square re-
sidual (SRMR) of .08 or below (Hu & Bentler, 1999), and other indices. There
were no missing data. The sample size exceeded 200, which is considered
large according to Kline’s (2005) guidelines. Further, intervariable Pearson
product-moment correlations (r = -.13 to .74) were not so high as to cause
problems of multicollinearity (r =.90 or above; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

Results

We followed four steps. First, we constructed a model with only one latent
factor assessed by five observed variables (one measure from each task).
Figure 1 depicts a model (Model 1) of speed fluency in which a factor is
represented by an oval (Speed fluency), observed variables are represented
by rectangles (F1 from five tasks; T1F1 [Task 1 F1] to T5F1), and measure-
ment errors (el to e5) are represented by circles. One-headed arrows depict
the influence of the speed fluency factor on the five variables, which are also
affected by five errors. Based on existing literature, this model specifies
that there are five F1 variables underlying a speed fluency factor, but that
there are some aspects of F1 variables that are unexplained by the factor
but explained by errors. We also constructed four other models separately
(for overall SC, sentential-subordination SC, accuracy, and repair fluency)
but have not included them here because of lack of space.
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Second, we tested whether each model fits the data. Fit statistics for five
models indicate that all models fit the data (e.g., CFI =.95 to 1.00, RMSEA =
0.00 to 0.077, SRMR = .02 to .04), thereby indicating that the measures used
represented each factor well.

T1F1

;

5
T2F1

:

Speed 57

T3F1
fluency

:

49
T4F1

:

60

TS5F1

:

Figure 1. One-factor model for speed fluency (Model 1).
T1 =Task 1; F1 = number of tokens per minute; e = measurement error.
Standardized estimates are shown. All the testable path coefficients were

significant.

Third, we constructed a model (Model 2) with five CAF factors (overall SC,
sentential-subordination SC, accuracy, speed fluency, and repair fluency), all
of which were related to one another (this model has not been displayed in
this paper due to space limitations). This model did not fit the data (e.g., CF1 =
.84; RMSEA = 0.07 [95% confidence interval: 0.06, 0.08]; SRMR =.07) mainly
because the correlation between overall SC and sentential-subordination SC
was too high (r = 1.03). We retained a factor of sentential-subordination SC
because SC2 (number of clauses per AS-unit) is considered a more typical
measure of SC than SC1 (number of tokens per AS-unit), which is occasion-
ally used as a fluency measure. Because of the strong correlation between
the two SC factors, the results derived from SC2 can be considered to be
applicable to SC1, and the sentential-subordination SC factor is hereinafter
interpreted as SC in general.

Finally, we tested a model with four factors (SC, accuracy, speed fluency,
and repair fluency) that were correlated with one another (indicated by
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two-headed arrows), as evident in Model 3 in Figure 2. Fit statistics of this
model were sufficient (e.g., CFI = .93; RMSEA = 0.05 [0.04, 0.06]; SRMR =
.06). Other competing models did not fit the data well, such as one with a
higher order speaking proficiency factor represented by the four factors
(e.g., CFI =.84; RMSEA = 0.08 [0.07, 0.09]; SRMR =.17) and another with a
unitary speaking proficiency factor without any CAF factors (e.g., CFI =.73;
RMSEA =0.10 [0.08, 0.11]; SRMR =.10).

The standardized estimates range from -1.00 to 1.00 and are interpreted
in the same manner as the correlation and regression coefficients, with val-
ues close to zero indicating marginal associations and those close to -1.00
or 1.00 indicating strong associations. A good fit of Model 3 to the data sug-
gests two types of relationships: those between a factor and each observed
variable and those among factors. First, all observed variables were shown
to reflect each factor well, thereby indicating that the variables assessed
each factor appropriately. Further, path coefficients from speed fluency and
repair fluency factors to observed variables were found to be strong (3 = .65
to .88), whereas those from accuracy and SC factors were moderate (§ =.20
to .57). This indicates that there was less variation in the path coefficients
for fluency than in those for SC and accuracy, thereby suggesting that flu-
ency measures may be more generalizable across tasks.

Second, the model indicates positive but varied degrees of relationships
among CAF factors: SC was more closely related to accuracy (r = .88) than to
speed fluency and repair fluency (r =.63 and .43, respectively). Further, accu-
racy was more closely related to speed fluency (r =.35) than to repair fluency
(r=.13), and the two fluency factors were moderately correlated (r =.66).

Discussion
Do CAF Represent Distinct Factors?

A good fit of Model 3 in Figure 2 suggests that the answer to the question of
whether CAF represent distinct factors is affirmative. A structure with distinct
CAF factors accords well with Mehnert (1998), Sheppard (2004), and Takiguchi
(2003) but does not with others (e.g., Nitta, 2007; Ortega, 1995). Researchers in
all previous studies used exploratory factor analysis and attempted to extract
CAF factors reflected in different measures, whereas we used SEM with each
factor reflected in the same measures from five tasks. The results indicate that
our approach is useful for examining the distinctiveness of CAF factors.

The result that two fluency factors (speed and repair) were moderately
positively associated (r = .66) is indicative of their distinct yet related na-
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ture. This is in line with previous exploratory factor analyses that reveal
the distinct characteristics of speed and repair fluency (Takiguchi, 2003;
Tavakoli & Skehan, 2005), but other studies reported only negative correla-
tions between speed and repair fluency (e.g., r = -.19 in Kormos and Dénes,
2004). The positive correlation between speed fluency and repair fluency
factors in our study implies that—given that F2, which taps repair fluency, is
calculated by the number of disfluency markers per minute—speakers who
produce more tokens (excluding disfluency markers) tend to use more rep-
etitions and self-repairs and produce more filled pauses in their utterances.
This could be explained by the participants’ lower proficiency levels and the
targeting of a wide range of proficiency levels. It is possible that at this pro-
ficiency range, those who try to search for and utter words more rapidly are
unable to avoid hesitation due to insufficient automatized skills, as reported
in Wood (2010). Alternatively, learners with higher proficiency can monitor
their utterances (Kormos, 2006); therefore, they repair their speech more
while speaking faster. However, we also found a very weak relationship be-
tween accuracy and repair fluency (r =.13), in line with Koizumi (2005b; r =
-.05 to .21), which suggests that more repairing does not likely lead to more
accurate speech according to the proficiency range of the current study.

In addition, although a strong claim cannot be made due to the lack of a
model fit, a very strong relationship (r = 1.03) between factors of overall
SC and sentential-subordination SC in Model 2 indicates that the length of
the AS-unit is an SC measure, which supports all previous studies (e.g., Nor-
ris & Ortega, 2009; Sakuragi, 2011). It also indicates that although they are
differentiated conceptually, dimensions of overall SC and sentential-subor-
dination SC are not empirically distinct among learners, or at least among
learners at a lower proficiency level.

How Are CAF Interrelated?

As displayed in Figure 2, CAF were found to be independent but related to
varying degrees (r = .13 to .88). Overall, the model suggests that those who
try to speak fluently by using more words per minute tend to repair their
speech more; however, they also produce more accurate utterances with a
greater number of clauses and longer units (sentences). Further, the results
also indicate that as learners progress from beginning to lower intermediate
levels, they develop the ability to produce such speech, thereby gradually
improving SC, accuracy, and speed fluency (although not necessarily syn-
chronously).
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There were moderate or strong positive correlations of SC with accuracy
(r=.88) and speed fluency (r = .63), whereas there was a weak relationship
between accuracy and speed fluency (r =.35). It is speculated that improve-
ment in fluency may lead to enhanced SC, which may result in heightened
accuracy; that is, when learners learn to speak faster, they may gradually
come to use a greater number of clauses and longer units (sentences) and
subsequently may produce more accurate utterances. Such correlation pat-
terns among CAF factors were not evident in previous studies. Previous
studies (e.g., Ortega, 1995; Sakuragi, 2011) generally showed similar or
weaker relationships than those revealed in our results (e.g., between ac-
curacy and speed fluency, r = .08 to .22 in Ortega, 1995 vs. r = .35 in our
study). The exception is relationships between accuracy and speed fluency
in Kormos and Dénes (2004; r, = .66 vs. r = .35 in our study). The higher
correlations in our study may be partially because of the different statistical
methods used. These results also suggest that the strengths of relationships
vary across contexts.

Conclusion

The current study showed that CAF represent distinct factors that are
correlated to varying degrees among elementary to lower intermediate
Japanese learners of English. This insight into the CAF factor structure using
arigorous statistical method makes several contributions to the field.

The key pedagogical implication derived from this study is that English
language teachers and testers should consider CAF factors of speaking pro-
ficiency separately. In planning their curricula and speaking instructions,
teachers must carefully consider which of the CAF factors they should aim
to enhance and how. In analytically assessing speaking proficiency, test mak-
ers should contemplate whether and to what extent to include SC, accuracy,
and fluency in their rating criteria because they are all essential elements
of speaking proficiency. The manner in which practitioners use this infor-
mation would vary depending on the context. Some may decide to focus on
all three; others may alter aspects to emphasize across activities and tasks,
classes, or assessments, thereby aiming to achieve the development and
assessment of balanced speaking proficiency; others may exclude SC and
focus on accuracy and fluency for the criteria, based on moderate and strong
relationships of SC with accuracy and fluency. Additionally, teachers should
know that at lower proficiency levels, repetitions, self-corrections, and filled
pauses tend to increase along with an increase in words uttered. Given the
importance of speed fluency over repair fluency (Bosker et al., 2013), teach-
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ers should devote more attention to the development and assessment of
speed fluency rather than repair fluency and encourage learners to speak
more rather than discourage the use of words for repair.

Our results may be limited to the study context. We targeted Japanese
elementary- to lower intermediate-level learners of English, using speak-
ing tasks that elicited basic monologues and a limited number of speaking
measures. Greater generalizability of results would need replication stud-
ies in different contexts, for example, by using more cognitively challeng-
ing tasks (e.g., discussions and debates). In contrast, the strengths of our
study are that it includes a larger number of learners than other CAF studies
and involves meticulous analyses using SEM. SEM enabled us to separate
measurement errors from variables of interest in the model and conduct
a more rigorous analysis of relationships in a confirmatory manner on the
basis of previous studies. The following example underscores the benefits of
using SEM. Accuracy and SC factors were found to be strongly correlated (r
=.88), whereas simple (zero-order) correlations between accuracy (A) and
SC (SC2) from the same task—when measurement error was not controlled
for—were much lower (r=.02 to .37). This clearly illustrates the importance
of controlling for measurement error by using SEM. Although SEM requires
the use of large sample sizes, a confirmatory approach to analyzing the fac-
tor structure of CAF has helped deepen our understanding of these factors.
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Appendix
Sample of Utterances From Five Tasks

A male participant: 1st-year senior high school student studying English for
3.5 years—claimed to have Eiken Grade Pre-2.

Task 1: Self-introduction

My name is * *. I have a sister. Her name is *. My parents {are in} are normal.
My friends are many in my school.

Task 2: Comparison of two pictures

The windows is opened. The door’s color is blue. {There are} there is a cow.
There is a tree is around. There are four windows at the house.

Task 3: Picture description

A girl is washing a cup in the kitchen. The woman help the girl to washing.
There are many books on

Task 4: Picture description

A man and a girl is riding a bike by the lake. There are many trees by the lake.
The weather is very good.

Task 5: Comparison of two pictures

[ think :: the apple before is one. But after, the apple is half. And {the} the
book is mine before. But after, the book is name jiro. Another, there

Note. * = The student said a name. { } = repetitions, self-corrections, and
other functionless words uttered (words in { } were ignored in accuracy rat-
ing and token counting). :: = subordinate clause
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In this study, the use of discourse markers (DMs) in the speech of Japanese learners
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tions play a crucial role in speech communication: Speakers use

them to create textual coherence in interaction, as well as to express
their own feelings or stances (Carter & McCarthy, 2006). For example, OK/
okay, really, and right are used to respond to a speaker’s utterance and to
suggest agreement, alignment, or active listening. But, first, and then serve to
organise discourse structure. Words like these are tools that enable speak-
ers to convey their meanings to their listeners. Additionally, even if spoken
sentences or phrases are grammatically correct, the lack of DMs may make
it difficult to attract listeners’ attention in a polite way (Romero-Trillo, 2002)
and may create a negative impression of being uncollaborative or awkward
in conversation (Svartvik, 1980). Therefore, DMs are of special importance
to nonnative speakers (NNSs), who can use them to compensate for limited
English language proficiency and to improve the comprehensibility of their
messages (e.g., Tyler, Jefferies, & Davies, 1988; Williams, 1992).

Considerable interest has emerged in the roles and functions of individual
DMs such as because, oh, and well (e.g., Blakemore, 2002; Fraser, 1999, 2009;
Schiffrin, 1987). The development of corpus linguistics has enabled data-
driven quantitative and qualitative analyses of the use of DMs by native
speakers (NSs) of English (e.g., Lenk, 1998; McCarthy & Handford, 2004).
However, a relatively limited amount of research has been conducted con-
cerning DM use in terms of second language acquisition, especially in the
Japanese EFL context (see Hays, 1992; Shimada, 2011).

Positioned against this contextual background, the present study was
focused on DM use in the speech of Japanese English learners. The method-
ology followed Granger’s (1996, 2002) Contrastive Interlanguage Analysis
(CIA), a corpus-based approach that employs two types of comparisons:
“between native language and learner language (L1 vs L2) and between
different varieties of interlanguage (L2 vs L2)” (Granger, 2009, p. 18). The
CIA approach has been applied in a number of corpus studies (e.g., Adel,
2006; Granger & Tyson, 1996), and it offers insights into the nature of inter-
language as well as aids in the identification of usage trends (e.g., overuse,
underuse, and misuse) in learners’ speech and writing. Thus, the aim of the
present study was to investigate differences in the use of DMs (a) between
Japanese L2 speakers and NSs of English, and (b) between nonnative English
learners with different L1 backgrounds (Japanese, Chinese, Dutch, German,
French, and Spanish).

D iscourse markers (DMs) are lexical items whose pragmatic func-
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Literature Review and Research Questions
DMs in Spoken English

DMs have been defined by researchers in a number of different ways;
however, there is generally a consensus that they mainly serve syntactic
and pragmatic functions in discourse. Fraser (1999, 2009) addressed their
syntactic functions and considered them to be linguistic items signalling a
relationship between two segments of discourse. He argued that a DM must
be included as an integral syntactic part of its next discourse segment. The
DMs are italicized in the following examples:

1. a.Jones died last night. But he had been very ill for a long time.
b. I went to Boston first and later on, went to Cape Cod.

c. The water wouldn’t boil, so we couldn’t make any tea. (Fraser, 2009,
p. 294)

In other words, the purpose of each marker in examples 1a, 1b, and 1c is
to make coherent links between one discourse segment and another.

In spoken English, DMs often execute pragmatic functions. Schiffrin
(1987) stated that they serve as contextual coordinators for establishing or
maintaining a relationship between speaker and hearer.

2. Zelda: Areyou from Philadelphia?

Sally: ~ Well I grew up uh out in the suburbs. And then I lived for
about seven years up in upstate New York. And then I came
back here t'go to college. (Schiffrin, 1987, p. 106)

In example 2, Sally uses well as a signal that she cannot give a clear answer
to Zelda's yes-no question—in other words, that her pragmatic contribution
is at odds with her interlocutor’s expectations. Thus, as Schiffrin pointed
out, the marker well plays the role of contextual coordinator, marking a junc-
ture between a speaker’s intention and a hearer’s interpretation.

Additionally, Schiffrin examined discourse particles such as I mean, you
know, oh, and like. These items do not serve essential syntactic functions;
rather, they are optional devices through which speakers can shape their
utterances to affect hearers’ knowledge.
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3. a.Imean I may be wrong, but 'm—I mean that's what 'm—that’s my
opinion.

b. We have some y’know. (Schiffrin, 1987, pp. 34-35)

Despite the fact that their predominant function is pragmatic instead of
syntactic, markers such as those in examples 3a and 3b are ubiquitous in
everyday spoken English. The markers in 3a and 3b play a role in indicating
the speakers’ intention to keep conversation going, and help the hearers fo-
cus on the upcoming words. Schiffrin’s definition of DMs, then, was broader
than Fraser’s (1999, 2009), and her model illustrated features of the spoken
mode in more detail.

Fung and Carter (2007) also examined the spoken mode, and they incor-
porated Schiffrin’s (1987) model while proposing a functional paradigm of
DMs drawn from their analysis of spoken English data produced by NSs and

Table 1. A Functional Paradigm of DMs in Speech

Category Discourse functions and markers

Interpersonal Marking shared knowledge, indicating attitudes, or show-
ing responses:
absolutely, actually, basically, exactly, great, I see, I think,
just, kind of, like, listen, obviously, oh, oh great, OK/okay, re-
ally, right/alright, see, sort of, sure, to be frank, to be honest,
well, yeah, yes, you know, you see

Referential Indicating relationship between utterances:

and, anyway, because/’cause, but, cos, however, likewise,
nevertheless, or, similarly, so, yet

Structural Organising or managing the direction of conversations:
and, finally, first, firstly, how about, let me conclude the dis-
cussion, let’s discuss, let’s start, next, now, OK/okay, right/
alright, second, secondly, so, then, well, what about, yeah

Cognitive Denoting thinking process, or reformulating utterance:

and, I mean, I see, I think, in other words, like, sort of, that is,
to put it in another way, well, what I mean is, you know

Note. Adapted from “Discourse markers and spoken English: Native and learner use
in pedagogic settings,” by L. Fung and R. Carter, 2007, Applied Linguistics, 28, p. 418.
Some DMs such as and, I think, and well have multiple functions in discourse.
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NNSs. They identified 57 common English DMs and classified them into four
categories: interpersonal, referential, structural, and cognitive (see Table 1).
This taxonomy is an extensive one, useful for characterising a large number
of DMs in spoken English.

Learner Corpus Analysis of DM Use

Despite the widely recognised importance of DMs in spoken discourse,
there have been only a limited number of studies examining the use of DMs
by language learners. Romero-Trillo (2002) and Miiller (2004) conducted
corpus-driven comparisons of DM use by NSs and NNSs, and their results
suggested that the use of certain DMs was influenced by the L1 of NNSs.
Romero-Trillo quantitatively analysed spoken English data from Spanish
children and adults. He found that Spanish children overused the English
word listen due to the influence of its high-frequency counterpart in their
L1 speech. Similarly, Miiller compared the use of well and so by German
speakers of English with their use in the speech of American NSs and found
that German speakers used well much more frequently, and so much less
frequently, than American NSs did. Miiller pointed out that both DMs were
translated as the German adverb also, and that German speakers might have
a preference for well in order to avoid confusing English so and German so.
In addition, Aijmer (2004) and Fung and Carter (2007) conducted corpus-
based analyses revealing significant differences in the distributions of cer-
tain DMs between NS and NNS speech. Aijmer found that Swedish learners
of English overused I don’t know in order to signal uncertainty or hesitation,
and Fung and Carter showed that learners in Hong Kong underused many
markers, such as right, yeah, well, and you know, compared to the frequen-
cies found in British NS data.

Only a few researchers have empirically investigated DM use in the
speech of Japanese English learners. Hays (1992) described the acquisition
of DMs by Japanese college students of various English proficiency levels.
His analysis of the spoken data revealed that although the markers and, but,
and so were frequently used, you know and well were rarely uttered by Japa-
nese students learning English. In other words, his results indicated that the
Japanese learners had greater difficulties acquiring pragmatic markers such
as you know and well. Likewise, Miura (2011) compared the frequency of
DMs used by Japanese learners of English to those of English NSs and found
that certain markers such as well, I mean, kind of, and like were underused
by novice and lower level learners. Additionally, Shimada (2011) conducted
a corpus-based analysis of English DM use by Japanese learners and NS chil-
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dren and adults. The results revealed that as speakers’ proficiency improved,
they used many items more frequently, regardless of their L1. However, the
quantitative analysis confirmed significant differences in the distributions
of DMs between Japanese learners and NSs. One of the notable findings was
that Japanese learners overused relatively simple types of DMs such as OK/
okay, so, and yes.?

Most studies on learners’ use of spoken DMs have revealed that learners
use certain items much more or less frequently than NSs do. However, the
differences in DM frequency between NS and NNS speech are not enough to
fully explain the features of DM use in interlanguage—that is, researchers
have not yet determined whether the differences are due to the specific in-
fluences of individual L1 backgrounds or whether they are common to lan-
guage learners in general. In order to address the issue, as Granger (2002)
argued, it is necessary to construct a comparison of learner languages that
incorporate speakers of different L1 backgrounds.

In addition, many comparative studies are based on disparate databases.
For example, Shimada (2011) compared three spoken corpora, but there
were considerable differences in the ways the data were collected. In that
study, the Japanese learner corpus comprised a collection of interviews from
a speaking test, but the speech data of NS children and adults were extracted
from naturally occurring conversations in daily situations. These different
situations may affect how speakers use DMs to facilitate communication,
and different types of data collection may generate different results.

Research Questions

In the present study, features of DM use in the speech of Japanese learners
of English were explored . The following research questions were addressed
using the methods of CIA:

RQ1: How do levels of use of spoken English DMs by Japanese learners
differ from those of NSs of English?

RQ2: How do levels of use of spoken English DMs by Japanese learners
differ from those of other English language learners with different
L1 backgrounds?

RQ1 is intended to replicate previous studies but using homogeneous
databases. RQ2, on the other hand, is designed to explore the features of
Japanese learners’ DM use by comparing interlanguages of different L1
backgrounds.
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Method

Databases

In order to make comparisons based on the CIA approach, the present
study used two corpus databases. Data for EFL learners were from the
Louvain International Database of Spoken English Interlanguage (LINDSEI;
Gilquin, De Cock, & Granger, 2010), and data for native English speakers
were from the NICT JLE Corpus (Izumi, Uchimoto, & Isahara, 2004).

The former database, LINDSEI, is a spoken corpus consisting of interviews
produced by university undergraduates with different L1 backgrounds. All
are higher intermediate and advanced learners of English. The spoken cor-
pus consists of 11 subcorpora, classified according to learners’ L1, and the
data collection was performed using the same procedure for all subcorpora.
Each interview lasts about 15 minutes and contains three tasks: (a) warm-
up questions on a set topic (e.g., the most impressive country they have
visited, their favourite film or play), (b) free and informal discussion with
the interviewer, and (c) a picture description. The present study drew on six
of the subcorpora, which are characterised in Table 2 below.

Table 2. Number of Interviews and Words per Subcorpus

L1 subcorpus Language family n of interviews n of words
Japanese (JP)  Asian 51 37,126
Chinese (CH) Asian 53 63,542
Dutch (DU) Germanic 50 79,652
German (GE) Germanic 50 85,950
French (FR) Romance 50 91,402
Spanish (SP) Romance 50 64,804
Totals 304 422,476

Note. Adapted from LINDSEI: Louvain international database of spoken English
interlanguage by G. Gilquin, S. De Cock, and S. Granger (Eds.), 2010, p. 25. Louvain-
la-Neuve, Belgium: Presses universitaires de Louvain.

Each subcorpus is made up of about 50 interviews, but the number of
words in the Japanese subcorpus is much lower than that in the other sub-
corpora.’
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NS data from the NICT JLE Corpus consisted of 20 interviews (94,845
words) produced by American speakers aged 20-24. Each interview lasts
about 15 minutes. The interview tasks are also similar to those of LINDSE],
comprising warm-up questions, a single picture description task, and a role-
play with the interviewer. The aim of the present study, therefore, is to ad-
dress gaps in earlier work, ensuring the homogeneity of databases in order
to permit an effective comparison of NS and NNS speech.

Procedure

The present study was focused on the 57 DMs listed in Fung and Carter’s
(2007) functional paradigm, which embraces the features of DMs in spoken
English. In the first procedure, the corpus analysis software WordSmith Tools
5.0 (Scott, 2008) was used to obtain frequencies for each of the 57 items.
Concordance lines were also viewed to differentiate words used as DMs from
those playing other grammatical roles. Some examples are as follows:

Words used as DMs:

They are advertising by the week, so I found it. (The NICT JLE
Corpus, N_file00006.stt)

... well first of all it’s her expression she’s got this really sour expres-
sion. (LINDSEI-GE050)

Words not used as DMs:
...1...wouldn’t be able to come back so early. (LINDSEI-FR006)
... but now I cannot speak English very well. (LINDSEI-JP051)

The categorization was carried out by the author. In order to test the reli-
ability of the coding, a post-hoc intra-coder reliability check was conducted
based on Miiller (2004) at an interval of about 2 years. Despite the long
interval, the simple agreement rate of the coding of like, so, and well was
94%, 99%, and 98%), respectively. Thus, the reliability of the coding process
is considered high.

Statistical analyses of the frequencies of DMs were conducted to answer
RQ1 and RQ2. The raw frequency of each item was standardized as a fre-
quency per 10,000 words, and then used to calculate the log-likelihood ra-
tio* and chi-square value for comparison between corpora of different sizes.
In corpus studies, although chi-square tests have often been performed to
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compare word frequencies across corpora, log-likelihood tests are consid-
ered to have higher reliability than other statistical methods when compar-
ing different-sized datasets (Rayson & Garside, 2000). When researchers
compare two datasets with a single degree of freedom, significance is
statistically tested by the log-likelihood ratios. If the log-likelihood ratio is
+3.84 or more, a significant difference exists between the two datasets at
a 5% significance level (Rayson, Berridge, & Francis, 2004). Additionally,
Mann-Whitney tests were employed to compare the frequency of DMs by
each functional category, following Fung and Carter (2007).

In addition to these quantitative analyses, the study included qualitative
observations about the context, situation, and discourse function of spoken
DMs. These observations serve to complement the quantitative analyses,
providing vital details on the functions of DM use in actual learner speech.

Results and Discussion

Comparisons of DM Use Between Japanese EFL Learners and NSs of
English

In order to answer RQ1, a comparative analysis was conducted using the
frequency of DMs in two subsets of speech data: the Japanese subcorpus of
LINDSEI (i.e., LINDSEI-JP) and the NS subcorpus of the NICT JLE Corpus (i.e.,
NICT-NS). Table 3 provides the standardized frequency of each marker, the
log-likelihood ratios, and chi-squared values. If the occurrence rate of DMs
was 0.01% or below in either database, the items were not included in the
analysis.

Chi-square tests revealed that significant differences existed between the
two databases in the frequencies of 21 out of 27 DMs with an occurrence
rate of more than 0.01%. Additionally, log-likelihood ratios were added to
the results obtained with the chi-square tests. If the ratio applied to the two
databases was +3.84 or more, the item was considered to be used more fre-
quently in LINDSEI-]JP than in NICT-NS. On the other hand, when the ratio
was -3.84 or less, the item was considered to be used less frequently in the
Japanese learner data. The tests revealed that Japanese learners more fre-
quently used relatively simple markers such as yes, so, and I think, while they
used some interpersonal or cognitive markers such as like, really, you know,
kind of, and I mean less frequently than NSs of English. Moreover, Mann-
Whitney tests showed that significant differences existed between the two
databases in the frequency of DMs in the interpersonal category (U =110, p
=.040). Therefore, the results support those of previous studies (e.g., Hays,
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1992; Miura, 2011; Shimada, 2011), in finding that there was a significant
discrepancy between Japanese learners and NSs of English in the frequency
of DMs.

Table 3. Comparisons of DM Use Between Japanese EFL Learners
(LINDSEI-JP) and NSs of English (NICT-NS)

Frequency per 10,000 words

DM Category LINDSEI-JP NICT-NS LLR  Chi-square value
yes IP 71.92 14.55 248.791 287.012**
so Ref/Str 206.86 133.38 88.213 95.000**
I think IP/Cog 88.35 51.66 54.020 58.292**
but Ref 145.72 101.22 44.215 46.994**
now Str 13.47 3.58 35.907 40.969**
first Str 2.96 0.11 21.678 23.961**
finally Str 2.96 0.74 8.470 9.684**
yeah IP/Str 86.46 72.54 6.599 6.817**
and Ref/Str/Cog  420.46 398.02 3.297 3.464
because/’cause Ref 47.68 46.29 0.109 0.111

I see IP/Cog 1.08 1.48 -0.326 0.311
or Ref 50.10 54.09 -0.811 0.806
exactly IP 2.15 3.48 -1.622 1.507
anyway Ref 1.08 2.32 -2.356 2.090
basically IP 0.27 4.32 -20.173 13.780**
oh IP 7.54 21.30 -34.107 29.021**
then Str 15.35 3891 -53.065 46.000**
right/alright  IP/Str 0.27 11.07 -60.590 38.787**
OK/okay IP/Str 22.90 59.25 -83.548 72.304**
actually IP 4.85 27.94 -86.724 66.491**
I mean Cog 2.15 25.73 -110.554 77.784%*
well [P/Str/Cog 5.39 37.32  -128.558 96.303**
kind of IP 5.39 41.12 -148.569 110.000**
just IP 10.77 77.39 -271.486 203.074**
you know IP/Cog 4.31 64.32  -294.673 203.503**
really IP 8.62 78.13 -304.263 221.379**
like IP/Cog 28.82 140.65 -390.444 308.967**

Note. The occurrence rate of the markers cos, great, next, obviously, sort of, sure, and
what about was 0% in either corpus. They were excluded from this analysis due
to the impossibility of computing the log-likelihood ratio (LLR). Further research
should be done to investigate why a certain DM occurs in one dataset but not in the
other.

IP = interpersonal; Ref = referential; Str = structural; Cog = cognitive.
*p <.01.
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Comparisons of DM Use Between Japanese EFL Learners and Other
English Learners

This section addresses RC2, which was about comparing DM frequencies
in NNS speech from the Japanese subcorpus with the five other subcorpora
of LINDSEI (i.e., LINDSEI-OTHERS). Table 4 shows comparisons of the fre-
quency of DMs. As in the analysis of the previous section, if the occurrence
rate of a given DM was 0.01% or below in either database, the item was not
included in the analysis.

The results of chi-square tests revealed that although Japanese learners
often used some items such as so and but, they also used 14 out of 27 DMs
less frequently than other nonnative English learners did. These findings
were supported by tests of log-likelihood ratios.5 Although Mann-Whitney
tests did not show significant differences in the frequencies of DMs ac-
cording to functional category, interpersonal or cognitive function markers
such as well, really, you know, I mean, and just were used less frequently by
Japanese learners than by other English learners. Thus, the significant dif-
ferences in the frequencies of DMs may represent the features of Japanese
learners’ DM use.

On the other hand, the results given in Table 4 reveal no significant differ-
ences between the two databases in the frequency of seven items: exactly,
kind of, or, OK/okay, anyway, cos, and basically. There were only small dif-
ferences between learners’ respective frequencies of three markers—and,
yes, and right/alright—although the differences were significant at a 5%
significance level. In short, it was notable that Japanese learners used some
items just as frequently as other nonnative English learners. Among these
items, the use of kind of, OK/okay, basically, yes, and right/alright may be re-
garded as features of DM use in NNSs’ interlanguage because the frequency
of the five items differed significantly between Japanese learners and NSs of
English (see Table 3).
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Table 4. Comparisons of DM Use Between Japanese EFL Learners
(LINDSEI-JP) and Other Nonnative English Learners (LINDSEI-OTHERS)

Frequency per 10,000 words

DM Category LINDSEI  LINDSEI LLR  Chi-square
-JP -OTHERS value
so Ref/Str 206.86 96.04 315.280 397.358**
but Ref 145.72 119.45 18.157 19.430**
now Str 13.47 8.15 9.638 11.130**
finally Str 2.96 1.09 7.093 9.470**
first Str 2.96 1.17 6.292 8.234**
and Ref/Str/Cog  420.46 394.14 5.815 6.164*
0K/okay IP/Str 22.90 19.05 2.456 2.591
kind of IP 5.39 4.88 0.173 0.178
exactly IP 2.15 2.13 0.001 0.001
or Ref 50.10 55.35 -1.749 1.711
anyway Ref 1.08 2.36 -3.025 2.484
cos Ref 4.31 6.90 -3.859 3.414
basically IP 0.27 1.32 -4.363 3.057
yes IP 71.92 84.57 -6.790 6.553*
right/alright IP/Str 0.27 2.15 -9.283 6.050*
I think IP/Cog 88.35 109.15 -14.451 13.799**
yeah IP/Str 86.46 111.48 -20.767 19.613**
like IP/Cog 28.82 44.56 -21.778 19.507**
actually IP 4.85 14.07 -28.085 21.731**
oh IP 7.54 18.42 -28.653 23.000**
because/’cause Ref 47.68 73.26 -34.943 31.434**
then Str 15.35 33.61 -42.937 35.367**
just IP 10.77 47.72 -145.738  104.410**
I mean Cog 2.15 31.30 -164.463 100.366**
you know IP/Cog 4.31 3991 -182.483 117.121**
really IP 8.62 57.53 -227.775 153.006**
well IP/Str/Cog 5.39 70.01 -357.270 221.268**

Note. The occurrence rate of the markers sort of and that is was 0% in either corpus.
They were excluded from this analysis due to the impossibility of computing the log-
likelihood ratio (LLR). Further research should be done to investigate why a certain
DM occurs in one dataset but not in the other.

IP = interpersonal; Ref = referential; Str = structural; Cog = cognitive.

*p <.05.%p <.01.

However, these data do not address differences in DM use within the
category LINDSEI-OTHERS, and distributions within individual subcorpora
could boost or lower the overall frequency. To provide a clear picture, the
frequencies of 12 DMs mentioned in this section were also compared across
the six subcorpora of NNS speech. The further comparison was made to



Shimada 59

confirm whether the use of so, but, well, really, you know, I mean, and just
exhibited the features of Japanese learners’ speech, and whether the use of
yes, kind of, right/alright, basically, and OK/okay reflected the features of DM
use in NNSs’ interlanguage.

Figure 1 shows the frequency of so and but in each subcorpus. Although
so was used in the Japanese subcorpus substantially more frequently than
in any other nonnative subcorpus, only small differences existed among sub-
corpora in the frequency of but. Thus, the results confirm that the marker
so is used more frequently by Japanese learners, and that the lower usage
levels of but in the Chinese and German subcorpora lower the overall fre-
quency of LINDSEI-OTHERS.

mJP
so mCH
obu
A GE
but prrrrrrra OFR
e Qsp

0 100 200 300

Figure 1. Frequency of so and but per 10,000 words in each
subcorpus of LINDSEI.

Figure 2 shows a comparison of the frequency of well and really in each
subcorpus. The analysis revealed that both Japanese and Chinese learners of
English used the two markers notably less frequently than other nonnative
English learners. In other words, the results suggest that English learners
whose L1 belongs to an East Asian language family may be more likely to use
the markers well and really much less frequently.
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Figure 2. Frequency of well and really per 10,000 words in each
subcorpus of LINDSEI.

Figure 3 shows the frequency of you know, I mean, and just in each sub-
corpus. The analysis revealed that Japanese learners used the three markers
less frequently than other nonnative English learners. In other words, the
results display a marked tendency for Japanese learners to use the interper-
sonal or cognitive function markers less often. These distinguishing features
can be found only among Japanese learners of English; that is, they are not
shared by nonnative English learners with different L1 backgrounds.
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Figure 3. Frequency of you know, | mean, and just per 10,000 words
in each subcorpus of LINDSEI.
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Figure 4 shows the frequencies of yes, kind of, right/alright, basically, and
OK/okay in each subcorpus. The marker yes generally displays small differ-
ences among the subcorpora except for in the French subcorpus, where it
was quite frequent indeed. On the other hand, the three markers kind of,
right/alright, and basically were infrequently used in all six subcorpora. The
general frequent use of yes and the low frequencies of kind of, right/alright,
and basically may be common to learners of English. With regard to the fre-
quencies of OK/okay, Figure 4 shows that there is a considerable variability
among the subcorpora.

T mJP
yes =
| ] MCH
" [Dbu
kind
ind of % OGE
i OFR
right/alright F osp
)
basically }
L
OK/okay E
0 100 200

Figure 4. Frequency of yes, kind of, right/alright, basically, and OK/
okay per 10,000 words in each subcorpus of LINDSEI.

In short, although simple items such as yes may be preferred by NNSs,
items such as kind of, right/alright, and basically may be more difficult for
them to acquire.

Why Do Japanese EFL Learners Overuse the Marker So?

Previous studies such as Hays (1992), Miura (2011), and Shimada (2011)
have suggested that Japanese learners may infrequently use certain prag-
matic markers such as well, I mean, and you know, but they may frequently
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use simple types of markers such as so and yes. The present study yielded
similar findings and distinguished features particular to Japanese learners
from those seen in the speech of other NNSs. To investigate the acquisition
of DMs in Japanese learners’ speech, however, it is important to explore
why some items are more or less frequently used. To that end, this section
is focused on the marker so, which is frequently used by Japanese learners.

According to Fung and Carter’s (2007) framework, the marker so has
two discourse functions, referential and structural. Although the referential
marker so serves a syntactic function to signal a relationship between one
discourse segment and another, the structural marker so has some prag-
matic functions, such as as a signal of summarising opinions and topic shifts.
In the present study, as in my earlier study (Shimada, 2012), tokens of so
were classified by functional category: referential, structural, or other. The
following are illustrative examples of so extracted from the speech data of
LINDSEI:

4. Referential: I don’t think [ pronounce it very well, so [ am a bit embar-
rassed ... (LINDSEI-SP015)

5. Structural:...Ithink that’s Julia Roberts. So that’s all. (LINDSEI-CH019)

6. Structural: So what do you think of the city Guangzhou? (LINDSEI-
CHO045)

7. Other:...Ialways use bus so untto®. .. my nearest station is Ujiie Station.
(LINDSEI-JP005)

In example 4, the speaker uses the referential marker so in order to estab-
lish a cause-and-effect link between the first clause and the second one. In
example 5, the speaker tries to mark the conclusion of the topic by using the
structural marker so. The speaker in example 6 changes the topic to the lis-
tener’s impression of the city Guangzhou by using the structural marker so.
In example 7, however, the marker so is neither referential nor functional;
instead, it seems to be used as a filler, which can provide time for the speaker
to think about what to say next.

Figure 5 shows the percentages for the three types of so (referential,
structural, other) in the randomly sampled speech data, which comprise
10 interviews from each subcorpus. The coding of the functional categories
was carried out by the author. As in the categorization of DMs described
above, a post-hoc intra-coded check was conducted for the three subcor-
pora, LINDSEI-]JP, -CH, and -DU (i.e., 30 interviews) at an interval of about
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2 years. The overall agreement rate was 93%. Thus, the reliability of this
analysis is considered high.

Jp (6,599 words) FAReferential
CH (11,230 words) @Structural
DU (17,689 words) m Other
GE (17,408 words)

FR (17,781words)
sp (18,575 words)

0 25 50 75 100(%)

Figure 5. Percentages for the three types of so in randomly sampled
speech data (10 interviews from each subcorpus of LINDSEI).

The results given in Figure 5 reveal that the proportion of the structural
marker so was very low in the Japanese subcorpus. The third class of so,
which is neither referential nor structural in function (i.e., other) was used
more frequently by Japanese English speakers than by any other subcorpus
group. The use of so as a filler may boost the frequency of the marker in
Japanese English learners’ speech.’

Conclusion

CIA was employed in this study to investigate the use of DMs in the speech
data of Japanese learners of English. The results illuminate some features of
these speakers’ DM use.

This study’s first research question was about frequencies of DMs in
the speech of Japanese learners in comparison with those of NSs of Eng-
lish. Frequency analysis revealed significant differences between Japanese
learners and NSs of English in the frequency of many DMs. Japanese learn-
ers frequently used some simple markers such as yes, so, and I think, yet
they infrequently used certain interpersonal or cognitive function markers
such as like, really, you know, kind of, and I mean. These findings corroborate
those of previous studies, and they indicate that Japanese learners may have
more difficulty acquiring particular pragmatic markers. These findings have
important implications for language instructors, who may improve their
students’ interactional L2 skills as well as their linguistic ones through in-
structional focus on DMs.
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The second research question was about levels of English DM use by Japa-
nese learners in comparison with those of English learners with different L1
backgrounds. Frequency analyses revealed both similarities and differences
between Japanese learners and other nonnative English learners in their
use of DMs. Although Japanese learners used so much more frequently than
other nonnative learners, they also used certain interpersonal or cognitive
function markers such as you know, I mean, and just much less frequently. In
other words, certain features of their DM use are distinguishable from those
of nonnative English learners generally. This suggests the need for language
instructors and materials writers to carefully provide Japanese learners
with language input according to the characteristics of their interlanguage.
For example, language instructors and materials writers should provide
infrequent and difficult items, such as interpersonal or cognitive markers,
at an intermediate or advanced proficiency level. Additionally, they should
furnish Japanese learners with opportunities to use as many kinds of easy-
to-use items as possible at a lower level.

This study has two basic limitations. Qualitative observations indicated
that Japanese learners might use so as a filler, but this analysis has been
far from exhaustive; more work on qualitative patterning is thus needed. As
Romero-Trillo (2002) and Miiller (2004) have suggested, Japanese learners’
more or less frequent use of DMs may be a result of the influence of their
L1. Second, some tasks to elicit speech may have an effect on learners’ DM
use. For example, a picture description task may not lend itself to the use of
interpersonal markers such as really and just. Further research is needed to
analyse learners’ speech from a qualitative perspective and to investigate
why Japanese learners may display different tendencies in English DM use
from other nonnative English learners.

Notes

1. An earlier version of this paper was presented at the 127th Kanto Chap-
ter Conference of the Japan Association for Language Education and
Technology, Tokyo, Japan, 12 November 2011.

2. According to the online English Vocabulary Profile (http://www.eng-
lishprofile.org/), the markers OK/okay, so, and yes are classified into the
Common European Framework (CEFR) level A1 or A2. Therefore, these
markers can be regarded as easy items for English learners.

3. As Pritchard (1995) points out, Japanese learners of English may prefer
slow, careful speech and take a long pause before answering a ques-
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tion. If so, the interaction style may have a negative effect on fluency in
speech production. However, LINSDEI does not contain audio data and
does not provide the information necessary to find out why the Japa-
nese students produced a much smaller number of words than any of
the other nonnative English learners.

4. The tests of the log-likelihood ratios are also called G-tests.

5. The author combined the five subcorpora into one group and ran log-
likelihood tests to compare the frequency of DMs between LINDSEI-]P
and LINDSEI-OTHERS.

6. The Japanese word untto is approximately equivalent to the English
marker well.

7. In the Japanese subcorpus, so as a filler was ubiquitous, although the
frequency was not fully examined. Shimada (2012) also pointed out
that the filler usage may contribute to Japanese learners’ overuse of the
marker. The present study confirms those earlier findings.
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An Exploratory Reliability and Content
Analysis of the CEFR-Japan’s A-Level
Can-Do Statements

Judith Runnels
Hiroshima Bunkyo Women'’s University

Both the Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR) and the CEFR-Japan
(CEFR-]), an alternate version designed for Japanese learners of English, provide
measurements of language proficiency via assessment or self-assessment on scales
of descriptors of communicative competences (known as can-do statements). Al-
though extensive empirical evidence supports these claims for the CEFR, the same
cannot yet be said of the CEFR-]. Mokken scaling was thus used to measure the reli-
ability of can-do statement scales from the five skills of the CEFR-]’s five A sublevels
of A1.1,A1.2,A1.3,A2.1, and A2.2. Statements that negatively affected the reliability
of the scale were analysed. Lower reliability was attributed to characteristics spe-
cific to participants (homogeneity of the population, familiarity with the task, and
if the material was recently studied), and content of the statement itself (whether it
implied more than one language skill or none at all, whether it contained a contradic-
tion, or was confusing or unfamiliar). Modifications to increase the reliability of can-
do statement scales and limitations of using illustrative descriptor-based systems as
measurement instruments are discussed.
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/2o Can-do statementsDfSEVEZE @O D720 DEIEICET D25 &, T4 A7 U Ty &Nz
EEREHH T AZEDRIUT DN TOELREI Tz,

Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR) provides an ef-

fective descriptive scheme for analysing the needs, goals, materials,
and achievements of language learners (Alanen, Huhta, & Tarnanen, 2010;
Council of Europe, 2001). It employs illustrative descriptors, known as
can-do statements, of communicative competences for five skills (listening,
reading, spoken interaction, spoken production, and writing). All can-do
statements are divided into six proficiency levels of increasing difficulty (A1,
A2, B1, B2, C1, C2). To provide an example, can-do statements 1 and 2 are
from reading levels B1 and A1 respectively:

T heoretical work, case studies, and other evidence suggest that the

1. Ican identify the main conclusions in clearly written argumentative texts.

2. I can understand the general idea of simple informational texts and short
simple descriptions, especially if they contain pictures which help to ex-
plain the text. (Council of Europe, 2001)

The CEFR’s descriptors were developed through qualitative and quanti-
tative methods to ensure progressions in difficulty as a learner advances
through the levels (North, 2000; 2002). This difficulty hierarchy has been
continually validated in a European context since the CEFR’s publication
(Figueras, 2012). Although the CEFR is argued to be an “international stand-
ard for language teaching and learning” (North, Ortega, & Sheehan, 2010,
p. 6), it is also frequently criticized for its theoretical underpinnings, par-
ticularly regarding how it should be used to measure proficiency. Because
the hierarchy of difficulty represented by the increasing levels is largely
based on difficulty judgments from language educators, Fulcher (2004;
2010) argued that it can neither be used to gauge proficiency nor provide
any standardized measure of language ability. Other opponents of the CEFR
have noted that it cannot and should not act as a language test for measuring
ability (Weir, 2005), as ties to SLA theory have yet to be established (Hul-
stijn, 2007), and, as well, the progression of difficulty inherent in the levels
is unsupported by empirical studies of performance samples from language
learners (Westhoff, 2007).

Conversely, supporters of the CEFR praise it for how it can be used by
autonomous learners to provide an estimation of proficiency or direction
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for an individual’s language study (Glover, 2011). Typically, such a level
estimation is achieved with a self-assessment whereby learners read a set
of can-do statements then decide if they are capable of performing the com-
municative actions entailed by each statement (Glover, 2011; Little, 2006).
Level estimations are thus based on the learners’ perceptions of their own
achievement on the can-do statements. Future self-assessments can be com-
pared to previous ones as a measure of progress.

Due to its success in Europe (North, et al,, 2010) and other regions of the
world (Figueras, 2012; Wang, Kuo, Tsai, & Liao, 2012), the CEFR has been
modified into alternate versions tailored to meet local demands. One such
example is the CEFR-Japan (CEFR-]), introduced to address the lack of consist-
ently used measures for progress or proficiency among Japanese institutions.

Developing the CEFR-J

When Negishi (2012) found that over 80% of Japanese English learners
fall within A1 and A2 levels, he concluded that the CEFR’s can-do statements
were not providing users with adequate criteria for distinguishing between
the population’s language abilities. He highlighted the need for a system tai-
lored to the needs of Japanese English language learners and development
of the CEFR-] thus began (Negishi, Takada, & Tono, 2013; Tono & Negishi,
2012). As part of the first stage of development, can-do statements from
DIALANG (Council of Europe, 2001, p. 231-234; Huhta, Luoma, Oscarson,
Sajavaara, Takala, & Teasdale, 2002) were administered to 360 Japanese uni-
versity students to ascertain that the rank ordering of difficulty by Japanese
students matched that of the CEFR (Negishi et al., 2013). The participants
generally ordered the can-do statements accordingly and it was concluded
that overall, the CEFR would be suitable for use by Japanese English learners.
Nonetheless, there were some outlying can-do statements that were being
rated by the Japanese population as more difficult than predicted. Negishi’s
(2011) analysis of an outlying A1 reading descriptor is as follows:

I can understand short, simple messages, e.g., on postcards
turned out to be more difficult than the A2.1 descriptor I can
understand short, simple texts containing the most common
words, including some shared international words. This might
be because Japanese postcards tend to contain much more in-
formation than their European counterparts, and therefore the
Japanese EFL learners considered it to be more difficult than it
was originally assumed in the CEFR. (p. 108)
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Negishi (2011) concluded that tasks “were judged to be more difficult
than the levels they were originally assigned to [if learners had only had lim-
ited experience with them], whereas the tasks they had experienced were
judged to be easier” (p. 108). Any can-do statement that was not scaling
according to the CEFR was thus adjusted with real-life examples specific to
a Japanese context and then retested. Following modifications, the initially
outlying can-do statements ordered consistently with the CEFR’s predic-
tions, thus demonstrating that the contextualization or localization process
had been successful (Negishi et al., 2013).

In addition to the contextualization of descriptors, the CEFR’s A and B lev-
els were modified in order to better distinguish between learners (Negishi,
2011; Tono & Negishi, 2012). The CEFR’s four original levels (A1, A2, B1,
B2) were subdivided into nine categories (A1.1, A1.2, A1.3,A2.1, A2.2, B1.1,
B1.2,B2.1, B2.2) and a Pre-A1 level was also created, resulting in 12 CEFR-]
levels in total. Since its publication in March 2012 (TUFS Tonolab, 2012), the
CEFR-] has been promoted as a way forward for any language education pro-
gram in Japan and numerous projects for developing textbooks and learner
and teacher autonomy support tools are under way (Imig, 2013).

Reliability Issues

Despite interest in the implementation of the system, only a limited
amount of research specific to the CEFR-] has been undertaken. For the
CEFR, extensive work has demonstrated the reliability of a scale of increas-
ing difficulty, which in turn supports any arguments regarding standardized
assessment of language proficiency (Little, 2006; North, 2007; North & Sch-
neider, 1998). For the CEFR-] however, very few studies beyond the CEFR-]’s
development process (Negishi, 2011; Negishi et al,, 2011; Tono & Negishi,
2012) have been published. Runnels (2013a) for instance, measured the
rank ordering of can-do statement difficulty by Japanese university-level
English language learners for the CEFR-J’s levels A1.1 through A2.2. Rasch
analysis (Andrich, 1978) and analyses of variances (ANOVAs) indicated
that for several adjacent levels, there were no statistically significant dif-
ferences in mean difficulty ratings. This was also found to be the case when
differences between levels within each individual skill were tested (Run-
nels, 2013b). Although Tono and Negishi (2012) had concluded that the two
original CEFR A levels were not adequately distinguishing among the span
of learners’ abilities, Runnels (2013a, 2013b) suggested that the five sublev-
els the A level was divided into were perhaps too many and that the support
of the language learning process that the CEFR-] is designed to provide may
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be jeopardized if users cannot consistently distinguish between levels of

proficiency based on the CEFR-] descriptors.

A major weakness of both of Runnels’ (20133, 2013b) studies, however,
is that they were focused solely on the responses to the difficulty of can-do
statements from a limited sample of users and did not provide any measure
of reliability or variance to account for individual differences across par-
ticipants. In general, when difficulty ratings alone are analysed, the extent
to which the difficulty hierarchy may be different for every learner is not
accounted for. Although an issue certainly exists if the CEFR-]’s users are not
able to confidently estimate language level due to negligible differences in
difficulty between adjacent sublevels, there is also an issue if CEFR-] can-do
statements and their scales are behaving very differently for each individual
that responds to them. For instance, learners who are using an A2.2 can-do
statement such as 3 to self-assess listening may conclude that they are able
to perform any task entailed by 3. However, the next learner to self-assess
using 3 may not come to the same conclusion, deciding instead that he or
she can only perform tasks from 4 or 5, both lower order statements than
A2.1:

3. I can understand instructions about procedures (e.g. cooking, handi-
crafts), with visual aids, provided they are delivered in slow and clear
speech involving rephrasing and repetition.

4. I can understand short, simple announcements (e.g., on public transport
or in stations or airports), provided they are delivered slowly and clearly.

5. I can understand the main points of straightforward factual messages
(e.g., a school assignment, a travel itinerary), provided speech is clearly
articulated in a familiar accent.

Assuming that controls for rater severity and ability are taken into ac-
count, placing the first learner at A2.2 for listening and the second at A2.1
level is supported by empirical demonstrations of common understanding
of the difficulty of statements across populations of users. For the CEFR-],
though, these conclusions cannot be drawn with such confidence because
no prior researcher has examined whether A2.2 can-do statements such as
3 are indeed rated as more difficult than A2.1 descriptors such as 4 and 5
by the majority of users. Empirical studies demonstrating a consistent and
reliable difficulty hierarchy across the levels of the CEFR-] are lacking.

The current study was thus designed to provide preliminary evidence on
the reliability of can-do statements within the CEFR-J’s difficulty hierarchy
and to determine the extent to which participants are behaving consistently



74 JALT Journal, 36.1 « May 2014

in their responses regarding the difficulty of can-do statements within each
skill’s scale. Any A-level can-do statement shown to be negatively affecting
the reliability of a skill’s scale (in that response patterns are found to be less
consistent) is analysed, and recommendations for modification in order to
potentially increase reliability are discussed.

Method

Participants

Participants consisted of 590 first- and 2nd-year students from a small
private women'’s university in western Japan. Each participant was in one of
five majors of study, one of which was English. In order to determine whether
the can-do statements were interpreted consistently across a variety of us-
ers with a range of language abilities, both 1st- and 2nd-year students from
all of these disciplines were included in the analysis. The can-do statement
survey described below was administered at the end of the first semester of
the academic year, meaning that all non-English majors (536 participants
or 90.8% of the total) had completed at least 4 months or 12 months of
twice-weekly 90-minute university-level English classes, depending on
whether students were in their 1st or 2nd year of study. The English majors
had completed one or three semesters of full-time English study depending
on whether they were in their 1st or 2nd year.

All participants were unfamiliar with the CEFR-] and had no previous
experience using can-do statements. They had also received no training on
conducting self-assessment. Participation was voluntary and had no bearing
on course grades.

Instrument

The can-do statement survey was administered on www.surveymonkey.
com (SurveyMonkey, 2012) during participants’ class time and in their regu-
lar classrooms. All statements are available online in both English and Japa-
nese from the Tokyo University of Foreign Studies (TUFS Tonolab, 2012).
For each of the five skills (listening, reading, spoken production, spoken
interaction, and writing) there are two can-do statements for each level, for
a total of 50 statements. Participants responded on a 5-category Likert scale
from strongly disagree to strongly agree to all randomly ordered Japanese
can-do statements from the CEFR-J’s five A sublevels (A1.1, A1.2, A1.3, A2.1
and A2.2), which were selected because the institution’s curriculum is tar-
geted at these levels.
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Analysis

Multivariate Statistics Inc.s EQSIRT Version 1.0 (Bentler & Wu, 2012) was
used to perform a Mokken Scale analysis to determine the reliability of the
can-do statements’ scales for each skill.

In testing, Guttman patterning is an ideal hypothetical pattern of item dif-
ficulties (Guttman, 1950). If the test forms a theoretically perfect Guttman
pattern, all test-takers will reach a point in the question lineup (wherein all
questions are lined up in order of increasing difficulty) such that all of the
questions have been answered correctly up to that point, but all of the ques-
tions afterwards are too difficult and are therefore answered incorrectly.
The point at which the change from correct to incorrect occurs depends on
the test-takers and is often seen to represent their ability on that test. Mok-
ken scaling is a statistical technique that assumes the order of difficulty of
items is not the same across a population (van Schuur, 2003) and it provides
a measure of reliability by identifying items for which Guttman patterning is
occurring at higher rates (Molenaar, 1997; Sijtsma & Molenaar, 2002).

The CEFR-J’s increasingly difficult levels or hierarchy theoretically forms
a Guttman scale: A1.1 should be easier than A1.2 which is easier than A1.3
and so forth, such that learners will eventually reach a point beyond which
the tasks are too difficult for them to perform, thus representing their CEFR-
] level of proficiency. Accordingly, in this theoretically perfect system, learn-
ers should find A2.1 listening statements such as 4 and 5 easier than A2.2
statement 3. Realistically, this may not always be the case as some learners
will find A2.1 statements more difficult. The response patterns from these
learners would thus contradict the intended Guttman patterning of the sys-
tem. For example, if a particular learner finds an A2.1 item to be extremely
difficult and an A2.2 item very easy, while peers of the same ability find the
A2.1 item easier, the distribution of difficulty ratings for the A2.1 can-do
statement would then skew, with the mean difficulty rating increasing due
to the responses from only a few learners even though the majority of re-
spondents of the same ability were behaving similarly to one another.

Mokken scaling detects for these types of response patterns by creating a
scale that reflects the difficulties of each statement according to the abilities
of respondents, but also the extent to which a greater number of more able
respondents found the given statement more difficult (van Schuur, 2003). Its
resulting statistic, known as the coefficient of homogeneity (H or H-value),
reflects response structures for each item in terms of item thresholds (An-
drich, 1978; Embretson & Reise, 2000) and provides a measure of reliability
for each can-do statement, reflecting the extent to which a Guttman pattern
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is evident for all responses. Coefficients of homogeneity fall between 0 and
1.0, where a higher H-value is associated with an item that is scaling more
Guttman-like (Mokken, 1971). Unacceptable H-values fall below .3, and any-
thing over .6 is considered strong in terms of reliability (van Schuur, 2003).

For the current analysis, an H-value provides an alternate perspective to
Cronbach’s alpha as a measure of reliability because “the order of ‘difficulty’
of the items has an important theoretical interpretation that is not taken
into consideration in [traditional] reliability analyses” (van Schuur, 2003, p.
141). Although classical reliability analyses assume that all items exhibit the
same frequency distributions, when items are expected to form a Guttman
scale such as in the CEFR-] difficulty hierarchy, the assumption is the op-
posite: that items exhibit differing frequency distributions (Carroll, 1945;
Ferguson, 1941; van Schuur, 2003). Therefore, “if items in fact form a Gutt-
man scale, or are expected to do so, it makes sense to analyse them with a
model that takes Guttman’s model assumption of cumulativity into account”
(van Schuur, 2003, p. 141).

Results and Discussion

A Mokken Scale analysis, performed to examine the reliability of all A-
level can-do statements, revealed that the CEFR-]'s A1- and A2-level can-
do statements are forming a strongly reliable scale (H = .624) according to
commonly accepted criteria for H (van Schuur, 2003). Cronbach’s alpha was
found to be .944 across all statements, also indicating that overall, the scales
were found to be strongly reliable.

The results of the Mokken Scale analysis for each statement are displayed
in Tables 1-5 according to language skill. The H-value next to each state-
ment represents the reliability of the scale as a whole. If a given statement
is removed, there is either a positive (moving down in the table) or negative
(moving from the bottom up) impact on the reliability of the scale. There-
fore, statements that are closer to the top of the table are more strongly af-
fecting the reliability of the scale in a negative way. Of particular concern are
any statements from higher order CEFR-] levels that are appearing near the
top of the table, because they are theoretically more difficult to perform and
should therefore appear further down in the table as a result of being rated
more difficult by a larger number of respondents. The two statements at the
bottom of each scale exhibit the same coefficient of homogeneity because
the H-value is incomputable for less than three items (i.e., three items are
required to constitute a scale). For each skill, the least reliable statements
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will be further analysed in terms of how their content may be affecting reli-
ability. Specifically, four descriptors from Listening (L), three from Reading
(R), two from Spoken Production (SP) and Writing (W), and one statement
from Spoken Interaction (SI) are discussed. Of these, four are from A1.1 and
A2.1, three are from A2.2, and one is from A1.3.

Table 1. Mokken Scales for the CEFR-J A-Level Can-Do Statements

for Listening

Rf Level H

Listening can-do statement

(a) A2.1

(b) A22

(c) Al3

Al.1l

Al1

A2.1

Al1.2

Al1.2

.64

.66

.67

.68

.69

.70

71

72

I can understand short, simple announcements (e.g.,
on public transport or in stations or airports) provided
they are delivered slowly and clearly.

I can understand and follow a series of instructions for
sports, cooking, etc. provided they are delivered slowly
and clearly.

I can understand instructions and explanations neces-
sary for simple transactions (e.g., shopping and eating
out), provided they are delivered slowly and clearly.

I can understand short, simple instructions such as
“Stand up.” “Sit down.” “Stop.” etc., provided they are
delivered face-to face, slowly and clearly.

I can catch key information necessary for everyday life
such as numbers, prices, dates, days of the week, pro-
vided they are delivered slowly and clearly.

I can understand the main points of straightforward
factual messages (e.g., a school assignment, a travel
itinerary), provided speech is clearly articulated in a
familiar accent.

I can understand short conversations about familiar
topics (e.g., hobbies, sports, club activities), provided
they are delivered in slow and clear speech.

[ can catch concrete information (e.g., places and

times) on familiar topics encountered in everyday life,
provided it is delivered in slow and clear speech.
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Rf Level H Listening can-do statement

(d) A2.2 .74 I can understand instructions about procedures (e.g.,
cooking, handicrafts), with visual aids, provided they
are delivered in slow and clear speech involving re-
phrasing and repetition.

A1.3 .74 I can understand phrases and expressions related to
matters of immediate relevance to me or my family,
school, neighborhood etc., provided they are delivered
slowly and clearly.

Note. H-values represent the reliability of the scale as a whole. Statements closer to
the top more strongly affect the reliability of the scale in a negative way.

The two least reliable listening items in Table 1, references (a) and (b), are
both A2-level statements. The less reliable responses to (a) may be attrib-
utable to participants’ lack of experience with English-language announce-
ments as was found in Negishi (2011), whereby familiar tasks were judged
as linguistically easier to complete than nonfamiliar tasks.

Regarding the comprehension of short public announcements, however,
given that many in train stations in Japan announcements are made bilin-
gually (in Japanese and English), participants may not normally rely on the
English announcement to obtain information they need as the first part of
the announcement is typically in Japanese, with the English following. It
may therefore be difficult for participants to conceive of their performance
on this task given no real prior experience. Alternatively, the inconsistent
responses to this can-do statement may have been subject to a contradiction
contained within: stations or airports are typically loud and busy places,
and announcements in such places are not likely to be delivered slowly and
clearly.

Item (b) (from A2.2) also decreases the scale’s reliability. When this
statement is compared with the more reliable A2.2 statement, (d), it is
evident that the latter includes greater detail regarding the circumstances
surrounding performance of the task despite nearly identical content. This
suggests that can-do statements may scale more reliably if the criteria of
the can-do statement is more specific in that contextual and performance
details of the task are provided (Green, 2012). However, it is unclear as to
why these statements are at the same difficulty level when (d) appears to
provide considerably more support to the listener than (b).
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The third least reliable L descriptor is from level A1.3, item (c). Although
the task entailed by this statement is deemed an L task, perhaps its lower
reliability is due to the implication that spoken interaction is also required.
Although the statement does not explicitly require a response in navigat-
ing the transaction, participants may not have considered this to be solely a
listening task. Respondents may also have been confused about what kind
of instructions or explanations are involved when shopping or eating out. If
this can-do statement refers to listening to how products are made or how
food is prepared, the difficulty of language required for that level of compre-
hension is likely much higher than A1.3.

Table 2. Mokken Scales for the CEFR-J A-Level Can-Do Statements
for Reading

Rf Level H Reading can-do statement

() A1l .63 Icanunderstand a fast-food restaurant menu that has
pictures or photos, and choose the food and drink in
the menu.

(f) A1l .64 I can read and understand very short, simple, direc-
tions used in everyday life such as “No parking”, “No
food or drink”, etc.

A2.2 .66 I can understand short narratives and biographies
written in simple words.

A1.3 .67 I can understand short narratives with illustrations
and pictures written in simple words.

A2.1 .68 I can find the information I need, from practical, con-
crete, predictable texts (e.g., travel guidebooks, reci-
pes), provided they are written in simple English.

A1.2 .69 I can understand very short reports of recent events
such as text messages from friends’ or relatives’, de-
scribing travel memories, etc.

A1.2 .7 I can understand very short, simple, everyday texts,
such as simple posters and invitation cards.

A2.2 .72 1can understand the main points of texts dealing with
everyday topics (e.g., life, hobbies, sports) and obtain
the information I need.



80 JALT Journal, 36.1 « May 2014

Rf Level H Reading can-do statement

A2.1 .74 1 can understand explanatory texts describing people,
places, everyday life, and culture, etc., written in simple
words.

A1.3 .74 Icanunderstand texts of personal interest (e.g. articles
about sports, music, travel, etc.) written with simple
words supported by illustrations and pictures.

Note. H-values represent the reliability of the scale as a whole.

In terms of the reliability of the reading scales (Table 2), tasks entailed by
the least reliable statement, (e), do not seem to involve reading. Completion
of this task could simply involve looking at photographs then pointing and
nodding—behavior that is independent of language ability. This may also be
the case for the second-least reliable statement, (f), also from A1.1. The ex-
amples in (f) are often presented graphically or concurrently with graphics
and the directions may be comprehensible without reading. The reliability
of this statement may increase if other short, simple directions that are not
associated with images were included, thus rendering it a strictly reading
task rather than picture-identification. Nonetheless, these statements do
appear at the bottom of the Mokken Scale, in accordance with the CEFR-
J’s difficulty hierarchy, and in this sense, the responses to these statements
were as expected.

Table 3. Mokken Scales for the CEFR-J A-Level Can-Do Statements
for Spoken Interaction

Rf Level H Spoken Interaction can-do statement

(g) A2.1 .62 I can give simple directions from place to place, using
basic expressions such as “turn right” and “go straight”
along with sequencers such as first, then, and next.

A1.1 .64 Icanaskand answer questions about times, dates, and
places, using familiar, formulaic expressions.

A1.3 .65 1 can make, accept and decline offers, using simple
words and a limited range of expressions.
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Rf Level H  Spoken Interaction can-do statement

A1l.1 .66 Icanaskand answerabout personal topics (e.g., family,
daily routines, hobby), using mostly familiar expres-
sions and some basic sentences (although these are not
necessarily accurate).

A1.2 .66 I can respond simply in basic, everyday interactions
such as talking about what I can/cannot do or describ-
ing colour, using a limited repertoire of expressions.

A2.2 .67 Ican interact in predictable everyday situations (e.g.,
a post office, a station, a shop), using a wide range of
words and expressions.

A2.1 .67 Icangetacross basicinformation and exchange simple
opinions, using pictures or objects to help me.

A2.2 .68 I can exchange opinions and feelings, express agree-
ment and disagreement, and compare things and peo-
ple using simple English.

A1.2 .69 1 can exchange simple opinions about very familiar
topics such as likes and dislikes for sports, foods, etc.,
using a limited repertoire of expressions, provided that
people speak clearly.

A13 .69 I can ask and answer simple questions about familiar
topics such as hobbies, club activities, provided people
speak clearly.

Note. H-values represent the reliability of the scale as a whole.

For spoken interaction, the lower reliability of the A2.1-level (g) in Table
3 could be accounted for by considering recently studied course content.
Many participants rated this statement as easier than its predicted diffi-
culty—as an A2.1-level statement, it should appear much lower in the table.
One possibility is that this statement may have been considered more of a
speaking skill by some participants, as giving directions could potentially
entail responding to the initial request for directions rather than interacting
in the traditional sense. However, half of the participants (the 2nd-year stu-
dents) had recently become familiarized with completing this task whereas
the other half (the 1st-year students) had little or no experience with it. For
the 2nd-year student participants, three out of 30 lessons or 10% of the se-
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mester’s materials were focused on giving and following directions—essen-
tially a task derived directly from this statement. In fact, this is also the case
for tasks entailed by the spoken production statements from levels A2.2 and
A2.1, (h) and (i) in Table 4, as the 1st-year students had recent experience
with this task, having completed four out of 30 lessons (or just over 13% of
the semester) on this topic. This suggests that differences inherent in par-
ticipant demographics may significantly influence scaling and that both the
homogeneity of the sample and recent experiences of participants should
be kept in mind when determining difficulty. These findings also reiterate
the importance of performing a reliability analysis rather than a difficulty
analysis alone.

Table 4. Mokken Scales for the CEFR-J A-Level Can-Do Statements
for Spoken Production

Rf Level H Spoken Production can-do statement

(h) A2.2 .69 I can make a short speech on topics directly related
to my everyday life (e.g., myself, my school, my neigh-
borhood) with the use of visual aids such as photos,
pictures, and maps, using a series of simple words and
phrases and sentences.

(i) A2.1 .70 Ican introduce myself including my hobbies and abili-
ties, using a series of simple phrases and sentences.

A1.3 .70 Icandescribe simple facts related to everyday life with
a series of sentences, using simple words and basic
phrases in a restricted range of sentence structures,
provided I can prepare my speech in advance.

A1.3 .70 I can express simple opinions about a limited range of
familiar topics in a series of sentences, using simple
words and basic phrases in a restricted range of sen-
tence structures, provided I can prepare my speech in
advance.

A1.2 .71 Icangivesimple descriptions (e.g., of everyday objects)
using simple words and basic phrases in a restricted
range of sentence structures, provided I can prepare
my speech in advance.
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Spoken Production can-do statement

Rf Level H
A1l .71
Al2 .72
A1l .73
A2.2 .76
A2.1 .76

I can convey simple information (e.g., times, dates,
places), using basic phrases and formulaic expressions.

I can express simple opinions related to limited, famil-
iar topics, using simple words and basic phrases in a
restricted range of sentence structures, provided I can
prepare my speech in advance.

I can convey personal information (e.g., about my fam-
ily and hobbies), using basic phrases and formulaic
expressions.

I can give an opinion, or explain a plan of action con-
cisely giving some reasons, using a series of simple
words and phrases and sentences.

I can give a brief talk about familiar topics (e.g., my
school and my neighborhood) supported by visual aids
such as photos, pictures, and maps, using a series of
simple phrases and sentences.

Note. H-values represent the reliability of the scale as a whole.

For writing, the third statement in Table 5 from A2.2, (j), negatively af-
fects the reliability, possibly because it implicates use of a varied range of
communicative competencies from W, R, and L. In this case, the reliability
analysis might be highlighting the importance of unidimensionality in a can-
do statement such that descriptors that implicate more than a single skill
may behave less reliably.

Table 5. Mokken Scales for the CEFR-J A-Level Can-Do Statements

for Writing
Rf Level H  Writing can-do statement
A1.1 .62 Icanfill in forms with such items as name, address, and
occupation.
A1l.1 .64 1 can write short phrases and sentences giving basic

information about myself (e.g., name, address, family)
with the use of a dictionary.



84

JALT Journal, 36.1 « May 2014

Rf Level

H

Writing can-do statement

(G) A2.2

A2.1

Al13

A2.2

Al1.2

Al1.3

A2.1

A1.2

.66

.66

.67

.69

.70

71

.75

.75

I can write my impressions and opinions briefly about
what [ have listened to and read (e.g., explanations
about lifestyles and culture, stories), using basic every-
day vocabulary and expressions.

I can write texts of some length (e.g., diary entries,
explanations of events) in simple English, using basic,
concrete vocabulary and simple phrases and sentenc-
es, linking sentences with simple connectives like and,
but, and because.

I can write short texts about my experiences with the
use of a dictionary.

I can write a simple description about events of my
immediate environment, hobby, places, and work, pro-
vided they are in the field of my personal experience
and of my immediate need.

I can write short texts about matters of personal rel-
evance (e.g. likes and dislikes, family, and school life),
using simple words and basic expressions.

I can write a series of sentences about my hobbies
and likes and dislikes, using simple words and basic
expressions.

I can write invitations, personal letters, memos, and
messages, in simple English, provided they are about
routine, personal matters.

I can write message cards (e.g., birthday cards) and
short memos about events of personal relevance, using
simple words and basic expressions.

Note. H-values represent the reliability of the scale as a whole.

Conclusions

The reliability analysis (Tables 1-5) provided an alternate view of can-do
statement scales by taking differing frequency distributions into consid-
eration and revealing response patterns otherwise not evident if difficulty
information alone is used to create a hierarchy. It was found that the can-do
statements for each of the CEFR-]'s A1 and A2 skills formed strongly reli-
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able scales according to both Cronbach’s alpha and Mokken Scaling’s Coef-
ficient of Homogeneity. Nonetheless, some statements negatively affected
the reliability of the scale. Of particular concern are the higher level CEFR-]
statements that were found close to the tops of Tables 1-5, as this reflects
inconsistent difficulty ratings from a larger number of able participants.

Overall, the results indicate that the reliability of difficulty judgements
on can-do statements may be affected by two main factors: the content of
the can-do statement itself and specific characteristics of the population of
respondents. In terms of the former, the results suggest reliability scores
may be impacted by the specificity of criteria information (Green, 2012),
whether the statement appeared to contain confusing or unfamiliar con-
tent, contradict itself, or imply either more than one skill or no language
use whatsoever. Regarding the population of participants, reliability may be
influenced by either familiarity or lack of experience with the task, whether
participants had recently studied any material relevant to task performance,
and the homogeneity of the population of participants.

This study provides some preliminary albeit limited findings on the reli-
ability of the CEFR-]’s A-level can-do statements and scales, suggesting that
both could benefit from further empirical evidence to ensure that the sys-
tem as a whole is functioning as intended. The analysis also highlights some
considerations for future study. In this study, individual differences in a
population of learners were shown to affect difficulty ratings and in turn, re-
liability scores on both the can-do statements and skill scales. Furthermore,
examination of statements that were negatively affecting the reliability of
the CEFR-]’s skill scales suggested that content modification or adjustment
in level may improve future versions of the system by increasing common
understanding of the statements and their intended difficulties.

These findings have implications for future use of the CEFR-] and iterate
issues associated with using can-do scales as measuring instruments for
language proficiency. The importance of including checks for reliability is
also emphasized, as individual learner characteristics are overlooked when
difficulty ratings alone are used as the basis for creation of a scale. CEFR-]
users should thus be mindful that unlike for the CEFR, which boasts signifi-
cantly more supporting empirical evidence, sets of CEFR-] can-do statements
may not behave identically or even similarly across and within different
populations of learners. They should also be aware that estimations of levels
derived from can-do instruments—via self-assessment or otherwise—may
not be comparable within or across those same populations. Naturally, if
task performance instead of self-assessment had been measured, differ-
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ing reliability scores or response patterns might have been found. In fact,
little research on the relationship between ability, self-assessment, and
CEFR-aligned task performance for Japanese learners has been carried out.
Further studies on this, the CEFR-]’s target users’ responses to can-do state-
ments, and content analyses of the can-do statements should be performed
to ensure a consistent, common interpretation of the system.
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Referring to motivation as a unitary concept is insufficient to explain and fully under-
stand its dynamics in the classroom because individual motivation exists at different
levels of generality. A previous study (Tanaka, 2009b) addressed the multiplicity of
ways to represent intrinsic motivation. Intrinsic motivation was represented within
the individual at three hierarchical levels of generality: intrinsic trait motivation, in-
trinsic classroom motivation, and intrinsic motivation to classroom activities. For the
study, a motivational strategy was created for Japanese university students on the
basis of self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2002). In this study was examined
the facilitating effect on the three motivational subconstructs and the three basic
psychological needs (i.e., the needs for competence, autonomy, and relatedness). The
correlational relationships between intrinsic trait motivation and the three psycho-
logical needs were not examined. The results showed that the strategy did facilitate
intrinsic classroom motivation and intrinsic motivation to classroom activities;
intrinsic trait motivation was not significantly enhanced. The results also showed
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that the need for competence was not significantly increased as the study could not
address the correlational relationship between competence and any of the three mo-
tivational subconstructs. Additionally, several motivational studies have shown that
competence is an important facilitating factor for Japanese English learners, though
the dynamics of competence in the motivational classroom have not been focused
on so far.

Therefore, in the present study was examined the effect of a revised version of
the motivational strategy created by Tanaka (2009b) on these three motivational
subconstructs and the basic psychological needs. The purposes of this study are as
follows: (a) to satisfy learners’ basic psychological needs (especially the need for
competence); (b) to enhance students’ intrinsic motivation (especially intrinsic trait
motivation); (c) to examine the relationship between intrinsic motivation (especially
intrinsic trait motivation) and basic psychological needs (especially the need for
competence); and (d) to describe how the need for competence is satisfied in the
motivational classroom.

Fifty-eight university students who were enrolled in a 1st-year English language
course participated in this study. The students met once a week in a 90-minute class.
The motivational strategy used by Tanaka (2009b) was revised for this study. The
motivational strategy was given to the students for 15 weeks. Prior to this interven-
tion, questionnaires about intrinsic motivation and the three psychological needs
were distributed. Items on intrinsic motivation consisted of three subconstructs:
intrinsic trait motivation, intrinsic classroom motivation, and intrinsic motivation to
classroom activities. Items on basic psychological needs consisted of three subcon-
structs: the needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness. The same question-
naires were administered in the middle and at the end of the intervention. An open-
ended questionnaire was also administered to students at the post-measurement
stage. Descriptive statistics, correlation coefficients, one-way repeated ANOVA, and
effect size were calculated to see the effect of the motivational strategy. The SCQRM
M-GTA was also adopted to interpret qualitative data.

The results of quantitative analysis showed that (a) the intervention had a sig-
nificant positive effect on all subconstructs of intrinsic motivation and basic psycho-
logical needs; (b) intrinsic trait motivation and intrinsic classroom motivation were
strongly correlated with the need for competence; (c) intrinsic motivation for listen-
ing activities was strongly correlated with the need for autonomy and competence;
and (d) intrinsic motivation for speaking activities was strongly correlated with the
need for autonomy and relatedness. The results of qualitative analysis showed how
the need for competence was satisfied in the motivational classroom. Once students
valued academic activities and internalized them, they made an effort to use what
they had learned in class. The overall result of this study was that the motivational-
strategy intervention facilitated language acquisition and student competence.

R TIEETHR THWS NEE DT @m0 2 AROBRIRZE# > T, 3D0LN)b
DONFEMEED T 2 @D 2UBEHINAZIT > . FICRGR T, IR TIN5
ICHAEI N D T REEL NV OIS T O LR EHREMOBCRO TR ITERZE Y4 T,
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2N SHEIRESUTDIT T ER U (Mg = 0.54) o R 70— =D HiKIC KDL E
PEls T, B2l s EHE3IR s (p= .00, r=41) . S 1R S E 583 s (p= .00, r=.63) 1
5%KUETHEIZST,

&3, 3RO I L EE R A2 PO 2 LM &R R R

38R M (SD) M, @
HHE
1R 3.83 (1.02)
H2MF AL 4.82 (0.93) 0.98 (.63)
3R A 5.23 (1.10) 1.40 (.82)
HREME
EAlGI 4.82 (1.08)
2l 5.07 (0.86) 0.25 (.18)
53R A 5.61 (0.76) 0.79 (.63)
BRI
1 4.92 (1.10)
oyl 5.28 (1.01) 0.36 (.31)
RIS 5.99 (0.88) 1.06 (.75)

Note. M3 55185 572 FEHEITFHEL,
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EfRECBhTHRER ERNESNZ (M, = 1.06, F (2, 110) = 31.20, p = .00,
partial 1 2 = .36) o 55 1RF £S5 25 ST TIEMUE TH D7 (Mur = 0.36) . 21
BB I T ER U My = 0.70) 0 R 7z O—ZDHEICL DL ELL
BT, HE2RE R EEE3EA (p= .00, r=".57) ., B8 1RFAIEEE3IE 2T (p=.00, r=.75)135%
KEETHREZ STz, LLEDFERNS, S AL TR D TR THREE->TNWAST
ENVIRINTz, FRICAMEDHBI TH L E REIEDRCREN AIZEL>T ER LTV,

6.5

6

55

! r ——it
15 =l RN
B

3

Time | Time 2 Time 3

X2. 38R DI DAL,

KICEHHED T & 50D FEONRERFLT 572D, 3DDL X)L ORNFEHEHED
FOBEETT o, SCREFIERIC, Feb st &, BEIOTE RSB HTICL>TH
BRI ADBERIC G A 7o B RE U7z (AR KBS .

BEH—RIEDOBENL X)L ONFEEHRED T THDEMEL X)L OE#ED T, /v
ADHT (1R 5D 258 GRS T SEEEO AN RSN (Myr = 054, F (2,
110) = 7.43, p = .00, partial 7?2 = .12). 1K HNSE2RF SUTNT THIEL /205
(Mg = 0.19) . ZE2HF NS AL TH R ML 72 (Myr = 0.35) A>T O—=
DIFEIC KDL EILEETIE, H 1R &2 (p = .00, r = .57) TO _LFN5%KHE
THEEST=,
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#4. 30O LNV OWFE B DT O VRIS ERER 22 BL O L

PIE DT M (SD) M (r)
S ARAVIROL )l 3ol

EALETS 5.18 (0.97)

2R 5.37 (0.81) 0.19 (.16)

3 5.71 (0.86) 0.54 (.57)
WEEREL )L OFHED T

EALET= 3.83 (1.23)

oM R 4.71 (1.11) 0.89 (.51)

53 5.15 (0.98) 1.32 (.77)
VA IR~ DD

1R 4.92 (0.87)

5 2B 5.69 (0.69) 0.77 (.59)

EXlET = 5.86 (0.85) 0.94 (.74)
AE—F TN O DT

551 4.21 (1.27)

2R 4.61 (1.06) 0.40 (.29)

3 5.16 (1.12) 0.95 (.69)

Note. Mdjf[bi% 1 H#;ﬁégﬁé L:§+%:o

4.5
i
4 —-—

VA=Y

Time | Time 2 Time 3

B3, 3DDLN)V DI D T DAL,



108 JALT Journal, 36.1 « May, 2014

RICHFERZEL NV QDT 2 it 9 5, FEFEREL NV OEED TN A
DOHIETRES EH U7 (Mar= 132, F(2, 110) = 26.18, p=.00, np2=.32) . ZDFEH
I, BB S S T TE LS ER L (Myg = 0.89) . ZDHDE2M S
SHEIMATHMGEL T LR LE Myr = 043), R 7 xO—ZDHEICK DL ELL
BEDFERMNS, BIRGREEIMFS(p = .00, r = .77) . SBIRFAEE 2 (p = .00, r =
51) TOEFEZEL NIV OBED T D _EHEN5%KUETHZ 577,

BRBICIEET L X))V OBED T OEFHZME T 5, UAZ 2 TIEEI N OB
DL, AT A DR G5 1H; 2 258 (3 ) T, o RS2 RN RSNz
(Mg = 0.94, F(2, 110) = 29.15, p = .00, 7,7 = .35) KOGEMNTHRE T DL, H 1AL
MO FUTNIT TRES LR U (Mg = 0.77) B2 s S EB IR SUTNT T
WM U2 (M= 0.17) o B> 72 O0—ZOH KT L DL EILE T, H1HSENS
2 H (p=.00,r=.59), FIKHENSHEIRE L H (p=.00, r=.74) TOUAZY
TEEIANDENED T D EFN5%KETHEZ o2,

AE—F > T IEFAOHED T O ADRIETO LRNASNE (Myy = 0.95,
F(2,110) = 17.95, p= .00, 7 7= .25) o KOGEMITIL, B IR RN SR AICN T T R
U8 (Myr = 0.40) , SE205 MBS EE3R S TH _ ERN RS2 (Myr = 0.55) . R
TzO—ZDHEICK DL E LTI, 1R R EEE3REE (p = .00, r=.69) . HE2F
EHE3E S (p= .00, r= .41) TO LF 5% KIETHEZ 577,

3BNRE BN D VT DB

KRICEHED T OEENEIRKROL B ORI M2 F T 2, 3DDLNILDONFER
D O IEDOEAEE 3B RD I IEDOE L Z AW THBEREEEH TS
ZET HSEROB LD EME A M U= (55 HR).

FTIEEEENSREEORMEL )L O DT O F &R EN RN > 7Z DI
HREMEDBR R TH o7 (r = 45) . EZ1RF i BMNS2K fH (r = .79) . 2K s H VS 3K
HH(r=.72) OEEL X)L OEHED T H A BEMEDBCR & & BlE M2 TR - 77,

FEIREDAMIZIEETEIZEL X)L OEHEODIFICB N T RSN, BARIICIL, 1A
HNS3RE i Hidr= 54, 1K BHN G205 s Hidr= .72, 2R B0 53R i Hidr = .65
72077,

—H AGEIL NV OEED T T, 1R S BN SR S B OU X VIR BN DE)
BV ERS NSRS 7= DIZEEMEANDBR ThH o2 (r = 57). IR ENS2KE
H(r = .58). 2B HN S35 H (r = .72) TIE. A REMEDBRR 2N b B 2350 v o
770 AE—F 2 ZIGEIAOEHED T TIE, 1S E S35 B TREMN RN -2 D
IFEEEANDBCR TH o7z (r = 45) . IR S ENS2R 5 H (r = 54) . BLURKESH
NE3RE S H (r=.59) TIEBIHRMEDOBCR D R & BE N RN o 7=,
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#5. 3DDO L)V OWFER B DT E38RR DB R %

R 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. $5tk
18
R ES
- (.73*/.54%)
X 36* 32%
3RS
A=T ovse (ses
35% AT* 52%
4 AE—F27
(.35%/.38%)  (45%/.45%) (.37%/.37%)
. Al* A9* 57* A5*
(48*%/.34%)  (60*/.60%) (.54*/56%) (.32*/.30%)
. A45% 54* A45% A2% 56*
el (79*%.72%)  (72%/.65%) (58*.72%) (43%/.48%) (44*/.53%)
7 Bl 14 24 23 38* 21 28%

(31%/.40%)  (40%/.48%) (34*/.44%) (54%/.59%) (27*/47%) (31*.50%)

Note. ZEACIE 1R -3 i (1IRF i5L-20RF 5/ 2IRf /-8R 1) Th %o
*135%KHETHE,

BT —8 DIERRIC I 2 5 0T it FEE A i
F— I EBE TDHFE

KIZSCQRMZ ffi57=M-GTAZ F W2 IR FED AT @R S B DWW TRiiR
5, RmOEMFILIL. 4D HOWMILHM (BTN EE 2RO, Rk HETOHEE
TEDBCRDME 2 G NTHRZ D) 1IN O TIrbi/z(Step 1) T—%
NEEIZT 2 —F—RX—ZDE B E ThH 72728 (Step 2) . BHELRT—135T
FAMEDLE T2, %@iiﬁ*ﬁﬂ%@j‘b‘&&b’(ﬁjk(Step 3). TORER, &
FEIIT 5035 TH o7z, 7272 L. Tﬂ%ﬁ%#%ﬁbﬂtﬁHﬂuELTb‘&O)T’\T
ﬁfﬁﬁﬁ‘@@ﬁkﬂ?b:E@iﬁTé%@'ﬂif&#o?’:f:&b\ HREMEDBCRICESE T 250R D
B EFToT,

H EIREH R IZ BT DA REEDBORDTE K (Deci & Ryan, 2002) %, JefTH5EIC
a‘o‘h‘éaﬁaéaii?;&@éﬂﬁ%%(ﬁw\ 2009b. 2010) Z LI HREK DI FTU—

WA naEID/e-o7z) . [TENICEEND TAHEIIT o721 EVNS = NRICH
é@‘éuai@ MEEITo72, 9 BAABIE LU TITOEICOUY A= 7 DN ER-7=D
13, ZOFEOBNTEEBNET, [RTHEMNEINS/ZDT, LoD HETE
71@'( A ZZA U EBNET, [ EWIitiR 2 TH R I LTz, =D

FEE 1128 DR O NS 25 DR 9% T RERE ) OEtiRE U T L., 4%t
%%&ut SCFHUTL, 78T F T 14 DOREIR D TF1368 403 F 720 7%.,
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T T DIEFE
Step 3MBITEAMN T =Y D HHERIC ATz, BRUiBROWNA &S FRE Kt
U3, 1A DRI DO ERANBICEEF> TV, 140 RZE1DDT—
5<‘:L'C M7 —27>—RNBIML TSz, 1DDT—F 5 HAR, TDNEETH
IR L= R 2B R HIE TG AR EfTo72,

{ﬂmi F—HEKF20(FE6ZR) THIUL, E->=NB2EFTOR TIENE=2
EMETHMIRITIZ DTz, |EWDENIZMRKORBRIEH DI EZIR L TWHERD
N5, FENENDOADRERTZEDAI 22— 3 E2ESNOEHTRTWSDMNE
HNIZZ LIS HOIFERTITIEN B D EED, |EWSETDERIC, 2R OFE
FHIGFFZIELTHBD., BICRER TEBOEY - T4—R N\ 71T 53R TH 5, =
DIIBFRFEIHTHFL T, ZOT 200NN [ 5B OFEFLEHITENE S &
WOIEFIDBEIEIZ DN TR R TNBZENS, FERIGHFIDOME) EWHHEa4 %5
ATz

DI DDA T3 UL, T—F 2 HTZ T A TR NS & D 4 o fi
FEZBORL., MEa0uEiilt h—7> - :1~T4/7)é@&57‘:0 I3 HT D) T B R
TIEART (2007 IZHEWV, LFHDO L IEMFEHICREE T 2 NE D EN I EN
DD HET I LT —IME T O &REL. ERT—F 2B MM
5, Hi- S 0BEMMN RSN BEETONMRREOT = EMA Tz, TR E,
FTRTOT—IWIHTOMRE/RST=, KDStep 4 TIEHEIZ I X DMRITOND
N, AR CIEE3F LT E (FH) N gD L THath&{T>772%., Step 3&Step 4
WEFEERGIT CTH oz, L7 O A2 TERSINMSET—FI3ETOEBD
ThHb, 10

#6. T—HF 52005k

g;y i
B NEE MO TR A TORRI B, <7 T
20 a3 T ARTEFETHELL, ETHRDNRNWNRH ST, 1TNhD

ADERZEDAI 2= —2aE2ESNOHTR TWADNEHNZ
SIS BDEEEFRITIENE LS,

Note. E#RRIE, BEEONENEIKRSNTWAEFTZRT .
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7. Step 3&Step 4 TEREIN WS

#ah TIBGET VAT
20) B S NBZRFEOT TIHEN R IEMETHRRIT/R o7z, XY
’C:L:L__ﬁ—/a/‘é‘ég_& FETHELL, ETHRONNDBST,
FENDOANNAR DA —2a>aESNHSHTRTNSDMN
a FFEE BANZILFAROIGEFEITIENELLED,
FOMRR  24) B DspeakingD T A MIHE HN 72T, ZHEDRBLZ FRRITSE
ABDBWRNBHDILRNELEBVELL,
25)A32 = —2a T AT, SETHE-RRBE > T EES
AITed, BITOERT Mo BNET,
b, ERic 15)HAD THEBRIIRETEH L RFEE > THDIENTETI N>
{52 & RERNET, RTT—2ZELNTT,
THIZM 23)URZ2 T TEINDIEEITF DRV R DD LMD T,
<K AL TWRERNWELE,
1YL BRI T O TIN ST S,
H~ps 1)EEEOTRABO TR OAEFHETTET, KB
b SNEEENET,
Q) AAT A ZHD WS TN D THKRZFF>THDHILNTELL, HHE
IS LI N S D THHICB I T,
1) B I DN TN DN RIRE DT, EROBHRFHEDU A
SUOMTET, TTDIC Ao E BNET,
d B¥T 14HAE—F2/ T BH TESMS EIBAFRBN<SAMTE
BTNED 2D THOWIRIT/R 72 EBNET,
WEED 17)A%THNEIBTL—XE S ERTENTETINLTY . 7
ik L—REXT THAIE, VAT T <ELZOTL—REREAT
EDHLENODH, RATATDFEETEETE T, Lo TY.
2DBRFICEHS BRI 2 =23 OFWELHEL, ERRIC
Elﬁ@ﬁfﬁééiﬁ&ﬁom%:@*%f;%éﬁfiagmiw:o ZOHT
b, KWRERE¥ENTRASTT,
N4 ETOHEBO¥EEONT—FRL HHATESELE, BL. 1
L ABHRICHTIMIT SENB TS (ERABNTE) | 2O
e FHW wrggamors, BOENBHEHLLNEG A, BT, 7AH
g;@ﬁ Ta—rRhim SETIRERIEG AN L, BRI EL

7z
22) G ETHIS BN DT REER AN S AERTENSIZTT,
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DELNSZTT, SETHEOME DRI TIZHARFEICREREZT
HDHHDE R0, EFEIFHETHTFEOAARBIINDE R TWEZDL
72D T, HLWEKRER T, mAIE TEDNEIDN DB TLEN R LD
5ot T O TELIDITEH>TETELNWTT,
AIDMETFHEILLUTRIYAREER BRBIIT/oThG, HE LR
DOFTH, FEELIEOME, RS E2FELL TR TAIIELT
BIINTR0FELZ, 5T DL DLTDTIN, FEEOU AT HE
TINENRSTZE MU T, ZEOBNFZEBNWEL,

5\ RS T P E % RSO E /DT, BLLMBRTEELZ, K
THRE E)N B CCHESLEVWRFENHEIMNA LI /572005N
Lo/ T79,

9 BLIRNDOSNEL 72D T, ETHRLAT, WDOEHLTUAZY
TEBHIENTEELZ VAZTOAVHHATWEEE, brok
SR/ EO RGN L ET | AR LUWEREIZY)D TTLE,

g mFE
E QL 235

NUAZ I TIIEFE#RND T E, ZOREEZBLTCOLETTE
LI T=DTIRIBRNWNERS, BRI ENS DAL TN
T—RIFUAZ T %ETDHETETHEINDTZ,

NIAZ T3 TEFE ST EMBEWEM O BN TREEZL
ATTEFELE, ZRAURTED DU ERN A DI o7zE BnE
79,

1D)BMREINS7=D T, LoD HETERZD T, UAZ T 1EM]
EURERWET, URZ T NEFRDOT, SIIn<DLTHEHE
HADEHEEDE LIz,

16) RFEBDAE—F > TIIETHHEFRHTIIH S0, BAITIT
MARNTZEESL ., BERBRTELERDEDLTIEHE2NTESELD
272> TnWAE-S,

6) R BITME S SIFHN G 5N ETHEADR—ATHEETE
72OTTTLEMoTT, MEENTNEZAZEMES A [ES V7=
DTHETIETONZDOTHETT . BMTFTTOEICOU A=Y
DEIIIHMOELI=,

10 EMAEEAL, BLUARNS R THSZENHEKE L, bhsan
ECARMEIGHMERBLTCHDRODEZZHTENHRDEIIC
720, A ENPESIBID LT O TNEE L,

12)TOEICOVAZ 7 DN EIN>7=DI3, ZOREDOBNFZER
NWET,

RIERSNIBSOH NS BT DNAEZRT IET, KRB ETIVITA

BINTHESZE T TV—ITHE T BIERZEITo72 (Step  5) o ZOBKITHESA7ZITT

HTTV—LT 2D TR, T—FIERDENEMET T HIE T, ME R 27
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PRI SBNESITEE LTz, F7=Step 6DMERIEREEFRIFNIITICITOZE T, AT
U—DZ 420 2l A BIT o/, TORER. 8D DMEERMI DDA T TU—ITHEHE
SN2 (ESEHR) . I T TV —F T+ OBRZEILICBERKEERL ., AN—1—F
A2 EVEBTETHERDFEREIT 572 (Step 7) o

8. Step 3&Step A TR EINZhTIU—

o B N F—% BNt
ATV ) B f %)
N _ FERIEHORI 20) 24)25) 3 (12%)
[ o Pt o b EBKTHSTE THITH<ERK 15) 23) 2 (8%)
coug @80 :
N C. FEHTIETORIEADEE 18) 19) 2 (8%)
B. flifE D 7 d. HE THEIYLDHNEEND R 8)1;)3)21)4) 5 (20%)
WL (28%)
e. ZFENE D L& 7) 22) 2 (8%)
=20\ 1259 4 (16%)
C. 955k T 3 0
i Lo 11 g f% AR 3)4) 11)16) 4 (16%)
oy (44%) h. DR UBIKZETORE 6) 10) 2 (8%)
i TAMFROD LR 12) 1 (4%)

B RETE DRV /2 41 B AT = XA

PLEDSCQRMZ#i57=M-GTAMNS S5 7= B2 IX (45 R) 2 512, #ifkD1F
NE XD OWFER ETOHRIEOHROBEICONWTRH 21T, 2B, LT
EFRLTHOEIESA ANIHTTV—2E L, #AEMNEOT VAT 2L I
R,

FTARDOZETHWZEMT, HNERS T -MEIHTIBHE ARG ELZ2Y

HL, ZNEHWEA 22— a AEFEITONE THoz, [BRFEIZEHS N
*§f£331:7_73>@§93@b%§<‘ EBIZH BTG THEEN AL D50
BRIRRFEEEBNELE, TOHTH, KUBREREFXNTRENSETT (54
FH521)) EWIRMICASND LI, BEMOF THRONLRFERIZHHFIZ(H
WL DNBEWIRE) 2R-o=EF 256015, T L TEORNRIC, [ THS
TN AR NI AVFERTRERNOZTT ) (F—FEHF22)) tmi%ﬂi@:ﬁ
5NBEI7, (FEHRNBEANDIEERD HEAL TV, L EDZENS, SAERTT-
s 2 AWz dI 22— a8 8al L T FEFITEENENEHMTESTER
MORNBRTHDHER#L . TUTHL T BIEE R TNWAZENURS Nz, HOIZ
BN D ENDFRFITL, FE FHOMEZ H D DOFICEDAATZIREETHD, (ifED
PTEEY)HEZ > TN BIREEE S Z LD,
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EsEJIm Lo B )

[ (BEW) [(ﬁuﬂbﬁ<:&6®$§ﬁ%>]

(EFEHOER) ] (TAMBEROLSR) ]

<) ‘v '

/(Gﬁ%qi&:[@ 52¢& "60)1915»\

il D PIEAED

[ (RRBEBHOMR) ]

[(E%T&ﬁoﬂ@tmi%ﬁ)

[ (EBRIZES & THITH CER) ]

[ (FBERB~OHZRE)
[ (BI CETORBADOER) ]

- J

R4, BT 25028 TOARIEOBCRBMIZEIND AN ZA LM

FERHOMMEZNEL L2 2B E L ZREPTOAE—F 2 TIEEPURAZ T
W TINSOFEEFHEZBMIMEROIELZEEZSND, TORR, FEED
MTelEBFENTEAZDOTIR 2L BOAELFETIET, KOBICAREE S NZE N
9, J(T—FFEF19)) EWIRLBICASNDEINT, GETIETORLEANDEH)
P THA TOEBICRETEHSIZHE 2 M > THALIEN TS TEN o7z ENE
T RYT=VERUINS T (T —FHF15)) END (EBRITHSTETHITH
SHEE) ZEHIENTERLIZ, T RORTICRDHERIEH TIIHRETH
SEFHZIGAL T, XY TAIa 2 —2a EHOREKE T 2R EFHITS
ATzo TS IENBZRFEOR TIEN R IENETOMRIT/8o7z, XY TAI2 D
r—2a 3 HIEFETHELL ETHRDRNNH 7 ) (F—FHFF20)) EWWD
FLIR DL, HERIGETBNTORRN RSN L7 (CRETRHIDORR)) . 2D
I, FEBFITRETOAI 22— a B THEENBEFOWRE G5 X5
Ll FEEICHL THEBHEZEDNTRRZ5A2IETHD, LUK TEY
FHOEGZER T ZEMATRRITIZ 72D AD (BRERITHESZETOE RN .

DD/ EE DR IERESINTE ST, FHF TN THS OERREN
M EOHRENVERADEDITIESTRDE, A RT P Z /5D E 720
T RLIRTERLz, KTHEIEN AT THHFESCENRENFE N L EDIC
1Bl DMINLN/TT (T —FFEFD)) EWIRB DI, F#EHIIEHD
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EHOODZFEZIT(EWN) ZRATZEZZAGND, £V AZ T3 I<ETFTE>7-
FERBAWEMOBNT THEEELATTEX L, ALK D UITREEN S
FOTSTERNET  (F—EFL)) EWdRBic Ao a7k, (BEFEHD
B B INEEDITH D, HEWIITREITES KRN G- 25N & T
ADR—=ATHEETEEZOTTIKINS/ZTT, MEENaNET A2 [EH M
HHEF =D THETHETRNZOTHETY . BMNFTTOEICOURAZ 7 DA
HIDBMOFELZ) (T—FF56)) ICALNEIDT, BEPITHRDIELIAZ T %
BETHEMZ LS/, FEEIZEDOR—ATHREEEDHDLIENTE,
FROBRUM<ZETOREERE) IZDRN>EEZZ5NS,

D EEERICEEDDE FEHNEOMEONIEICE> T, FEHIIFEEHE
EREMACIEETHEBOIESE N L, TN HEHOEEAE DN, ZOHE,
FEFIEENOMEEZAE TS, EVIANZLLNEZSND, ZOIDITHES
LA REKIC LS T FEFIIAREEOCRE 2L TWAEE 25N 5,

B
D) 2D DI

I B OANE R T~ - 2 Wz 2 27— 3 iR E WD iDL
D DG N, KL X)L OEE DT 2 Eed 2 EROMEE. 38kskE3DDL
N)VONFEEHRED VT ORIR, T U THERT < -l ZfA\WzdI 22— 3>
IR W OT TOHBERDOBCRDE 2 DWW TR LTz,

ZORMZEETS-0I1I21E, £I3DDOL NIV ONFEMEHE DT 38Rk T TZ
FOBVENRD o/, T THRERDIERT Y -B@Z AWz 27— aif
FO3IREFHED VT NOZNRZMRFE LT, T OFE R, AIEFNITEEIZEL N)LOD
DT EB T NV OEHEDT 21T T, TEROINE RS~ - Bl 2 -
A2 =7 —2a GBI TIEED S NN L XL OO T HEH SN
TE My = 0.54) o FetEL )V OBHED I S EHNS 2B 5 H (M = 0.19), 2
EF L HNS3E s H (M = 0.35) ERERE T LR Uz, FIARICIEEIZ L X)L OBk
DT H1IRF S HNS 2 5 H (Myr = 0.89) . 2BF S BN S35 H (M= 0.43) Sk Y
1T ERU. ZEEE My = 1.321TE Uz, THIEOEIHED 1T OB BIRKICHB N T, My =
1.32(r = 77) OZALIZIEF TR EL, B HIEDOEE DV Z =D B3N HNIEH
ITREMSTEES AL, BEEHL N)LOFEDTITBNTH, AE—F 2 7i1EH)
NOFHEDVHE IR S E DS 3R S H TMur = 0.94 (r= .77) . URAZ U T IGEBH D Bh
DI My = 0.95(r = .69) &, K&/ ERNESNZ, ZOZEMNMS, BBIDIER
TR BEZE NI — 2 a I3 EE D T2 K ESE DD RENDH D
EEALD,

3R ZiH 72 T IR

3FRICBNTH, WRIROHE RS < Bl 2 W23 227 —2 3 VisEd
KREBNENRS NIz B HEMEAOBRICH LTI IS EN 5205 H (M =
0.98) . 2FRF i HVE3RF S H (Myyr = 0.42) EREBANICRIEZTHEL, IR EMNS3
B H CTMyy = 1400 EFNESNZ, THZEOERKIC KT =Y THDTEN
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5. RO SISO TR EDNRENRD D ES A LD, FFRICBEIRIEOBRRICHL
TH., RS EMNS 205 H (Mdjff=0.36) VAT =SV R] S =Y =] (Mdiff=0.70) kR
NREFIEL, IR H S 3R H CTRRMEDBCRIIK E< B E 572 (Myn=1.06) »
ZDZEMS, WERDAMEIIBRDOFRICH L THRERIEND D ESA LD,

F 72 TEZE (. 2009b) TIIZBNEV NS D72 HREMEDBEK (M = 0.35)
IR UTHL IR EDN S 2R H T My = 0.25 EP387208, 2R BN 53K H Tl
Mgr = 0.54D EFNE SN, ZDFER, IR HN SR H TMyr = 079D LR S
7z IS AN S 2R B E L LT, 2R AN S 3RS H THBEE OB RN LD EF
L7=2 &5, 2K HOMIE DD R EIGEENA BRI RN - TEE 2560
5, BT — Y DONHRERTIE, FHEM NI FIIFHRORFE T ANTHEEEHEE
BXICAS 2 =7 —2a VB> ZE THEEXRRENFICOE, RFBITNHTIIE
RN EKE TWEZ EARENTZ, DT ENSEHIROF RIE T DA AE R
EEDLBEFICHILZEEZEZASND, PLEDIDIT, K THWE=HIKIZL T3
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Replication Research in Applied Linguistics. Graeme Porte (Ed.).
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012. xiv + 286 pp.

Reviewed by
Keith Adams
Tohoku Gakuin University

In the physical sciences, replication studies, which repeat a previous study
exactly or with strictly controlled modifications, are highly valued because
replication is seen as an essential process to evaluate the generalizability of
theresults of a study. However, replications are not held in such high regard in
SLA research where, according to Porte, relatively little replication research
has been conducted and published. This lack of enthusiasm for replications
can be partly attributed to reservations by some researchers, such as Block
(as cited by Charlene Polio on p. 50), about the suitability of replications in
the domain of second language learning. However, in the Introduction, Porte
maintains that a more influential factor inhibiting the acceptance of replica-
tions is the importance placed on originality in SLA research. In essence,
replication research is philosophically perceived as being inferior to studies
that claim to be original, innovative investigations (Valdman, 1993).

The first overall objective of Replication Research in Applied Linguistics is
therefore to change negative attitudes so that replications are regarded as
legitimate and vital contributions to SLA research. The second complemen-
tary objective is to present a practical framework for encouraging a wider
understanding and dissemination of replication studies. To achieve these
goals, specific reasons why journals, university promotion committees, and
the general academic community tend to regard replications negatively are
identified. In response, theoretical arguments and detailed practical guide-
lines are offered to encourage a reassessment of the value of replication
research.

JALT Journal, Vol. 36, No. 1, May 2014

125



126 JALT Journal, 36.1 « May 2014

The book is divided into three parts containing a total of nine chapters
written by a variety of authors. Each chapter begins with an introduc-
tion, which lays out the purpose of the chapter and the content areas to
be discussed, and most conclude with a concise summary. I found both of
these features to be very helpful in highlighting the focus of each chapter.
In addition, references are provided at the end of each chapter, rather than
combined into a potentially overwhelming collection at the end of the book.

Part [, “The case for replication studies,” contains four chapters that offer
a synthesis of perspectives to establish the theoretical basis for the central
argument of the book. In the first chapter, “Why (or why not), when, and
how to replicate research,” Alison Mackey expands upon some of the main
themes first introduced by Porte and then moves on to the critical issue of
identifying features of previous studies which may or may not make them
suitable candidates for replication.

In Chapter 2, Charlene Polio presents a detailed history and analysis of
published studies in applied linguistics that claimed to be replications. Polio
focuses on studies of written error correction and assesses the studies to
determine whether they met the necessary requirements of a proper repli-
cation or fell short due to design or measurement flaws.

In the following chapter, Hossein Nassaji addresses misconceptions
about using statistical significance tests in support of the generalizability
of results. Nassaji calls for resampling of data through replications that use
additional statistical measures, such as effect size, and even the somewhat
controversial matter of internal replications by the original researcher.

In the final chapter of Part I, Luke Plonsky looks at meta-analysis, in which
data from multiple replication studies are analyzed to determine generaliz-
ability. Plonsky includes an informative table of meta-analyses of several
topics of interest to the practicing teacher, such as studies in corrective feed-
back and L2 strategy instruction, and a detailed instrument for evaluating
the quality of L2 meta-analyses.

The two chapters in the second section of the book, “Replication studies
in graduate programs,” provide examples and models of how replication
research can be integrated into instruction. In Chapter 5, Rebekha Abbuhl
highlights practical skills such as critical reading instruction for evaluation
of previous studies and a genre-based approach to writing to facilitate pub-
lication of a study. Chapter 6 focuses on a postgraduate research program at
Swansea University. Tess Fitzpatrick first examines the use of replications to
provide novice researchers with models to begin their own empirical studies
quickly. She concludes by offering supervisors and students a general guide
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for choosing, conducting, and publishing a replication study. An interesting
feature of this chapter is the inclusion of extensive student comments about
the value of replication studies in research training.

Part III, “Research studies in practice,” contains three chapters that ad-
dress replication studies in a holistic fashion. J. D. Brown begins his chapter,
“Writing up a replication report,” by looking at the structure and kinds of
information that should be included in a replication study and how a repli-
cation may differ from the original study in research methods (e.g., quanti-
tative or qualitative) or replication type (e.g., approximate or conceptual).
Brown then uses this discussion as the framework for an in-depth analysis
of areplication study of negotiation of meaning by Eckerth (2009). In a very
entertaining twist in the format of the book, the reader is then able to read
Eckerth’s study in its entirety in the following chapter, which also includes
comments on the replication by the author of the original study. This format
added a very valuable, interactive aspect to the book, as Brown'’s guidance
and framework gives the reader the tools for a “hands-on” (p. 195) experi-
ence of analyzing and evaluating a specific study.

The third chapter in this section by Susanne Rott looks at L2 vocabulary
acquisition and provides an opportunity to apply the framework to a dif-
ferent replication study without the benefit of any specific prereading com-
ments such as those made by Brown. I found this very enjoyable as [ viewed
it as a self-test of my analysis skills.

The book concludes with final comments by Porte that succinctly reiter-
ate the main points made in the chapters in support of the philosophical
justification and the means of effective implementation of replication
research in applied linguistics. I would particularly recommend the book
to inexperienced researchers in that it provides the framework to start a
research project with a degree of confidence based on the chosen model.
This is, of course, one of the central strengths of replications for research
training as discussed in Part II. Additionally, as the author has achieved his
aim of proposing a very comprehensive, convincing argument for the full ac-
ceptance of replication studies in applied linguistics, experienced research-
ers will find the book very instructive. Since replications are dependent on
well-designed original studies which include sufficient information and data
to enable replication, researchers might benefit by assessing both past and
future studies with these factors in mind.
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Agendas for Language Learning Research. Lourdes Ortega,
Alister Cumming, and Nick C. Ellis (Eds.). Malden, MA: John
Wiley & Sons, 2013. vi + 215 pp.

Reviewed by
David Beglar
Temple University, Japan Campus

Language Learning has long been one of the premier journals in the field of
SLA, and its importance shows no signs of diminishing given the quality of
the research published in the journal and the researchers who make up its
editorial board. The Currents in Language Learning Series is a biennial sup-
plement to the journal, which was created to provide state-of-the-art over-
views of important issues in the field and their applications to formal and
informal first and second language acquisition. Articles in the supplement
reflect a multidisciplinary perspective; this can easily be seen in the form
of influences from diverse fields such as linguistics, psychology, sociology,
and cognitive neuroscience. The first publication in the series, Agendas for
Language Learning Research is an outstanding collection of articles written
by editorial board members and editors of Language Learning.

The genesis of the articles is worthy of emulation, as the authors first met
at an invitational conference where they made presentations. The presenta-
tions were followed by interactions among the authors that led to revisions
of their early manuscripts. External reviewers and the journal editors then
provided further feedback to the authors, and the resulting manuscripts
make up the contents of this publication. One significant benefit of begin-
ning with the conference is that a full set of podcasts of the talks the authors
gave is available on the Language Learning website. [ found listening to the
podcasts illuminating, as they changed my perceptions of the information in
the articles in subtle and significant ways.
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The publication is made up of 10 articles. In the opening article, Ortega
discusses progress in the field of SLA by delineating four major trends that
have taken place over the past 15 years and then by arguing that the broad-
ening of the field through what she calls transdisciplinarity, “the proclivity
to pursue and generate knowledge that can be seen as relevant across many
disciplinary boundaries” (p. 6), has made it increasingly informative to
researchers in related fields. For instance, she notes that influences from
SLA are found in leading journals in the fields of psycholinguistics and
bilingualism. In the following article, Ellis, Matthew Brook O’Donnell, and
Ute Romer describe ways in which usage-based, statistical learning, which
involves cognitive abilities such as the acquisition of prototypes and a sen-
sitivity to semantic and syntactic usage patterns, potentially contributes
to and explains adult foreign language acquisition. Their view of language
acquisition is strongly cognitive, as they propose that language learning is
based on the same cognitive processes that apply to other forms of human
learning and that language acquisition is the product of the complex, emer-
gentist processes that occur in many natural phenomena. Robert DeKeyser
focuses on one of the key issues in the field of language acquisition, the effect
of age. DeKeyser explains why the issue is important, discusses conceptual
and methodological problems that have plagued research in this area, and
then provides concrete suggestions for moving forward with research on
the effects of age. Kathleen Bardovi-Harlig discusses what she calls acqui-
sitional pragmatics, or the development of pragmatic competence. She sug-
gests five areas for future research, including the measurement of change in
pragmatic competence over time and the interface of linguistic knowledge
and pragmatic development. Scott Jarvis writes about measuring lexical
diversity in learner speech and writing, an area that is but one aspect of the
most vibrant research areas in the field: second language lexical acquisition.
Jarvis argues that linguists should adopt the more theoretical approach used
by ecologists and develop mathematical models that permit more accurate
estimates of lexical diversity. Diane Larsen-Freeman takes up a topic that
has been largely neglected in the field of SLA: transfer of learning. She pro-
vides an informative review of research conducted outside of the field of SLA
on transfer of learning and then reframes the concept of transfer by partially
relying on complex systems theory. Cumming concerns himself with the
development of academic literacy among learners from diverse cultures by
considering how language, literacy, and culture interact in second language
classrooms, while in a related article on the acquisition of academic language
proficiency, Mary Schleppegrell emphasizes the importance of meaningful
interactions among learners, explicit attention to linguistic form, and the
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teaching of metalanguage. Schleppegrell’s approach is situated within what
has been termed the social turn (Block, 2003) in SLA. Richard Young and
Alice Astarita consider the role of the social environment as viewed through
Practice Theory, a philosophical and methodological framework based on
the ideas of postmodern thinkers such as Bourdieu and Foucault. Their goal
is to move toward so-called “alternative approaches to SLA” by emphasizing
the sociocultural context that learners bring to the task of language acquisi-
tion. In the final article in the volume, John Schumann discusses 11 strat-
egies humans have developed to deal with the difficulties associated with
adult second language acquisition. He then considers evolutionary reasons
for why adults encounter these difficulties.

The strengths of this volume are many. Readers will encounter new ideas
and get a glimpse of directions the field might move toward in the next few
years. The breadth of the approaches to investigating SLA used by the au-
thors is impressive, and to a degree, the articles in this volume represent
many of the most important strands of thought moving in the field of SLA
at present. However, like articles in Language Learning, understanding
those in Agendas for Language Learning Research often requires knowledge
of statistics, an appreciation for the scientific method, some knowledge of
research outside of the field of SLA, and an understanding of a wide range of
technical terminology. In addition, the papers are written by researchers for
researchers; for this reason, practicing foreign language teachers will find
little they can use in terms of pedagogical practice.

The authors of the papers are at the top of their profession and their
writing is therefore dense, often abstract and theoretical, and for the most
part, they have adopted a strongly scientific approach to studying and
talking about SLA. These characteristics make the articles challenging to
understand; however, for persons wishing to learn about cutting-edge re-
search in the field, and for those conducting SLA research, this publication
provides valuable information and shows multiple avenues for moving the
field forward. In sum, the authors of the articles in this volume have done
an admirable job of providing informative, state-of-the-art reviews of issues
that will likely continue to be of considerable importance in the field of SLA
in the coming years.
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The Roles of Languages in CLIL. Ana Llinares, Tom Morton, and
Rachel Whittaker. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2012. vii + 344 pp.

Reviewed by
Howard Brown
University of Niigata Prefecture

Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) is an educational approach
growing in popularity in Japan and more and more CLIL programs are be-
ing started in all levels of education from primary to university. In fact, MEXT
(2006) reports that programs that can be thought of as CLIL, or CLIL-like, are
running at as many as a third of all universities in Japan. These programs are
also being written about in the academic literature. In 2013, the Asian EFL
Journal published a special issue on CLIL in Asia, featuring more than a dozen
articles on CLIL practices in Japan, and a special edition of the International
CLIL Research Journal focused entirely on Japan is in the works. Amid all this
interest in CLIL amongst Japanese scholars and educators, The Roles of Lan-
guages in CLIL is a very timely book for readers of JALT Journal.

The first thing that strikes a reader about this book is the title, in particu-
lar the use of the plural roles. Llinares, Morton, and Whittaker explore lan-
guage use through a 500,000-word corpus collected from English-medium
CLIL classrooms in Spain, Austria, the Netherlands, and Finland. The writers
delve into this corpus to look at multiple roles of language in both teachers’
and students’ usage. First, they explore registers of classroom language for
regulation and instruction. They also look at language of learning (language
needed to express content ideas), language for learning (language needed
to participate in learning activities and classroom tasks), and language
through learning (language which emerges as content learning stretches the
students’ ability to express ideas).

The book starts with an overview of how the writers define CLIL, which
for them is primarily a social approach to learning, resting at the intersec-
tion of Halliday’s systemic functional linguistics and Vygotsky’s sociocul-
tural theory, as well as upon social models of SLA from Lantolf and others.
This view of CLIL, found throughout the book, informs the writers’ analysis
of classroom language.

The fundamental structure of this book is a three-part framework for the
analysis of language use in CLIL based on classroom interaction, subject
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literacies, and language development. The book itself parallels the structure
of this framework. Following the introduction, the book is divided into three
major parts.

Part 1 deals with English as a classroom language in CLIL contexts. The
writers look at the interactions between teachers and students as well as
among students. These interactions frame not only the social world of the
classroom but also the development of language proficiency and the con-
struction of content knowledge (i.e., the students’ understanding of the
discipline-specific knowledge being taught). In this part the writers also
examine the teacher’s use of language for instruction. They argue that teach-
ers should shift away from authoritative, instructional language to more
dialogic questioning. They look at how both teachers and other students use
language to take on the role of “expert other” to support the construction
of meaning and development of understanding. This scaffolding of meaning
and understanding is a key element of the understanding of CLIL as social
learning.

Part 2 shifts focus to deal with the idea of subject literacies. The writers
look atgenre and register in disciplines commonly taught in CLIL classrooms:
science, geography, and history. They focus both on genres that students will
encounter in teaching materials and genres the students themselves will be
expected to produce. They also look at the grammar and lexis of English used
in CLIL classes and show how the learning of lexis is tied to development of
content understanding.

In Part 3 the writers examine the learner’s language development. They
argue that CLIL students tend to develop language proficiency starting with
more spoken interaction (both input and output) and move into text-based
work later, as their language proficiency develops. They then explore how
successful CLIL teachers use feedback in oral exchanges to help students de-
velop along this path through focusing on meaning, form, and register. They
also look at how CLIL activities can be structured to encourage the learners’
development of both academic literacies and interpersonal communication
proficiency.

The book ends with recommendations for integrating language and
content assessment in CLIL. Llinares, Morton, and Whittaker show that in
the contexts they studied, assessment in CLIL classes is often based on the
content knowledge students are expected to develop. Language assessment,
when it is done at all, is often done separately, based on assessment criteria
from language classes. However, the authors argue that this conventional
language assessment may not be fair to CLIL students who have developed
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their language proficiency differently than have students in language class-
es. Instead, they make a case for formative assessment of language in CLIL
based on the students’ content knowledge and their ability to work with and
express that knowledge in the L2 over the duration of the course.

One key feature of this book is the addition of discussion tasks at the end
of each chapter. These questions help the reader reflect on the contents and
connect what they have read to their own teaching context. As such, these
tasks seem designed to make the academic text of the book more accessible
to practicing CLIL teachers.

A possible weakness of the book, at least for Japan-based readers, is the
strong focus on CLIL as a European phenomenon. In the introduction, the
writers make it clear that they see CLIL as European. Their corpus is based
on samples from four European settings and when they define CLIL, they
describe it as a teaching approach that grew out of a series of bottom-up in-
novations in language and content teaching (largely in primary and second-
ary schools) in Europe over the past 20 years. While it is part of the larger
trend towards second language (often English) content instruction around
the world, and the acronym CLIL is often used as an umbrella term for all
kinds of second language content instruction, the European vision of CLIL
has a distinct identity for these writers.

However, readers in Asia or other contexts will not find this focus on Eu-
rope overly limiting. The writers are careful in the introduction to clearly
outline the sociolinguistic, sociopolitical, and educational situation that
CLIL occupies and this clear description allows teachers in other contexts
to compare their own situation with what is happening in Europe. This
comparison gives the reader a lens through which to understand the rest of
the book and apply its lessons. This makes The Roles of Language in CLIL an
essential text for anyone involved in second-language-medium education.
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Materials and Methods in ELT: A Teacher’s Guide (3rd edition).
Jo McDonough, Christopher Shaw, and Hitomi Masuhara.
Chichester, UK: Wiley-Blackwell, 2013. xiv + 334 pp.

Reviewed by
Tyler Burden
Tokyo University of Agriculture and Technology

Materials and Methods in ELT is an introductory book on the principles and
practice of teaching English as a second or foreign language. It is intended
to be of use to both practicing teachers who wish to keep up-to-date with
developments in ELT and to those enrolled in language teaching courses.
There are several aims, principally to provide readers with a bridge between
theoretical considerations and the practical design of materials and meth-
ods. The authors also aim to show how trends in materials and methods
in ELT have changed as time has passed and state in the preface that they
hope to equip readers to be able to critically assess materials for their own
teaching situations from a more informed perspective.

This is the third edition of a book that was first published in 1993. In its
original form, it was cowritten by two authors, Jo McDonough and Christo-
pher Shaw. For the third edition, Hitomi Masuhara joined the team to help
update the material and Diane Slaouti contributed a chapter on technology
in ELT. Since publication of the first edition, various changes have been
made. The references throughout the book have been updated and more
illustrative samples from current teaching materials have been included.
Also, some material to illustrate a task-based learning approach has been
incorporated. Although the back cover states that there are new sections on
assessment and feedback, it appears that these have not been added.

The book is divided into three sections. The first is titled “Topics in the
design of materials and methods.” This includes a discussion of the various
factors influencing teachers’ selection of materials, a look at current ap-
proaches to materials and methods, and in particular, a discussion of the
ubiquity of the communicative approach. It includes chapters on evaluating
and adapting ELT materials along with the aforementioned chapter on tech-
nology that points the reader towards various online resources. It doesn’t,
however, provide guidance on actually designing materials in the sense of
giving advice on how to create new materials. It is focused, instead, on ana-
lyzing the design of existing materials.
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In the second section of the book, the authors look at teaching language
skills. There are five chapters, one for each of the four skills of reading, writ-
ing, listening, and speaking and an additional chapter on integrated skills
teaching. In these chapters, the authors look at the issues associated with,
and the rationale behind, the teaching of these skills, before offering a few
practical examples to illustrate these ideas. The examples are taken mainly
from contemporary textbooks. The integrated skills chapter includes ideas
on how combinations of the four skills can be woven together to form indi-
vidual lessons or longer schemes of study.

The third section of the book deals with classroom methods. There are
four chapters, one on group work and pair work, one on individualization
and learner training, and another on observation in the classroom. The
fourth chapter in the section is a discussion of the teacher’s role and of-
fers some ideas for professional development and small-scale teacher-led
research.

The authors of Materials and Methods in ELT all appear to be lecturers
on MA courses in TESOL or TEFL and the first thing that strikes the reader
about this book is that it feels as if it has been designed to function as a text-
book for such a course. For the general reader, this can be both a good and a
bad thing. On the one hand, the referencing and further reading information
is excellent and, in areas where the reader’s interest is piqued, it is easy to
find follow-up titles to explore these areas in more depth. On the other hand,
almost every page features insets where the reader is invited to reflect (and
often discuss with colleagues) about the various issues raised. This would
no doubt work well in a classroom setting where a group of learners may
generate a range of ideas, but for individual readers it may add little to the
experience. Generally, when the reader is asked to reflect, little feedback is
provided.

Large parts of the first and third sections of this book were rather heavy
on verbiage and light on content. [ found myself rereading several parts in
order to try and work out what, if anything, was being said. The book was
also not helped by the use of redundant diagrammatic representations. If
we are told that reading is a two-way process between reader and text, do
we really need to see a picture with a two-way arrow pointing to the words
reader and text (as on p. 113)? Many of the diagrams in this book seemed
similarly unnecessary.

The authors state that they aim to help their readers evaluate materials
and they devote an entire chapter to this. However, I found the ideas within
the chapter to be largely commonsensical. The authors unnecessarily intro-
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duce jargon such as micro- and macro-evaluation to simply refer to a detailed
look at the contents of a textbook as opposed to a quick look at the index.
The reader is then informed that if we judge from the macro-evaluation that
the book does not meet our needs then we can skip the micro-evaluation.
There are plenty of examples of similarly unnecessary statements.

On the positive side, I found the new chapter on technology in ELT to be
very interesting and often noted various websites that | had previously been
unaware of. All teachers are restricted to some extent regarding the degree
to which they can use technology in their classrooms. However, even if one
just wishes to make more attractive or better informed worksheets, a num-
ber of websites are suggested for this. [ particularly liked the introduction to
the Wordle website (http://www.wordle.net/).

The second section of this book, dealing with teaching the skills, was also
useful. The issues and theory are succinctly explained and interesting, prac-
tical examples of classroom activities are provided to illustrate the ideas.
However, in order to more fully meet the stated aim of providing a bridge
between theory and the practical design of materials, the chapters required
far more examples than were provided in this section, I felt.

One aim that the authors have successfully met is in showing how trends
in methods and materials in ELT have changed over the years. These chang-
es are highlighted throughout the book. It is almost possible to trace the
changes in methodology over the years simply by the titles of popular text-
books of the day. The message that comes across is that what is considered
best practice in ELT has changed considerably in the past and, no doubt, will
continue to change in the future.

Materials and Methods in ELT is now into its third edition, which clearly
suggests it has a market. Given that most of this book is not really about
materials at all, one wonders if An Introduction to ELT wouldn’t have been a
more appropriate title. I had hoped that this book would improve my own
attempts at writing materials, but felt I gained little from reading it. If there
is merit in this book, I think it is as a general introduction for novice teachers
but there is little to recommend for experienced teachers.



Reviews 137

Teaching and Learning Second Language Listening:
Metacognition in Action. Larry Vandergrift and Christine C. M.
Goh. New York: Routledge, 2012. xx + 315 pp.

Reviewed by
Robby Caughey
Kanto International Senior High School

Decades of research in SLA have demonstrated that comprehensible input
is a driving factor in SLA. Unfortunately, in traditional listening pedagogy
students are merely asked to answer comprehension questions based on
listening texts but this fails to teach students how to listen. In Teaching and
Learning Second Language Listening: Metacognition in Action, Vandergrift
and Goh present a metacognitive approach to listening that has a firm theo-
retical foundation and seeks to teach students how to listen.

The book is divided into three parts. In Part I, the authors build up the
theoretical foundation of their metacognitive approach. After they take
readers through the history of listening pedagogy in Chapter 1, they provide
a thorough discussion of top-down and bottom-up processing. Chapter 2
then shows how these relate to Anderson’s (1995) three cognitive processes
of listening: (a) perception (creating a phonological representation of the
stream of speech in working memory), (b) parsing (segmenting the result-
ing phonological representation into meaningful units), and (c) utilization
(linking the meaningful units with relevant knowledge from long-term
memory). In Chapter 3, the authors map these three cognitive processes and
metacognition onto Levelt’s (1993) model of speech production and com-
prehension. Chapter 4 reviews studies on the cognitive and affective factors
that influence foreign language listening comprehension.

Part II consists of six chapters that provide readers with a detailed look
into a complete listening program in which learners are shown not only how
to listen but also how to take control of their learning—an approach which
incorporates cognitive and sociocultural views of language learning. After
explaining the importance of metacognition and how it controls strategy
use, in Chapter 5 the authors introduce four metacognitive processes: (a)
planning for listening tasks, (b) monitoring comprehension, (c) solving com-
prehension problems, and (d) evaluating the approach and outcomes. Chap-
ters 6 through 10 present an array of activities that teachers can introduce
for learners to do both in and out of class to develop these metacognitive
processes while improving their listening ability.
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Chapter 6 presents an evidence-based metacognitive pedagogical se-
quence for listening instruction. This pedagogical sequence takes learners
through five stages: (a) making predictions, (b) checking predictions and
adding notes, (c) revising and adding more notes, (d) listening and reading
the transcript, and (e) reflecting on their listening experience and setting
goals for the next listening task. Research has shown that this pedagogical
sequence builds metacognitive knowledge and improves listening compre-
hension. Because strategy instruction is embedded in the sequence, learners
develop their ability to deploy appropriate strategies to comprehend texts.
The authors provide a general worksheet (p. 113) that can be used with any
listening text, and they also take readers through the steps of developing a
customized worksheet for their own specific listening content. Chapter 7
takes a broader approach to teaching listening by introducing a number of
activities that enable learners to focus on their self-concept, motivation, and
anxiety as well as developing metacognition and listening abilities.

After introducing these activities, Chapters 8-10 contain descriptions of
each activity in greater detail. In Chapter 8, the authors recommend provid-
ing learners with listening perception activities in the postlistening phase
of the lesson to develop their bottom-up listening skills as well as language
analysis activities to propel language development. In Chapter 9, the authors
show readers how to prepare units of work that develop learners’ one-way
and interactive listening competence through task-based learning. The au-
thors suggest principles for the selection of appropriate listening texts so
that students are exposed to a broad range of real-life listening events and
build up their knowledge of the discourse structure of these events. They
also provide useful lists that assist teachers and course designers in select-
ing prelistening activities that prepare students for the listening task, one-
way and interactive tasks that elicit desired listening skills and outcomes,
and postlistening activities that enable students to elaborate on information
they obtained from the listening task. Since learners know they will have to
use the information they obtain from the listening task, they will be more
engaged with the listening and use a broader repertoire of skills and strate-
gies to process the input. The sample lesson plans at the end of the chapter
show readers clearly how all of these elements can be brought together in
the classroom.

As classroom instruction cannot possibly provide students with an ad-
equate amount of input for significant development of listening abilities, in
Chapter 10 the authors recommend activities students can do out of class.
The authors do not support simply telling students to listen to English out-
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side of class. They suggest providing students with worksheets that guide
them in their independent listening studies. In self-directed listening, learn-
ers respond to prompts that focus on different aspects of metacognition and
are guided through repeated listening of the same text. The authors also
recommend listening diaries with prompts to direct learner reflections on
different aspects of metacognitive knowledge. In this way, students under-
stand what they should write about and develop insights into progress with
their listening.

Part III is made up of two chapters in which the authors explore multi-
media options and discuss assessment. Chapter 11 reviews research on
the effectiveness of multimedia in improving listening ability. Although
the research results are mixed, the authors shed some light on the role of
technology in listening pedagogy and end the chapter with guidelines for
using multimedia. In the final chapter of the book, they attempt to tackle the
difficult issues involved in assessing listening. Although the authors could
not do justice to the issues of validity, reliability, and washback in a single
chapter, they do provide an overview of these concepts and the importance
of formative as well as summative feedback. The discussion on how teachers
can use the Common European Framework of Reference for languages to
enable learners to plan, monitor, and evaluate their learning may be particu-
larly appealing to those interested in fostering student autonomy.

Teaching and Learning Second Language Listening: Metacognition in Action
should be read by teachers who want to teach their students how to listen
rather than simply check their comprehension. Teachers will be delighted
with the wealth of practical ideas, sample lesson plans, and accompanying
worksheets. Students in teacher-training programs will also appreciate the
classroom vignettes at the beginning of each chapter that bring the issues
to life, and they will benefit from the questions and recommendations for
further reading at the end of each chapter. This is an indispensable book for
anyone interested in listening pedagogy or metacognition.
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While technology has become ubiquitous in our everyday lives, the myriad of
technologies available has made it difficult to effectively integrate computer-
assisted language learning (CALL) into language teaching and research. Com-
bine this technological diversity with the variability amongst learners and
institutions and the task can be daunting. As a result, in Computer-Assisted
Language Learning: Diversity in Research and Practice, the authors aim to in-
troduce readers to these diversities so that they can make informed decisions
that are appropriate for their own instructional and research contexts.

The book is a compilation of 10 chapters that cover the diversity in CALL.
This includes the technologies and environments in which they are used, the
pedagogies employed, and the users involved, as well as the research meth-
ods utilized. After the introductory chapter, Chapters 2-9 follow a consistent
format, first introducing readers to the general issues related to the chapter
theme, followed by at least one practical example from the authors’ own
experience or relevant literature. Potential teaching and research implica-
tions based on the chapter theme are then discussed along with examples so
that readers can consider how the options presented may be of use in their
particular settings.

Stockwell begins Chapter 1 by providing an overview of some of the key
issues in CALL. As he notes, the affordances of technology, or how technology
affects the learning process, are especially important to consider, as these
affordances will impact whether technology supports or inhibits language
learning.

The next three chapters are concerned with learners, who Stockwell
describes as the starting point for CALL. The second chapter, by Robert
Fischer, highlights how learners use CALL materials. Based on the research
discussed in the chapter, Fischer concludes that learners often use technolo-
gies for purposes different than those intended by the developers and may
even overuse a single component in a program. In Chapter 3, Philip Hubbard
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and Kenneth Romeo provide an overview of the possibilities for learner
training. Nevertheless, the authors suggest that due to limited research in
this area, an optimal training process has yet to be developed. In Chapter 4,
Hayo Reinders and Pornapit Darasawang discuss ways to increase learner
autonomy though CALL materials. A recurring theme in these chapters is the
significance of learner training. Even though today’s students are sometimes
referred to as “digital natives” (Prensky, 2001), these authors caution us that
such learners may not know how to use technology for language learning
purposes. Therefore, the conclusions arrived at are that it is essential to pro-
vide students with technical (how), strategic (what), and pedagogical (why)
training before they begin using technology to support language learning.

Stockwell and Nobue Tanaka-Ellis state that although the technologies that
are chosen influence one’s teaching context, “the environment itself will de-
termine the degree to which these technological affordances are applicable”
(p- 86). In the fifth chapter, they discuss these affordances in relation to the
four environments in which computers are used for language learning and
teaching: face-to-face, blended, distance, and virtual. Face-to-face is clarified
to mean when learners “interact directly with the computer individually, or
work together in pairs or small groups at a single computer to orally discuss
any information that they read from or input into the computer” (p. 69).
Subsequently, an example of CALL being used in a face-to-face environment
with an online element is given in which Australian high school students
learning Japanese interacted with high school students in Japan through a
bulletin board system (BBS). Before posting to the BBS, the Australian stu-
dents interacted with each other and the teacher to read messages from the
Japanese students and draft messages to them. Thus, the authors found that
technology facilitated language use in two distinct ways: orally through peer
and teacher discussion around the computer and in text-based communica-
tion via the BBS.

In Chapter 6, E. Marcia Johnson and John Brine examine how open edu-
cational resources (OERs) together with open source software (0OSS) tools
can influence educational settings by making relevant content more acces-
sible. Despite their potential benefits, such tools and resources may not be
effectively incorporated at the institutional level due to a lack of structured
implementations, the absence of realistic goals, and insufficient e-learning
training. Therefore, the authors stress that ongoing teacher support, effec-
tive pedagogical approaches, and clear goals based on local contexts and
constraints are essential in order to take full advantage of OERs and OSS.
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The seventh chapter is about the impact that modalities have on our un-
derstanding of CALL. Through an analysis of four metastudies, Marie-Noélle
Lamy illustrates that modality is a misunderstood concept that is often ig-
nored in language research. Given this, she advocates for a cultural approach
to the understanding of technology-mediated learning based on semiotics
or how modes work together to convey meaning.

Chapter 8 focuses on the technologies used in language teaching. Gordon
Bateson and Paul Daniels highlight current trends and sort these technolo-
gies into four categories: single-server, multi-server, single-computer, and
mobile. Afterward, three examples are presented that outline how these
technologies were used in a learning context. Given the rise of smartphones,
the two mobile technology examples are the most intriguing. In the exam-
ples, not only did mobile technologies increase learner autonomy but they
also allowed students to create authentic content outside of the classroom.

The penultimate chapter, by Stockwell, investigates the complex relation-
ship between technology, research, and practice by examining the research
approaches taken in a sample of articles from a 10-year span (2001-2010)
in four prominent English language CALL journals. One approach that
rarely appears in the literature but should be taken more seriously is the
pedagogy-based approach (Colpaert, 2006). Compared with other research
approaches that are focused on a predetermined technology, this approach
identifies the specific needs of a language-learning environment before
making technological choices.

In the final chapter, Stockwell examines diversity at the learner; institu-
tional, and societal levels. Rather than operating independently from one
another, these factors work together to influence the choices researchers
and practitioners make about technology according to the contextual factors
involved. Consequently, Stockwell emphasizes that understanding how each
level of diversity affects a setting is critical for educators, as this will deter-
mine not only the learning objectives but also the technologies to be used.

The book concludes with the following question: Should the diversity in
CALL be embraced or is it more of a hindrance? Ultimately, the answer to
this question will vary depending on the specific needs of the learners in-
volved as well as the institutional resources that are available. Nevertheless,
this book will help readers tackle this question with a better understanding
of the most important issues pertaining to language learning through CALL.
Therefore, I recommend it as a guide to teachers who are interested in using
technology to enhance language learning and to researchers who would like
to contribute further to the understanding of CALL environments and ap-
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plications. However, as the total message of these chapters points out, when
deciding to implement technology in a given context, it is important to rec-
ognize that technology will never replace sound pedagogy. In other words,
it is not what technologies are used that determines successful language
learning but how they are used.
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Teacher Research in Language Teaching. Simon Borg.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013. xiii + 253 pp.

Reviewed by
Nick Doran

Rikkyo University

Simon Borg of the University of Leeds has published extensively in the
field of teacher cognition—namely what language teachers know, believe,
think, and do (Borg, 2003). His work has provided insights into the thought
processes involved when teachers make teaching decisions as illustrated
by a recent JALT Journal article in which he looked at the grammar teach-
ing practices and teacher cognitions of three Japanese high school English
teachers (Nishimuro & Borg, 2013). In this book, Teacher Research in Lan-
guage Teaching, he delves much deeper into teacher cognition by examining
the attitudes towards research and the research practices of over 1700 ELT
professionals in the roles of teachers and managers worldwide." In this book
based on empirical data, Borg does a commendable job of collating vast
amounts of quantitative data and presenting them to the reader in a clear
and understandable way. There is also a wealth of qualitative data provided
in the form of respondent comments, offering comprehensive insights into
the minds of those involved in English language teaching that were collected
across multiple studies in his programme of research.

Chapter 1 establishes various definitions of teacher research and provides
a brief overview of its origins. Some of the recurrent themes that appear
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throughout the book are introduced here including the benefits of teacher
research and the various barriers that could hinder research. Finally, various
critiques of teacher research are presented. These uncover the disparaging
views of some academics that such research can be too localized and of poor
quality.

Chapter 2 introduces the methodology used for eliciting opinions from
language teachers and managers on teacher research. Borg carefully takes
the reader through the various methodological instruments used to collect
data (available in the book’s appendices) and provides a clear explanation
of the processes involved in analyzing the data. For each stage of data col-
lection, the methodological challenges that were encountered are discussed
together with how they were overcome. Overall, this chapter succinctly sets
out how to conduct a quality teacher cognition research project and is in-
valuable for those who are interested in the nuts and bolts of doing this type
of research.

Chapters 3-7 focus on differing themes of language teacher research
engagement. In Chapter 3, Borg deals with what teachers and language
program managers conceptualize as research by presenting a list of 10
scenarios and asking teachers and school managers to decide if they count
as research or not. The list includes examples such as an informal action
research project or collecting student feedback in order to make course
improvements. Results show that teachers’ conceptions of research gener-
ally take the more standard view associated with hypothesis testing and
statistical analyses. Given the challenges involved in testing hypotheses and
conducting a quantitative-based research project, Borg believes that this
restricted conceptualization could hinder teachers’ broader engagement in
research.

Chapter 4 presents results on how often language teachers read research
reports and the kinds of research they read about. Teachers appear to be
most interested in anything that provides practical teaching ideas, with
publications such as The Modern English Teacher a popular choice. More
academic journals such as ELT Journal are often viewed as dry, meaning they
are full of jargon or difficult statistics and are often perceived as irrelevant
to what goes on in the classroom. Throughout this text, direct quotes from
teachers and managers are used to exemplify the main points, and these are
particularly interesting to read.

Chapter 5 deals with the frequency with which teachers engage in re-
search and the reasons for not doing so. It also deals with the impact that
research has had on their teaching practice. Borg does an excellent job of
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carefully laying out the benefits to teachers engaging in research. However,
it is evident that considerable work is needed to overcome the many barri-
ers that face teachers, which are further explored in chapters 6 and 7.

In Chapter 6, Borg examines the relationships between teacher research
engagement and teaching quality. A range of positions are discussed with
the negative stances towards research most interesting, such as opinions
that effective teaching could be achieved without any knowledge of research
and that many teachers who are drawn to research lack basic teaching
skills. Such opinions were unsurprising—reflecting the opinions of many
colleagues who consider research to lack any personal value. Borg tries his
utmost to argue against these negative positions by asserting that research
“can contribute to a wider range of knowledge, skills, and sensitivities which
are needed for effective practice” (p. 217). The difficulties in engaging teach-
ers in research are further detailed in Chapter 7, which deals with how work
environments can support (or not) teacher research. Borg makes practical
suggestions for schools to facilitate teacher research such as giving teachers
paid time off or funding to attend conferences. However, personal experi-
ence in Japan would suggest that many of these are unfeasible considering
the economic realities faced by many institutions, particularly those outside
of tertiary education. The harsh realities for teachers (e.g., part-time con-
tracts, heavy teaching loads) that could hinder research engagement are
also presented. Eventually, Borg asserts that “collective action is needed to
elevate TEFL from ... its current status as a domain of activity that lacks
a strong professional ethos” (p. 219). Apart from encouraging teachers to
engage more in research, it is difficult to envisage how this can be achieved.

In Chapter 8, Borg looks at a number of projects to engage language teach-
ers in research. Some reasons why most were unsuccessful are explained by
two examples of good practice that Borg was personally involved in. Follow-
ing these case studies, Chapter 9 provides a list of 18 recommendations to
enable teacher research with a greater chance of success. Surprisingly, in my
own teaching context, which I previously felt was conducive to promoting
teacher research, only three recommendations were satisfied.

Overall, this is a book with fascinating insights into the collective minds
of EFL teachers and school managers worldwide. However, the question
remains: Who will read this? Hopefully the answer is teachers, as it might
spur them into engaging in research. However, this is not a how-to book and
teachers interested in learning how to do research are advised to look at
alternative texts such as Burns (2010) or Dérnyei (2007). Judging by the
book’s findings, that most teachers are put off from either reading about
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or doing research, it seems that teachers will not naturally be drawn to this
title. Those involved in teacher development such as school managers, prin-
cipals, directors of studies, and faculty development committee members
could read this book and take positive steps to instigate teacher research
projects. However, if faced with insufficient research budgets, it could be dif-
ficult for educational institutions to implement many of Borg’s suggestions.
The real target audience for this book is people who are seriously committed
to promoting teacher research or those who are interested in the burgeon-
ing area of teacher cognition. For these readers, this book is recommended
as essential reading.

Notes

1. At the IATEFL Conference 2013, Borg presented the main findings of
this book, available at <http://iatefl.britishcouncil.org/2013/ses-
sions/2013-04-09/cup-signature-event-research-engagement-and-
teaching-quality>
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Language learning and language teaching carry us across all sorts of

borders: national, cultural, disciplinary, psychological, and, of course,

linguistic. JALT’s 40th annual conference will celebrate this phenomenon
with its theme, “Conversations Across Borders.”

Plenary Speakers
Claire Kramsch - Professor, UC Berkeley
Thomas Farrell, Professor, Brock University
Momoko Nakamura - Professor, Kanto Gakuin University
Bill Harley - Grammy-award winning musician, story-teller, and author

jalt.org/conference




