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Abstract

Supervisory Committee
Dr. Li-Shih Huang

Supervisor

Dr. Hossein Nassaji

Departmental Member

This small scale action research explored the use of guided written reflection as a means to
assist learners to gain self-awareness of their social and affective strategic behaviours during
classroom speaking tasks, to improve collaboration, and to increase oral output. Four research
questions addressed: (1) the social and affective strategies learners use to complete classroom
speaking tasks, (2) the changes in social and affective strategies that learners demonstrate in
written reflections over four weeks, (3) whether there is a difference in the amount of oral output
produced by the experimental group (EG) and the comparison group (CG), and (4) the EG group
members’ perceptions of the reflection process. Two groups of English as an additional
language (EAL) learners completed eight dyadic classroom speaking tasks. Immediately after
completing each task, five EG participants responded in writing to questions in a reflection
journal addressing emotions, vocabulary, interactions with interlocutors, and strategic goals; the
six CG participants were not provided with the same opportunity to reflect. In the EG, over four
weeks, the strategy justifying performance decreased, while complimenting increased. Although
EG participants’ oral production did not increase, part E of Oxford’s (1989) SILL showed a
significant increase in | encourage myself to speak. Of fourteen participants who completed a
final anonymous questionnaire, 64% felt that the reflection process helped them to speak more,

and 93% felt that it helped them to work effectively with their classmates.
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Chapter One: Introduction

1.1 Background

Learning an additional language can be a long and daunting undertaking, requiring years of
ongoing cognitive effort to develop the ability to use and understand complex morphological,
syntactic, and phonological systems. What is often overlooked by teachers and learners, however, is
that the social and affective challenges associated with language learning can be equally difficult.
Unfamiliar social and cultural contexts combined with a limited ability in the target language can
result in negative feelings, such as embarrassment, frustration, or disappointment. These negative
emotions and feelings of social awkwardness may have unfortunate effects on cognitive processes
and motivation, and ultimately, they can cause learners to abandon their goals. Learners are
particularly vulnerable to negative emotions when it comes to speaking, a modality that often
requires on-line performance in unfamiliar social and cultural environments, in the presence of
strangers (e.g., testing situations, in the classroom, or in the target language community).

Most researchers (e.g., Donato, 1994; Rubin, 1975; Swain, 1985, 1993, 1995, 2005) accept
that a willingness to speak is a beneficial (if not essential) ingredient in language learning,
particularly as learners progress beyond introductory levels. Unfortunately, encouraging students to
overcome negative emotions and engage in social interactions that require producing the target
language (either with classmates or native speakers) is not always easy. This issue represents a real
world problem that teachers and learners grapple with on a daily basis (Donato & MacCormick,
1994; Osbhoe et al., 2007; Tsou, 2005; Zeungler, 1993).

Applied linguists have invested four decades examining strategies that individuals use to

learn additional languages. The vast majority of research has focused on cognitive (e.g.,



memorizing and translating) and metacognitive (e.g., planning, monitoring, and evaluating)
strategies; unfortunately, social and affective strategies have not garnered the same degree of
attention, despite a consensus among researchers that they play a significant role in the language
learning process (Bown & White, 2010b). The work that has been done thus far has focused
primarily on anxiety in testing situations. Recently there has been a call for more research into the
role of affect in language learning in both the field of applied linguistics (e.g., Dewaele, 2005;
Bown & White, 2010b; Pavlenko, 2005), as well as in the field of educational and cognitive
psychology (Pekrun et al., 2002; Meyer & Turner, 2007). Thus, the purpose of this study is
multifold: to further elucidate the role of social and affective strategies and behaviours used by
learners during classroom speaking tasks, as well as to investigate the use of reflection as viable
tool to assist language learners to regulate emotions that may hinder their speaking, and to
strategically deploy social skills necessary for effective, collaborative interactions with others.
Findings in this area could be used to enhance language learning strategy models (e.g., Oxford,
2011; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990) and to design instruction and interventions that may help
students support one another in their efforts to speak in a second language. If students experience
greater emotional well-being and social support, the likelihood that they will engage in and

persevere at learning to speak an additional language may be improved.

1.2 Outline

The thesis is organized as follows: Chapter 2 reviews the relevant literature, including the
literature addressing theoretical work in applied linguistics pertaining to language learning
strategies (LLS), research in educational psychology addressing both social cognitive theories of

self-regulated learning (SRL) and emotion, and finally, recent relevant empirical research. This



literature review offers a discussion of key issues facing the field of LLS research, and
establishes the necessary theoretical background for this research. Chapter 3 describes the
study’s methodology, including the participants, the procedures, and the analysis of the data.
Chapter 4 presents the study’s results for each research question, and Chapter 5 presents a
discussion of the results as well as the implications, limitations, and suggestions for future

research. Finally, Chapter 6 is the conclusion to this thesis.



Chapter Two: Literature Review

2.1 Introduction

This section provides a review of the literature pertaining to social and affective strategic
behaviours associated with speaking in an additional language. The scope of this subject is
broad and encompasses theoretical and empirical research from a variety of disciplines. Thus,
this review draws from LLS work done in applied linguistics (with particular emphasis on the
modality of speaking), research addressing affect in both applied linguistics and cognitive
psychology, and theories of self-regulated learning (SRL) in educational psychology.

The literature is discussed in four main sections: (1) the role of oral output in language
learning, (2) an overview of language learning strategy research, (3) interdisciplinary
perspectives, and finally, (4) empirical research addressing social and affective strategy use as

well as research pertaining to the modality of speaking.

2.2 The Role of Output in Language Learning

Why encourage language learners to speak in the target language? In fact, not all
researchers agree that oral production is always beneficial or essential for the acquisition of an
additional language. It has been suggested that learners may benefit from a “silent period”
(Krashen, 1981, 1982), particularly in the early stages of learning. How or whether this silent
period contributes to language learning is still uncertain (Ellis, 1999). Krashen’s well-known
Input Hypothesis (1982, 1985), claimed that rich, comprehensible input is sufficient for the
successful acquisition of an additional language; according to Krashen (1998), there have been
many reported cases of individuals attaining extremely high levels of competence in an

additional language without any output at all.



Swain (1985), in a study examining learners in a Canadian French immersion program
(where, presumably, comprehensible input was provided in abundance) found some interesting
results: learners’ receptive skills (reading and listening) were virtually indistinguishable from
those of native French speakers; however, the immersion students’ productive skills (writing and
speaking) did not achieve the same levels of success. Learners’ lexical and syntactic accuracy in
written and spoken French were lower than their native speaking counterparts, even after as
many as 12 years in an immersion program. Furthermore, Swain noted that learners did not talk
as much in their French classes (where French was the medium of communication), as they did
in their English classes. Swain found that the immersion students’ oral output in French classes,
50% of the time, consisted of one or two words; and only 14% of their utterances were longer
than a clause. These observations in French immersion research led Swain to propose the Output
Hypothesis (1985, 1993, 1995, 2005), which states that when producing language, learners are
more likely to notice the gaps that exist in their interlanguages (Selinker, 1972), and that
noticing gaps can lead them to make modifications. According to Swain (1995), output has three
functions: it can trigger noticing; it can allow for hypothesis testing; and it plays a metalinguistic
(reflective) function.

In short, students must “notice” their discourse to be able to work with it. The concept of
noticing discourse is not new to applied linguistics. Schmidt (1990) posited that consciousness is
a fundamental element in second language acquisition (SLA). Schmidt’s (1990) Noticing
hypothesis maintained that intake (the comprehended input that enters into the processing
system) is not subliminal, but rather consciously noticed by the learner. Intake leads to output,
and according to Swain, there is evidence to support the hypothesis “that output can stimulate

noticing; that it raises learners’ awareness of gaps in their knowledge; that in short, it plays a



consciousness-raising role. Furthermore, noticing can trigger cognitive processes that have been
implicated in second language learning” (1995, p. 130).

Support for encouraging learners to produce oral output also comes from researchers
examining conversational interactions. Although opportunities for conversation in language
classrooms has often been viewed as one stage of a synthetic approach where learners
synthesize and practice the discrete items (e.g., grammar rules, pronunciation, vocabulary) that
they have been taught, many researchers now accept that conversational interaction itself is also
“a crucial site” (Long & Robinson, 1998, p. 22) not only for practice, but for language learning.
Long (1996) has suggested that the feedback learners receive during NS-NNS [native speaker —
non-native speaker] interactions are characterized by a number of negotiation moves, such as
clarification requests, comprehension checks, confirmation checks, and or-choice questions
(where a native speaker offers a choice of possible responses immediately after posing a
question to a NNS). When communicative problems are encountered, NSs often seem to make
use of these negotiation moves in order to make their language more comprehensible to NNSs.
Drawing from a large body of research, Long (1996) proposed the Interaction hypothesis: “I
would like to suggest that negotiation for meaning, and especially negotiation work that triggers
interactional adjustments by the NS or more competent interlocutor, facilitates acquisition
because it connects input, internal learner capacities, particularly selective attention, and output
in productive ways” (pp. 451-452). Long and Robinson (1998), while acknowledging the
indisputable role of input in second language acquisition, have questioned whether the positive
evidence it provides is sufficient (particularly for adults). They point out that some L1-L2
contrasts are unlikely to be learned from positive evidence alone and cite, as an example, the

English constraint barring adverb placement between the verb and the direct object; a French



speaker would have to notice the absence of this word order in English. In other words,
according to Long and Robinson, target language input (positive evidence) provides learners
with information about what is an acceptable utterance in a target language, but input alone may
not be the most efficient route to learning what is not grammatically acceptable. Negative
evidence (information about what is not acceptable in a language) obtained during
conversational negotiation may, at times, be more efficient and helpful to learners.

Long’s work primarily addressed interactions between NSs and NNSs; however, there is
empirical evidence (Adams, 2007; Fuji & Mackey, 2009; Leeser, 2004; Mackey et al., 2003;
Pica et al., 1996; Williams, 1999, 2001) to suggest that in NNS-NNS interactions learners can
also give and receive valuable feedback; but in order for that to occur, they must speak and
interact.

In addition to interaction research, in which quantitive methods predominate, other
researchers have chosen to examine language learning from a sociocultural perspective.
Sociocultural theory (Lantolf & Thorne, 2006; Vygotsky, 1978) views language learning as a
process that is situated in a social context; it is an inter-mental process, where learners
collaborate to co-construct knowledge. Learners are supported and assisted by other more able
experts, such as a teacher, parent, or more advanced learner. The metaphor of scaffolding
(Bruner, 1974) is now widely used to illustrate the concept of temporary assistance provided by
more able others until the novice can function independently. Sociocultural theory has provided
the framework for much of the qualitative research on second language acquisition and typically
seeks to discover how learners and teachers collaborate in order to expand their linguistic
knowledge. Working from this perspective, Donato and MacCormick (1994) have provided

further evidence that conversational interaction during collaborative tasks may be beneficial not



only in NS-NNS interactions, but also between NNS-NNS. According to Donato (1994),
collaborative interaction between peers facilitates language acquisition because the roles of
learners as novices and experts are fluid, allowing learners to co-construct knowledge.

In short, over the past four decades, there has been mounting quantitative and qualitative
evidence to suggest that, in addition to rich comprehensible input, oral language production
occurring during peer interactions (as well as during NS-NNS interactions) can, in many
instances, benefit and facilitate language acquisition as well as speaking proficiency and fluency
in a target language. Regrettably, despite the evidence that conversational interactions can be
beneficial to language acquisition, learners often do not seek out opportunities to use the target
language (e.g., Oxford & Nyikos, 1989). Donato and MacCormick (1994) voiced concern for
this problem, and expressed what many language teachers feel:

Functional practice strategies, or the active social use of the new
language in real, communicative situations (e.g., seeking out
foreign language speakers, attending foreign language events,
finding ways to use the new language with others, etc.), although
strongly supported in the literature, were infrequently invoked by
these language students (i.e., Oxford & Nyikos, 1989). In other
words, the types of strategies that most directly benefit students in

developing language ability were the ones that they appeared most
resistant to using. This finding is indeed distressing” (pp. 453-454).

2.3 Overview of Language Learning Strategy (LLS) Research

2.3.1 Background.

With the publication of a seminal article entitled Interlanguage (Selinker, 1972), applied
linguists’ focus shifted away from the product of language learning, to the process of language
learning. This shift was important because it meant that the erroneous patterns exhibited in

language learners’ attempts to produce the target language were no longer regarded in negative



terms, as evidence of unsuccessful acquisition of the target language; a learner’s interlanguage
was viewed by Selinker as a valid, evolving system of language in its own right and (more
importantly for researchers) as data that could provide insight into the psychological processes
involved in second language learning. According to Selinker, the linguistic errors that learners
make provide valuable data which can lead to

the postulation of certain theoretical constructs, many of which

have been set up to deal with other problems in the field. But they

also help to clarify the phenomenon under discussion. These

constructs, in turn, give us a framework within which to we can

begin to isolate the psychologically relevant data of second

language learning. The new perspective which an examination of

this phenomenon gives us is thus very helpful both in an

identification of relevant data and in the formulation of a

psycholinguistic theory of second language learning (Selinker,

1972, p. 211).
Selinker hypothesized that there were certain psycholinguistic processes underlying a learner’s
interlanguage, including strategies of second language learning.

Following soon after Selinker’s (1972) article, a series of research studies commonly
referred to as the good language learner studies (Rubin, 1975, 1981; Stern, 1975; Naiman et al.,
1978) appeared. These studies examined successful language learners, with the goal of
identifying the factors that contributed to their successful second language acquisition.

In 1975, two researchers, working independently, took the first steps to identify strategies
used by good language learners (GLL). Stern (in Naiman et al., 1978) differentiated between
strategies and techniques; where strategies are “general, more or less deliberate approaches”
(Naiman et al., p. 4), and techniques are more specific: “observable forms of language learning

behaviour are employed” (p. 4). Stern suggested an inventory of ten LLS as follows (as cited in

Naiman et al., 1978, p. 5):



(1) Planning Strategy
(2)  Active Strategy

(3) Empathic Strategy

(4) Formal Strategy

(5) Experimental Strategy

(6) Semantic Strategy

(7)  Practice Strategy

(8) Communication Strategy
(9)  Monitoring Strategy

(10) Internalization Strategy

Stern’s strategy inventory was adjusted somewhat in 1978 when Naiman et al. published
The Good Language Learner; a list of techniques mentioned by the interviewees was presented

for sound acquisition, grammar, vocabulary, listening comprehension, learning to talk, learning

to read and learning to write.

A personal learning style or
positive learning strategies.
An active approach to the
learning task.

A tolerant and outgoing
approach to the target
language and empathy with
its speakers.

Technical know-how about
how to tackle a language.
A methodical but flexible
approach, developing the
new language into an
ordered system and
constantly revising it.
Constant searching for
meaning.

Willingness to practice.
Willingness to use the
language in real
communication.
Self-monitoring and critical
sensitivity to language use.
Developing L2 more and
more as a separate reference
system and leaning to think
init.

10

In Joan Rubin’s (1975) early work, LLS were defined as “the techniques or devices which

a learner may use to acquire knowledge” (p. 43). Rubin provided the following list of the

qualities of a GLL (pp. 45-47):

1. The good language learner is a willing and accurate guesser.
2. He/she has a strong drive to communicate or to learn from a

communication.

3. The good language learner is often not inhibited.
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4. In addition to focusing on communication, the good language is
prepared to attend to form. The good language learner is constantly
looking for patterns in the language.
5. The good language learner practices.
6. The good language learner monitors his own and the speech the
speech of others.
7. The good language learner attends to meaning. He/she knows
that is not sufficient to pay attention to the grammar of the
language or to the surface form of speech.

In 1981, Rubin refined her initial seven strategies into two general groups: direct
strategies and indirect strategies. Six categories of strategies comprised the direct group:
clarification/verification, monitoring, memorization, guessing/inductive inferencing, deductive
reasoning, and practice; and two strategies were included in the indirect strategy group: creates
opportunities for practice and production tricks.

Both Stern’s and Rubin’s early lists of strategies presented a number of problems, and as
Stern (1975) pointed out, his ten strategies were highly speculative. Nonetheless, these early
attempts to identify strategies paved the way for four decades of strategy research to follow; the
significance of strategy research in the field of applied linguistics was acknowledged when, in
1980, Canale and Swain proposed a theoretical framework for communicative competence

which included three main components: grammatical competence, sociolinguistic competence,

and strategic competence.

2.3.2 Definitions.

After four decades of research into language learning strategies, applied linguists continue
to grapple with a number of significant problems that have not yet been adequately resolved.

Perhaps the most important issue hindering LLS research concerns the fact that there is a wide
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variation among researchers in the terminology they use to discuss LLS, as well as how they
define strategies.

Firstly, the GLL (e.g., Rubin, 1975) has not always been adequately defined in the
literature. This is not only a theoretical issue, but also one which has significant methodological
implications. Macaro (2010) points out in his review of 48 LLS studies, that researchers have
operationally defined success in a number of ways (e.g., proficiency, ability, expertise, and
achievement), and that language learning success (the dependant variable in much of the
research) has not been adequately defined or justified, a condition that makes comparisons
between studies difficult. Many studies equate success with proficiency; however, as Macaro
(2010) argues, proficiency does not provide information about the intensity of effort expended;
proficiency represents a product (a snapshot of a student’s ability at one point in time); it is the
process that is significant to LLS research. Macaro makes the point that success can only be
measured longitudinally and in context.

In addition to problems associated with defining the good (or successful) language
learner, the biggest issue facing LLS research has to do with applied linguists’ failure to
adequately define strategies. Cohen (1998) pointed out that the range of terminology used in the
literature further complicate matters; indeed, the terms strategy, operation, routine, process,
procedure, action, tactic, technique, plan, and step have all been used. Applied linguists must
resolve this semantic dilemma and find agreed-upon definitions if research in this area is to
move forward.

The term strategy has been defined in the literature in a variety of ways. Oxford (1989)
defined strategies as "behaviours or actions which learners use to make language learning more

successful, self-directed, and enjoyable” (p. 235). In 1990, she provided a more comprehensive
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definition of LLS, describing them as “specific actions, behaviours, steps, or techniques that
students (often intentionally) use to improve their progress in developing L2 skills. These
strategies can facilitate the internalization, storage, retrieval, or use of the new language.
Strategies are tools for the self-directed involvement necessary for developing communicative
ability ” (p. 8). O’Malley and Chamot (1990) described LLS as “the special thoughts or
behaviours that individuals use to help them comprehend, learn, or retain new information” (p.
1). Cohen (2011) provided the following definition: “Thoughts and actions, consciously chosen
and operationalized by language learners, to assist them in carrying out a multiplicity of tasks
from the very onset of learning to the most advanced levels of target-language performance” (p.
7). These definitions serve to illustrate the range of ways that strategies have been
conceptualized.

Macaro (2006) has identified and discussed in detail a number of issues and questions that
have arisen from the various attempts to define strategies. (1) There is no consensus about
whether strategies are neurological processes, cognitive operations, or behavioural acts
involving motor skills. (2) Many lists of strategies indicate a size-abstractness dilemma, with
some strategies being very specific; others are general, and some are very concrete; others are
abstract. (3) There is debate concerning what level of consciousness or awareness defines a
strategy. (4) It is unclear whether strategies can be transferred across learning contexts.

In an attempt to address some of these issues, Macaro (2006) has proposed placing LLS
within a cognitive framework, defining them as “the raw material of cognitive processing” (p.
325). He suggests that strategies are conscious mental actions undertaken with a goal, in a
particular context, and need to be distinguished from subconscious activity (although

subconscious processes have the potential to be modified when brought to conscious attention).
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“Given that the framework situates strategies in the domain of cognitive behaviour, not overt
motor behaviour, a strategy is more appropriately described in terms of thinking rather than
doing” (p. 327). Macaro, in situating LLS in the cognitive domain, diminishes the role of social
interaction in language learning. From a teaching perspective, a cognitive framework is not
practical.

To address the size-abstractness dilemma, Macaro suggests an approach to strategy
identification that would require describing a strategy in such a way that it would be reduced to
the lowest relevant level of articulation within the boundaries of conscious cognition. This
represents an enormous undertaking, which (Macaro estimates) may result in the identification

of hundreds of strategies.

2.3.3 Language learning strategy taxonomies.

In order to classify strategies, a number of systems have been proposed. Much of the work
done in the 1970’s and 1980’s consisted of identifying strategies and creating lists;
unfortunately, there is no theoretical basis for many of the taxonomies that have been created.

Tarone (1977, 1980, 1981) has suggested that strategies used to learn a language represent
only one type of strategy within a broader perspective, and that strategies should be classified
according to their purpose (i.e., language learning, communication, or production). Tarone
(1980) defined communication strategies (CS) as “mutual attempts of two interlocutors to agree
on a meaning in situations where requisite meaning structures do not seem to be shared” (p.
420). Examples of CSs include transfer, overgeneralization, mime, avoidance and appeal to
authority, among others. Thus, CSs are motivated by a desire to communicate meaning, whereas
language learning strategies (LLS) are motivated by a desire to learn the target language.

Alternately, some researchers have argued that CSs are a type of LLS. Tarone (1981) concedes
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that it is impossible to know what has motivated the learner: a desire to communicate or a desire
to learn the language or both; furthermore, the use of a CS may result in language learning; thus
the distinction between the two types of strategies has been somewhat fuzzy. Production
strategies (PS), according to Tarone (1981), are attempts “to use one's linguistic system
efficiently and clearly, with a minimum of effort. Production strategies are similar to CSs in that
they are attempts to use one's linguistic system, but PSs differ in that they lack the interactional
focus on the negotiation of meaning” (Tarone, 1981, p. 289).

Tarone, examined CSs from an interactional perspective; however, other researchers (e.g.,
Bialystok, 1990; Kellerman, 1991) view CSs as primarily psychological processes, arising from
linguistic gaps. They argue that “product-based taxonomies are inadequate for practical and
theoretical reasons” (Nakatani & Goh, 2007, p. 219).

Other researchers (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990) have classified LLS
according to broad types (e.g., cognitive, metacognitive, or social/affective). The two most
influential and widely used taxonomies are those developed by O’Malley and Chamot (1990)
and Oxford (1990). O’Malley and Chamot created a taxonomy based on the work that had been
done in cognitive processing theory, taking the position that “second language acquisition is a
complex cognitive skill” (p. 19). In this classification system, strategies are defined as “the
special thoughts or behaviours that individuals use to help them comprehend, learn, or retain
new information” (1990, p. 1).Their list of core learning strategies includes 20 independent
strategy types in three general categories: metacognitive, cognitive and social/affective.
Unfortunately, the authors make almost no mention of the social/affective category, stating that
“Affective strategies are of less interest in an analysis such as ours which attempts to portray

strategies in a cognitive theory” (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990, p. 44). Nonethless, three individual
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strategies are listed in O’Malley and Chamot’s social/affective category: cooperation,
questioning and clarification, and self-talk.

At about the same time as O’Malley and Chamot proposed their taxonomy, Oxford (1990)
also published what was to become a dominant work in the field of strategy research. Following
Rubin’s (1981) lead, strategies in Oxford’s (1990) system are classified as either direct or
indirect. The direct class includes three categories: memory, cognitive, and compensation
strategies, while the indirect class also includes three categories: metacognitive, affective, and
social strategies. Oxford’s classification system differs from O’Malley & Chamot’s, in that
social/affective category is viewed as two distinct groups rather than as one.

Oxford’s six categories include a number of individual strategies. The affective category
includes the following three: lowering your anxiety, encouraging yourself, and taking your
emotional temperature; the social category includes three: asking questions, cooperating with
others, and empathizing with others.

Although cognitive theory may provide a framework for examining cognitive and
metacognitive LLS, as of yet, there is no theoretical basis for social or affective LLS. In
addition, some of the strategies outlined in taxonomies are not easily categorized in practice. As
a consequence, researchers have expressed dissatisfaction and frustration with existing
taxonomies: “The taxonomies of strategies are atheoretical. When there is no theory to inform
coding decisions within and across studies, they are rather arbitrary. We consider this a general

weakness of all studies investigating strategy use” (Swain et al, 2009, p. 54).

2.3.4 Strategy instruction.

From the beginning, much of the LLS research has been motivated by a desire to help

struggling language learners benefit by developing a deeper understanding of what it is that
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GLLs do to be successful. The early work done by Stern (1975) and Rubin (1975, 1981),
assumed that the strategies used by GLL could be identified and taught to other learners in order
to help them become more effective language learners. “I would like to suggest that if we knew
more about what the successful language learners did, we might be able to teach these strategies
to poorer learners to enhance their success record” (Rubin, 1975, p. 42). However, the feasibility
of teaching LLS remains a source of debate among teachers and researchers.

Three positions can be identified regarding the teachability of LLS; some researchers
believe that LLS should be explicitly taught to learners (e.g. Cohen, 1998; O’Malley & Chamot,
1990; Oxford, 1990); others have challenged the idea that LLS can or should be directly taught
(e.g., Kellerman, 1991; Reese-Miller, 1993; Rossiter, 2003). A third possibility (and the position
taken in the present study), lies somewhere in between the first two: learners can benefit by
being actively involved in reflecting on his or her own strategic behaviour within the context of
a specific goal (e.g., Donato & MacCormick, 1974; Huang, 2010, 2012).

Regarding the first perspective, research has provided mixed results; some researchers
have reported positive findings in response to explicit strategy instruction (e.g., Cohen, Weaver
& Li, 1995; Nakatani, 2005), and others have reported negative findings (e.g., O’Malley, 1987;
Rossiter, 2003; Wenden, 1987). Macaro (2006) has expressed the opinion that overall “learner
strategy instruction (or “training”) appears to be effective in promoting successful learning if it
is carried out over lengthy periods of time and if it includes a focus on metacognition” (p. 321).

Researchers opposed to direct strategy instruction (e.g., Huang, 2012; Reese-Miller, 1993)
have expressed doubts about whether the benefits of strategy instruction justify the lengthy
periods of time required. Reese-Miller, in particular, voiced strong opposition in 1993 to the

direct teaching of LLS and pointed out that although correlations had been found, she was
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unwilling to sacrifice valuable classroom time for strategy instruction when there had not yet
been a demonstrated causal relationship between strategy awareness and L2 learning success.
Kellerman (1991) took the position that learners already have strategies from their first language
and can simply transfer them to their second language. He recommended that teachers should
simply “teach the learners more language and let the strategies take care of themselves” (p.158).
Donato and MacCormick (1994) also expressed doubts that higher mental processes could be
directly taught with uniform success, and write that LLSs

are generated from the primary social practice of the classroom
culture. Stated another way, learning about and using any strategy,
efficient or otherwise, are by-products of socialization into the
classroom practices of language learning. The implication of this
assertion is that learning about strategies should not be understood
only in terms of direct instruction. Rather, they are developed in
"communities of practice"” where individuals, initially
inexperienced and unaware, are apprenticed into full participation
into the socio-cultural practices of the community in which they
live (p. 454).

The third position (the one adopted in the present study) may be a practical compromise
between the first two positions. This approach may require less classroom time and involves
raising learners’ awareness of their own strategy use through reflection. Reflection has been
effectively used by many researchers (e.g., De Saint Léger, 2009; Donato & MacCormick, 1994;
Huang, 2010, 2012). Teachers have a long tradition of using reflection in the classroom, most
frequently to focus learners’ attention on cognitive and metacognitive strategies. Rogers’ (2001)
critical examination of seven major theoretical approaches to reflection indicated a consensus
among researchers that reflection is primarily a cognitive process; however, Boud et al. (1985)
emphasized the importance of the emotions of the individual in the reflective process. Learners

may be unaccustomed to reflecting on their social and affective behaviours in the classroom,

where the focus is typically on cognitive processing; however, as Rogers (2001) argues,
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“Ultimately, the intent of reflection is to integrate the understanding gained into one’s
experience in order to enable better choices or actions in the future as well to enhance one’s
overall effectiveness” (p. 41). Rogers summarized four common elements among the seven
theoretical approaches to reflection:

These included reflection as a cognitive and affective process or

activity that (1) requires active engagement on the part of the

individual; (2) is triggered by an unusual or perplexing situation or

experience; (3) involves examining one’s responses, beliefs, and

premises in light of the situation at hand; and (4) results in

integration of the new understanding into one’s experience (p. 41).
In addition to these essential elements, a number of environmental factors play a role (e.g.,

feedback, access and connection to others, stimulation by others, and challenging performance

demands).

2.3.5 Research methods for LLS research.

LLS research poses a number of challenges, not only theoretical, but also methodological:
strategies are often covert; participants are often unable to remember or articulate what
strategies they use; the modality and the language chosen to report strategic behaviour may
determine the quality or restrict the amount of data that is gathered; and finally, data gathering
methods are not feasible in all contexts or for all purposes. In short, strategy research is fraught
with difficulties and limitations.

Various methods have been used to examine speaking strategies including oral interviews,
written questionnaires, observations, verbal reports, diaries and dialogue journals, and
stimulated recalls.

A number of strategy questionnaires have been developed; however, two of the most

recognized are Oxford’s (1989, 1990) Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL), and
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Cohen and Chi’s (2002) Language Strategy Use Inventory and Index (LSUII). Although the
SILL is most commonly used, it is not without critics (e.g., Locastro, 1994, Dornyei, 2005;
Tseng et al., 2006). Locastro, in a study examining strategic behaviours used by adult Asian
learners of English, suggested that the SILL may not be transferable across sociocultural
domains; while Dérnyei (2005) argued that the SILL was psychometrically flawed, and that it
does not reflect the general view in strategy theory. According to Dornyei, it is not frequency,
but quality of strategy use that is important.

Written reports and diaries have been used to good effect by a number of researchers (e.g.,
Carson & Longhini, 2002; Donato &MacCormick, 1994; Garrett & Young, 2009). The best
results have been found when participants report immediately upon task completion, and when
reporting is done in the language they feel most comfortable using. Stimulated recall has been
employed as a method to address problems arising due to memory constraints, and to obtain
more accurate and detailed reports (e.g., Guo, 2012).

Observation presents obvious limitations in collecting strategy data, particularly when
strategies are not overt. There are obvious dangers in attempting to label an outwardly
observable action or behaviour as a specific strategy; nonetheless, observation has proved
effective in some situations and has been useful as a means of corroborating participants’ reports
(e.g., Guo, 2012; Huang, 2011).

Modality of data collection is another important consideration influencing methodology.
Huang (2010) investigated the outcomes of reporting in different modalities as well as in
different groupings (individual vs. group reports). She found that members of the individual

spoken reflection group and the individual written reflection group were similar in their strategy
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use; however, individual spoken reflection group reported more approach and affective
strategies.

As a result of the limitations associated with each of these data collection methods,
success in gathering detailed, accurate information regarding language learners’ strategic
behaviour remains elusive, and researchers have had to make the most of the tools that are

currently available.

2.4 Interdisciplinary Perspectives

2.4.1 Social cognitive theories of self-regulated learning.

Recently, some researchers in the field of LLS research (e.g. Dornyei, 2005; Oxford,
2011) have moved towards paradigms of strategic behaviour that incorporate theories of self-
regulated learning (SRL) in educational psychology. Ddrnyei (2005) has rejected LLS as a
viable field of study altogether in favour of SRL, questioning the very existence of strategies,
while others have adopted SRL as a framework for continued LLS research (Oxford, 2011).
Indeed, the social cognitive basis of SRL may provide the wider framework needed to explain
not only the cognitive processes, but also the social and affective processes involved in strategic
learning, which cognitive theories have largely ignored. “Many researchers describe
metacognitive monitoring as the hub of self-regulated learning. Monitoring in self-regulated
learning is more than just cognitive monitoring. It involves sophisticated checking system, in
which learners compare where they are with where they should be (or would like to be) with
respect to different kinds of goals. Thus, self-regulated learners monitor progress with respect to
goals and standards associated with cognition, motivation, behavior, and affect” (Hadwin, 2008,

p. 176).
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Models of SRL have been proposed by a number of researchers (e.g., Winnie & Hadwin,
1998; Zimmerman, 1989; Pintrich, 2000). Hadwin (2008) defined self-regulated learning (SRL)
as: “the deliberate planning, monitoring and regulating of cognitive, behavioral and affective
processes towards completion of an academic task™ (para. 2). Thus, affect is recognised as a
significant factor in self-regulation (Schutz & Davis, 2000; Hadwin, 2008). Furthermore,
researchers (Boekaerts, 2011; Goetz, Frenzel, Pekrun, & Hall, 2005) have proposed that students
can learn “intelligent processing” of emotions, a process which involves using cognitive abilities
to perceive, reflect on, and regulate emotions.

Zimmerman (1989) proposed a theory of social cognitive self-regulation as “actions and
processes directed at acquiring information or skill that involve agency, purpose, and
instrumentality perceptions by learners” (p. 329), suggesting that self-regulation goes beyond
thoughts and cognitive processes to include actions.

Winne and Hadwin (2011) describe strategic SRL as a recursive process involving four
metacognitive phases: (1) defining the task, (2) planning, (3) enacting, and (4) evaluating
(reflection). In their view, SRL promotes “strategic approaches to adopting and adapting
learning methods rather than scripted techniques for studying. This self-regulatory approach
engages students to research their own learning, developing metacognitive knowledge and skills
to improve the quality of their learning” (Winnie & Hadwin, 2011, p. 1).

Recently, Oxford (2011), drawing from theories of SRL, has developed a model of
strategic language learning which she refers to as Strategic Self-Regulation (S°R). Oxford’s SR
model represents an attempt to address many of the issues that have plagued the field of LLS
theory. The size dilemma discussed by Macaro (2006) is dealt with by making use of a

hierarchical system of tactics, strategies, and metastrategies. In this model, Oxford (2011)
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classifies strategies into three main interconnected groups: cognitive, affective, and
sociocultural-interactive (SI). As well, Oxford has proposed a model where each of these
categories of strategies is controlled by metastrategies which effectively are responsible for
planning, organizing, monitoring and evaluating. In previous models, the term metacognition
referred to the monitoring and regulation of not only cognition, but also affect, and social
behaviour. Oxford, however, has suggested that each of these three categories should have its
own meta-level and proposes three categories: meta-cognitive strategies, meta-affective
strategies and meta-SI strategies. Tactics, in Oxford’s scheme, are the specific manifestations of
a strategy by a particular learner in a particular situation. Whereas strategies and metastrategies
occur in the mind and are unobservable, tactics are often observable. While Macaro (2006) has
estimated that there may be hundreds of strategies, Oxford goes even further, suggesting that the
number of tactics is theoretically infinite, as they may be deployed in any number of contexts by
different individuals to attain a variety of goals and represent the creative choices and
preferences of the learner.

Oxford’s SR also tackles the problem of the conscious/unconscious issue by
differentiating between strategies and skills. In the S?R model, the definition of self-regulated
L2 learning strategies has been based on Afflerbach, Pearson, and Paris’ (2008) definition and
are “deliberate, goal-directed attempt to manage and control efforts to learn the L2” (p. 12).
Skills, on the other hand, are automatic and out of awareness. It is not possible to know whether

an action is a strategy without knowing whether it is deliberate or not.

2.4.2 A cognitive-motivational model on the effects of emotions.

In addition to providing theories of SRL, researchers in educational psychology have also

suggested models of affect in learning contexts (Pekrun et al, 2002). Although scholars
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acknowledge that affect plays a significant role in learning, Pekrun et al. (2002) point out that
there is a dearth of research in this area. This need for further attention given to affect in
language learning (and in education generally) has been voiced by many researchers (Bown &
White, 2010a, 2010b; Pekrun et al., 2002). Furthermore, within the research that has been done
on affect, there are significant gaps. The results of five exploratory studies (Pekrun et al., 2002),
revealed that eight emotions were most frequently reported by participants in academic settings:
hope, enjoyment of learning, anger, pride, relief, boredom, shame, and anxiety. Despite this
emotional diversity, a survey of the research investigating academic emotions (Pekrun et al.,
2002) revealed that anxiety was the emotion examined in the vast majority of studies; the other
emotions have been largely neglected. In addition, there have been very few studies examining
students’ regulation of their emotions. Scholars (Bown, 2006; Bown & White, 2010b;
Linnenbrink, 2007; Pekrun & Schutz, 2007; Schutz & Davis, 2000) have called for further
research in this direction as well as greater interdisciplinary collaboration to address the issues in
this field (Pekrun & Schutz, 2007). These gaps need to be addressed as research in the affective
domain has important implications for second language acquisition.

A review of the literature reveals that terms such as affect, mood, and emotion are a source
of debate among cognitive psychologists. While some researchers use the three terms
interchangeably (e.g., Shell & Husman, 2008), other researchers (e.g., Rosenberg, 1998) equate
affect with emotion but view mood somewhat differently. In Rosenberg’s terms, emotions (and
affect) are short, intense episodes with identifiable triggers, while moods are general affective
states which are longer lasting and do not have identifiable referents. A further differentiation is
made between affective states and affective traits. Moods and emotions (states) are considered

transitory, whereas affective traits are generally viewed as enduring components of an
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individual’s personality. Pekrun (2006) identifies emotions as “multi-component, coordinated
processes of psychological subsystems including affective, cognitive, motivational, expressive,
and peripheral physiological processes” (p. 316). For the purpose of this study, the term affect is
used interchangeably with emotion and is limited to transitory states that occur during and
immediately after speaking tasks rather than enduring personality traits.

Researchers (e.g., Boekaerts, 2011; Dewaele, 2005; Pavlenko, 2005; Pekrun, 2002) have
recently shown increased interest in the role that emotions play specifically in learning contexts.
With this focus in mind, Pekrun et al. (2002) introduced the term academic emotions to identify
those emotions “that are directly linked to academic learning, classroom instruction, and
achievement (e.g., enjoyment of learning, pride of success, or test-related anxiety)” (p. 92);
although, in the literature, the term achievement emotions is also widely used. Emotions have
typically been categorized as positive or negative; however, the cognitive-motivational model
suggested by Pekrun et al. (2002) includes a second dimension to further classify emotions:
activating or deactivating (whether or not an emotion is arousing). This second dimension allows
for four possible categories in Pekrun’s model: (1) positive activating emotions (enjoyment,
hope, and pride), (2) positive deactivating emotions (relief), (3) negative activating emotions
(anger, anxiety, and shame), and (4) negative deactivating emotions (boredom and hopelessness).

Pekrun et al. (2002) have suggested a control-value theory to explain the source of
academic emotions. According to this theory, antecedents to emotions can be individual
appraisals or environmental/social factors. Individual appraisals include both control and value
beliefs. Control beliefs refer to the beliefs that a learner has regarding his or her ability to control
academic outcomes, while value beliefs refer to the subjective values and goals that a learner

attributes to learning the subject matter — both intrinsic and extrinsic. Control and value beliefs
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are both considered to be necessary antecedents to academic emotions. For example, “it is
assumed that learning-related enjoyment presupposes that the student has a sense of being able to
master the material (high control) and intrinsically values the material (high interest)” (Pekrun et
al., 2002, p. 101). In contrast to enjoyment, anxiety is typically characterized by a pattern of low
control, combined with high value.

In addition to individual appraisals, this theory suggests that social (or environmental)
factors can be antecedents to academic emotions. These include: quality of instruction; whether
or not learner autonomy is supported; feedback; achievement expectancies; and social
relatedness and support in the classroom. Environmental or social antecedents are mediated by
individual appraisals, so that an environmental trigger may result in enjoyment of learning for
one individual, and anxiety in another. Pekrun et al.’s control-value theory of academic emotions
model (2002) suggests that emotions are not simply products of individual and
social/environmental antecedents — emotions also precede learning and influence outcomes such
as motivation, the ability to focus cognitive resources on a task, and the strategic behaviour.

According to Pekrun et al.’s theory, emotions may predict motivational outcomes. Anxiety,
for example, although categorized as a negative activating emotion, will be mediated by
individual control-value beliefs and may result in activation and motivation for some individuals,
but may result in freezing for others. Boredom, on the other hand, is generally considered to be a
negative deactivating emotion, and thus, predicts a low level of motivation.

Affect also has important implications for cognitive processes. Anxiety, for example, has
been shown to have a detrimental effect on working memory in testing situations (Hembree,

1988). In addition, researchers (Meinhardt & Pekrun, 2003) believe that strong emotions (both
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positive and negative) use cognitive resources and can direct a learner’s attention toward the
source of the emotion and away from the learning task.

Pekrun et al. (2002) suggest that emotions may have implications concerning learners’
strategic behaviours: “It may be assumed that positive academic emotions facilitate the use of
flexible, creative learning strategies such as elaboration, organization, critical evaluation, and
metacognitive monitoring. Negative emotions, on the other hand, may trigger the use of more

rigid strategies, such as simple rehearsal and reliance on algorithmic procedures” (p. 97).

2.5 Empirical Research

Although the strategy research has addressed the modalities of listening, reading and
writing, in the past, little work has been done with specific reference to the effects of strategy
training on speaking in a second language (Lam & Wong, 2000; Hassan et al., 2005). Likewise,
there is a dearth of research on social and affective LLS. Hassan et al. (2005), in their review of
published and unpublished LLS training research, found that the majority of studies addressed
cognitive or metacognitive interventions; none specifically targeted social or affective training.
Although there has been a recent increase in the number of social and affective intervention
studies done since 2005, Hassan et al.’s report highlights the significant need for ongoing
research in this field.

A number of studies have examined the frequencies of strategic behaviours. One
consistent finding has been a lower frequency of reported social and affective strategy use (Guo,
2012; Huang, 2010; Swain et al., 2009). It is, however, important to note that the frequency with
which a strategy is used may not necessarily correlate with performance (e.g., Guo, 2012).
Researchers agree that strategies can only be defined as good or successful relative to their goal,

and may vary in usefulness according to the learner, the context, the target language, the
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modality, and the goal. Not all strategies may be useful in all situations, nor does a greater
number or frequency of strategies does not necessarily mean greater success. As Wolters (2003)
has pointed out with reference to motivational strategies:

The need to use a motivational regulation strategy may only be
triggered when students experience problems with their ongoing
level of motivation, learning, or performance. It is possible that
students will sometimes begin and complete a task with a
consistently high level of motivation and thus may not experience
any obstacles that interrupt their initiation, engagement, and
persistence at the task. During such times students are unlikely to
engage any regulation strategies intended to influence their
motivation. This reasoning suggests that students who express
highly adaptive motivational beliefs and attitudes may sometimes
use motivational regulation strategies less frequently than students
with less adaptive beliefs and attitudes may” (p. 191).

It also seems that some strategies (or strategy clusters) are more beneficial in some
contexts than others. Swain et al. (2009), for example, found negative correlations between the
use of metacognitive strategies and speaking performance in a testing context. The authors
hypothesized that due to the online nature of speaking, metacognitive strategies may take up
working memory at the expense of cognitive resources necessary for the task. The strategy of
justifying one’s performance was also found to have a negative correlation with poor speaking
performance. This seemingly negative strategy may have been used to bolster self esteem and as
a method of self-talk in response to poor performance, rather than as a strategy to directly
enhance performance.

Recently, several researchers (e.g., Bown, 2006; Bown & White, 2010; Carson &
Longhini, 2002; Garret & Young, 2009; Naughton, 2005; Rossiter, 2003; de Saint Léger, 2009;

Tsou, 2005) have made contributions to understanding social and affective strategy use, as well

as strategy use in speaking contexts.
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Garret and Young (2009) examined the results of Garret’s verbal reports to Young during
an 8-week intensive Portuguese course. The two met twice a week to discuss Garret’s
experiences and emotions. Four main topics emerged as eliciting emotional responses from
Garret: her own awareness of her knowledge of Portuguese, her inner teacher voice, social
relations with her peers and teachers, and her response to Portuguese culture. Among the four
emotional triggers, the majority of her emotions were in response to social relations in the
classroom. Although Garret’s experiences were individual and subjective, they serve to highlight
the significance of social cohesion in a classroom language learning context and the importance
of shared experience and understanding among learners. As the researchers report:

During Week 1, she (Garret) felt very uncomfortable about not
being able to speak with her classmates and not knowing more
about who they were, why they were taking the class, or their prior
experience with Portuguese... Once the students did a collective
task together in the target language, Garrett felt more comfortable
contributing because she realized that even though their levels
differed, everyone was struggling to communicate. She felt this
created a stronger cohesion in the class (p. 218).
For Garret, social relationships and a sense of cohesion among the class were factors
influencing both her emotions her willingness to contribute in class.

Naughton (2005) examined the effects of explicitly teaching learners strategic interaction
patterns during discussion talks. The participants were 45 Spanish speakers at a university in
Spain studying English. The researcher taught the learners in an experimental group four
interaction patterns: the use of follow-up questions, requesting and giving feedback, repair, and
requesting and giving help. “If learner-learner interaction is to lead to the social construction of

knowledge about the FL [foreign language], peer collaboration is essential, and a cooperative

learning approach seems to be an adequate way of promoting this type of behavior” (p. 179). In
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Naughton’s study, participation was operationalized as the number of turns taken. Participants
working in groups of three were asked to discuss topics chosen by the researcher for 7.5 minutes
during a pretest and post test. The experimental group (EG) increased the number of turns taken
over the eight weeks, while the comparison group (CG) decreased. Results indicated that, on the
pretest, the EG did not produce significantly more turns than the CG; however, on the post test,
eight weeks later, they did produce significantly more turns. Results of a t test, however,
indicated that the changes that occurred (in both the EG and CG) from pretest to post test were
not statistically significant. In terms of strategy use (defined as follow-up questions, requesting
and giving feedback, repair, and requesting and giving help), the EG demonstrated a significant
increase over the eight weeks, while the CG showed no significant change.

In a similar study, Tsou (2005), expressing concern about her students’ levels of
participation in speaking tasks, examined participation instruction (PI) as a tool to increase
Taiwanese students’ levels of oral participation (operationally defined as turn-taking during
teacher-fronted discussions). P instruction consisted of a number of activities such as
emphasizing the importance of participation, explaining to learners that they were free to ask
questions and interrupt or discuss topics with teachers during class, watching videos of American
classrooms and discussing the participation behaviours, and explicitly teaching functional
expressions such as: “‘l have something to say ... ‘Could you explain it’... ‘So you were saying’”
(p. 49). Tsou hypothesized that explicitly teaching Pl would (1) increase participants’ oral
output, and (2) increase their proficiency in the target language (English). She found that PI did
not significantly increase participants’ oral classroom participation over the 12 week period,;
however, the experimental group on average, significantly increased scores in motivation as well

as scores on the Speaking Proficiency English Assessment Kit (SPEAK).
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In another study, Watanabe and Swain (2008) examined learner interactions and
proficiency levels. They focused on one particular factor influencing peer interactions: learner
perceptions of peer proficiency levels. Although in this study the tasks were written rather that
oral, the results have some interesting social and affective implications for peer assistance: the
“measured proficiency difference did not necessarily affect the nature of peer assistance; rather,
perceived proficiency seemed to influence how each learner interacted with peers” (p.115). In
addition, the researchers also examined collaboration and proficiency levels, and concluded that
collaborative patterns were more likely to predict learning than a partner’s proficiency level.
Successful collaboration requires the group members to respect one another’s perspectives and
trust each other’s opinions.

A descriptive study carried out by Bown and White (2010a) examined the emotions of
students learning Russian at a Midwestern U.S. university in an individualized, self-instructed
program. Like Garret and Young (2009), these researchers found that social antecedents were
one of the primary factors influencing affective states. In addition, this study provided concrete
evidence of learners intelligently processing their emotions by using affective strategies to
complete a task or achieve a goal.

In 2009, de Saint Léger examined the use of self-assessment (SA) among 31 advanced
learners of French at a postsecondary institution. SA was introduced in an attempt to encourage
student to participate more actively in classroom speaking tasks. While SA served to increase
learners’ awareness of problematic aspects of their learning, it is not clear whether this
awareness led them to take concrete steps to modify their behaviour. Students’ reaction to the SA
process was positive overall, and in an anonymous questionnaire administered at the end of the

term, 70% of students reported thinking that SA was beneficial and should be kept as a part of
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the program for future classes. In addition, data from the SA questionnaires suggested that
learners perceived improvements in their spoken French, particularly in vocabulary, fluency, and
confidence. These reports, as de Saint Léger points out, are purely subjective, and one limitation
of this study is the lack of data (such as speech samples collected at various points throughout
the semester) to validate the learners’ perceptions.

In 2002, Carson and Longhini published a case study of Carson’s natural (immersion)
language learning experience during an eight week period in Argentina. Carson’s diary entries
suggested that she used affective strategies infrequently; however, the diary-keeping process was
beneficial, as it permitted Carson to develop an awareness of the situations that triggered her
anxiety, specifically talking with unfamiliar people. This study offers some interesting insight
into strategies used in acquiring a second language in a natural language learning context rather
than in a classroom; however, it is limited by the fact that Carson, a professor of applied
linguistics, is not representative of a typical of second language learner.

Rossiter (2003) investigated the effects of direct instruction of affective strategies such
consciousness-raising, relaxation training, visualization, positive self-talk, humour, risk-taking,
and monitoring emotions on L2 oral proficiency and self-efficacy. This intervention included 31
adult ESL students enrolled in a full-time program at a Canadian university. One group was
provided with 12 hours of affective strategy instruction over a ten-week period; the other group
received no treatment. Results of this study showed no significant differences between the two
groups with regard to proficiency or levels of self-efficacy. It is possible that affective strategy
use is a very individual and subjective matter, and that direct training is not effective; the teacher
involved in the research reported that although the strategy instruction was generally well

received, at times the experimental group seemed uncomfortable with the training, and that
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during the visualization activity there were “‘lots of snickers, sexual imagery, joking’... ‘students
had a hard time taking the music seriously’: one student rose, walked over to the tape recorder,
and turned it off abruptly, exclaiming that he couldn’t think with the music playing” (Rossiter,
2003, p. 9). One limitation of this study is that Rossiter does not verify whether or not students
actually used the affective strategies that were taught. Oxford (1990) suggests that strategies in
the classroom involve some kind of definite plan or conscious action on the part of the learner to
achieve a goal. Within models of SRL, language learning is not viewed as something learners are
simply exposed to, but rather, it is a process in which learners must be active participants; self-
regulated learning is considered to be an effortful process in which learners are actively engaged.

In contrast, Donato and MacCormick (1994) carried out action research in a French
conversation class at the University of Pittsburgh where students were not provided with direct
strategy instruction. Instead, learners developed their own strategies through ongoing reflection
in a course that required them to create portfolios containing concrete evidence of their language
learning. The researchers noted that many students explicitly wrote about how their goals
became more specific over time. The portfolio required students to take responsibility for their
own learning, and the researchers found that the portfolios led students to take concrete steps to
select and enact strategies, rather than make abstract appraisals of their learning. With regard to
speaking, the authors reported “In their first portfolio entries, only three students provided tape
recorded conversations with others as evidence of their progress. By the third portfolio
submission, three months later, all ten students were actively seeking out-of-class opportunities
to speak French and provided cassette recordings or written summaries of this activity” (p. 461).
The self awareness of strategic behaviour and readiness to act that learners in this study

demonstrated was not immediate, but occurred over a three-month period. Reflection is not easy;
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it is an effortful process that involves not only an increase in self awareness, but taking concrete
steps to change ineffective patterns and achieve a goal. It is likely that the benefits of reflection
and a shift of responsibility for learning from the teacher to the student require time and effort.
Nonetheless, over a three month period, the portfolio work served to focus learners’ awareness
that they (not only their teacher) could take concrete steps to regulate their own second language
learning. Donato and MacCormick reported that learners increased their efforts to find
opportunities to speak in the target language; however, as a descriptive study, it did not provide
quantitative measures of the increases in learners’ oral output.

In conclusion, an examination of socio-cognitive theory, language learning strategy
research, and studies examining socio-affective speaking strategies reveals a recent renewed
interest in the role of affect and the role of social interaction in language learning; however, it

also serves to illustrate that there is still much work to be done.
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2.6 Research Questions

In the present study, the term LLS will encompass both language learning strategies and
language use (including communication) strategies on the basis that both types of strategies are
involved in language learning either directly or indirectly; whether or not they are all facilitative
of language acquisition is another matter.

This action research was motivated by a pragmatic need to find ways to encourage
learners to actively investigate, take responsibility for, and regulate their own social and
affective strategic behaviours in classroom speaking tasks. While teachers frequently struggle
with finding ways to persuade language learners to speak in classroom activities, learners
themselves also express an awareness of and frustration with their lack of speaking. The purpose
of this research, therefore, is an attempt to understand the factors that influence learners’ levels
of output in classroom speaking tasks, and to discover what social and affective strategies
learners use to overcome speaking challenges. More specifically, this research examines the role
of written reflection as a meditational tool to assist learners gain a greater awareness of their
own social and affective strategic behaviours and take steps to select strategies that may assist

them to find ways to speak in the target language. With that in mind, four questions were posed:

1. What social and affective strategies will members of the experimental group report in their
written reflections using in carrying out goal-oriented, task-specific classroom speaking
activities?

2. What kinds of changes in social and affective strategy use will the experimental group

demonstrate in their written reflections over a 4-week period?



3. Is there a difference between the experimental group (EG) that participates in written
reflection and the comparison group (CG) that does not, in oral output, as measured by (a)
morpheme counts and (b) lexical diversity?

4. What are EG learners’ perceptions of the reflection process as examined by a final

anonymous questionnaire?

36
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Chapter Three: Methodology

This research was undertaken in a classroom context and represents action research which
drew on both qualitative and quantitative methods. This chapter describes the methods and
research design in five main sections: (1) research setting, (2) participants, (3) instruments, (4)

data collection procedures, and (5) data preparation and analysis.

3.1 Research Setting

The context of language learning is an important consideration when undertaking action
research, and thus, some discussion of the academic setting is in order. The present study took
place in a small private English language school in Victoria, British Columbia. The school
permits a maximum of 15 students in a class, and classes are organized around four-week
sessions referred to as “study blocks.” At the end of each block, students’ proficiency levels are
assessed in order to determine whether or not they are ready to advance to a higher level.
Students are afforded some flexibility to customize their program according to their individual
schedule and goals, and although new students may begin and finish their studies any time
(including mid-block), students typically enter the program in week one and exit in week four of
any given block.

Mornings in this general English program are spent with the primary teachers covering a
variety of functional topics, which encompass all four language skills: reading, writing,
speaking, and listening, as well as grammar. In the afternoons, students have the opportunity to
enroll in additional classes (e.g., Slang and Idioms, Pronunciation, Listening Skills, and

Conversation) according to their interests or needs. In these afternoon classes, students leave
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their morning classmates and form new class groupings with students from other classes.
Alternatively, some students do not enroll in any option classes, choosing instead to leave their
afternoons free. In this sense, the school caters to mature learners who are able to make their
own decisions regarding the length of enroliment and selection of option classes.

Participants in this study were intact as a group for five mornings a week, for a total of
four weeks; a longer data collection period was not feasible given the school’s curriculum
design. Taking into account non-instructional days and one holiday, total contact hours with the
participants over the four weeks amounted to 57.6 hours.

For the purposes of the study, the researcher/teacher (referred to henceforth as the action
researcher) shared the teaching of two morning classroom groups with another teacher. During
the mid-morning break, the teacher and the action researcher exchanged classes and taught the
same lesson plans again to the second class. In this way, two groups (one experimental and one
comparison) were exposed to the same teachers, materials, lesson plans, and tasks. Other
variables, in particular students’ choice of additional afternoon option classes, could not be

controlled.

3.2 Participants

Two intact classes of students participated in the research; they were at the lower-
intermediate proficiency level as determined by the school’s in-house assessment*. The present
study reflects the pragmatic reality of many North American ESL schools, where learners from a
variety of cultures and language backgrounds make up class groups. As a result, in this context

where learners engage in cross-cultural communication, the use of social strategies is

! The school program is divided into eight levels of proficiency where level one represents the beginner level, and level
eight approaches near-native proficiency. Participants in the present study were in level three.
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particularly relevant. The two classes were randomly assigned to be the experimental group
(EG) and the comparison group (CG). Five core participants in the EG and six core participants
in the CG provided the data for the study. Details of these eleven participants’ characteristics
are summarized in Table 1. Participants’ first languages in the two groups included: Korean,

Japanese, Swiss-German, Portuguese, and Slovakian.

Table 1
Participants ' Characteristics for Research Questions 1, 2, and 3

Characteristics Experimental (n = 5) Comparison (n = 6)
Age Mean 21.8 30

g Range 20 - 28 18- 51
Years of Learning Mean 8 6.8
English Range 3-13 1-13

Male 2 1
Gender Female 3 5
Korean (1); Japanese (2); Korean (3); Portuguese (1);

First Languages Swiss-German (2) Spanish (1); Slovakian (1)

Note. N = 11
To address research question four, a final anonymous questionnaire was given to the 14
EG class members at the end of the four-week period. Because it was anonymous, it was
impossible to identify those questionnaires which had been completed by the five core EG
participants. As a result, all 14 members of the EG class’ questionnaires were included in the
analysis. It should be noted that the 14 EG members completed a minimum of two and a
maximum of eight speaking/reflection sessions. Table 2 provides a summary of these

participants’ characteristics.
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Table 2
Participants' Characteristics for Research Question 4
Characteristics Experimental Group (n = 14)
Age Mean 23
g Range 17 - 43

. . Mean 6.6

Years of Learning English Range 66— 17
Male 5

Gender Female 9

Korean (3); Japanese (5); Swiss-German (3);

First Languages Russian (1); Arabic (2)

Note. One participant reported a score of 52 on the TOEFL® iBT; another reported a score of 4.5 on the IELTS™,

3.3 Instruments

All data were collected in English, using four instruments: (1) a participant characteristics
questionnaire (Appendix A), (2) Parts E and F of the SILL (Strategy Inventory for Language
Learning, Oxford, 1989) (Appendix B), (3) a reflection journal (Appendix C), and (4) a final
anonymous questionnaire addressing participants’ perceptions of the reflection process

(Appendix D).

3.3.1 Background questionnaire.

The background questionnaire (Appendix A) was designed to collect data concerning
participants’ age, gender, years of study, first language, additional languages spoken, and results

of an IELTS™ or TOEFL® exam (if applicable).

3.3.2SILL.

Parts E and F of Oxford’s 1989 SILL (Appendix B) were used to identify changes
regarding learners’ perceived frequency of social and affective strategic behaviour from the

beginning of the study in week 1 to the end of the study in week 4.
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The SILL is a tool to gather information regarding the frequency with which participants
use specific strategies. Participants completing the SILL are asked to select the number on a
five-point Likert scale which best represents the frequency of a strategic behaviour, where one
represents never true of me and five is always true of me. Part E asks respondents to rate how
frequently they use six affective strategies; while Part F asks about the frequency of six social
strategies. Two versions of the SILL are available: one for learners studying a foreign language
whose native language is English, and one for learners of English as a second or foreign
language (the one used in the present study). This ESL/EFL version is available in English,
Arabic, Chinese, French, German, Japanese, Korean, Russian, Spanish, Thai, and Ukrainian.
Although data collection is more effective when participants are given the option to report
strategic behaviours in the language of their choice, the English-only policy of the school
required that all participants respond to the questions in English. Therefore, for this study, the
English version was used.

A number of studies have examined the reliability of the SILL. Oxford et al. (1989)
reported a reliability of .86 with 159 students while Anderson (1993) reported a reliability of .91
on 95 students. The SILL was chosen for use in the present study as it is easy to administer, and

it is widely used, facilitating comparisons among studies.

3.3.3 Reflection journals.

The reflection journal consisted of nine questions (see Appendix C) which were adapted
from de Saint Léger’s (2009) study of self-assessment (SA). Individual reflection journal
booklets were prepared for each student in advance of the study. Eight identical sets of the nine

questions were included in the booklets, one for each speaking task. Each set of questions was
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colour-coded to allow the action researcher to ensure at a glance, that participants were
responding to the set of questions that corresponded to the task.

Participants recorded their thoughts in response to the nine questions immediately after
task completion; the same nine questions were asked consistently in order to facilitate the
identification of changes in participants’ responses over the eight tasks. Thus, the journal
fulfilled two separate roles in the research: (1) it was intended to guide participants to notice,
reflect on, and set specific goals associated with their social and affective strategic behaviour
during the speaking tasks; and (2) it provided a method of data collection for the action
researcher.

The nine questions in the reflection journals were worded with the aim of (1) encouraging
participants to gain a deeper awareness of their emotions, the antecedents to these emotions, and
their strategic affective behaviours, and (2) to promote participants’ noticing of how they were
interacting and cooperating with their partners, and (3) to encourage participants to set goals for
future speaking tasks and (hopefully) select and enact social and affective strategies to better

achieve their goals.

3.3.4. Final anonymous questionnaire.

A final anonymous questionnaire (Appendix D) was designed to gather information
regarding learners’ perceptions of the reflection process. In particular, | wanted to know whether
or not participants found the reflection process helpful, how it helped them, and whether they

felt it should be kept for future classes.
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3.4 Data Collection Procedures

3.4.1 Pilot study

Speaking tasks and written reflections were piloted by four volunteers at the same
language school as those in the main study. Participants were at the same proficiency level as
those in the main study (level 3), and their first languages included Swiss-German (1), Korean
(2) and Japanese (1).

Due to time constraints, the four participants completed only two of the eight tasks.
Nonetheless, the feedback that these two tasks elicited proved valuable and allowed for further
refinement of the reflection journal questions. After the tasks were completed, the action
researcher discussed the process with the participants; it became clear that some questions were
not specific enough for learners at this proficiency level, and, as a result, the responses given by
participants were too vague. As well, unfamiliar vocabulary (e.g., encountered) posed a problem
for some participants. In an attempt to address these problems, questions were reworded, and an
emphasis was placed in the questions on giving specific examples. Prompts in the form of
follow-up questions were also added. In short, based on participants’ feedback, three changes
were made: (1) the times allotted to the planning and practicing portions of the task (ten minutes
each) were reduced to eight minutes, (2) some questions were reworded using simpler
vocabulary (When you encountered words you didn’t know, how did you feel? was changed to:
When you tried to say something but couldn 't find the words, what did you do? How did you
feel?), and (3) Tasks 1a (Find as many differences between you and your partner as possible.
You can include appearance, family, interests, opinions and anything else you can think of) and
1b (Repeat with a new partner) were replaced with others that were felt to be more interesting

and engaging.
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Overall, participants indicated that the speaking task instructions were clear, that they had
little difficulty understanding the questions in the reflection journal, and that (with the exception

of Task 1a) the tasks were “fun” and “interesting.”

3.4.2 Ethics.

Ethical considerations play a major role influencing data collection procedures,
particularly in action research. When the researcher is also the teacher with the authority to
assign grades, there exists the potential for the researcher to have power over his or her
participants. With this in mind, two steps were taken to ensure that students’ decision to
participate in the study would have no bearing on the assignment of grades: (1) the action
researcher was not involved in recruiting participants from the two classes and was blind to who
had given consent to participate in the study; and (2) the action researcher refrained from
examining any data (either written or recorded). Both of these conditions remained in place
until the four-week block was complete and the final marks had been awarded. It should be
further noted that all students in both classes, as a requirement of the course, participated all the
activities and tasks associated with the research: completion of the SILL, the speaking tasks, and
in the case of the EG, the written journal reflections, and the final questionnaire. Participation in
the classroom activities, therefore, did not necessarily imply participation in the study. Only
those students who gave their consent and agreed to participate were included in the study;
furthermore, only the data from those participants who met all the criteria (attendance, audible
recordings, were not paired with the action researcher during the performance of speaking tasks)
were used in the analysis in order to address research questions one, two, and three. In order to

keep this important differentiation clear, henceforth, all class members who participated in the
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classroom tasks will be referred to as students, while only those class members whose data were

used for analysis will be referred to as participants.

3.4.3 Data collection.
Day 1

On the first day, four initial steps were taken: (1) participants were recruited, (2) students’
background information was gathered, (3) students completed parts E and F of the SILL, and (4)
students were provided with a training session involving the initial practice task to become
familiar with the format of the speaking tasks.

In both EG and CG classes, the action researcher carefully explained the details of the
study, answered questions, and left the classroom. The recruitment of participants was carried
out by an administrative assistant who also kept all data for safekeeping for the duration of the
study. As well, at this time, information regarding participants’ characteristics was also collected
(Appendix A) by the administrative assistant.

The action researcher returned to the classroom and oversaw the completion of Parts E and
F or the SILL (Oxford, 1989) by both the EG and the CG. Finally, the action researcher
introduced the practice speaking task. The practice session allowed students to become familiar
with the digital voice recorders, the method used to time the speaking tasks, and the task goals

and requirements.

Weeks 1 -4
Over the next four weeks, students completed two speaking tasks every week, followed

by either the written reflection (EG), or time devoted to idiom work (CG). All tasks were carried
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out under the direction of the action researcher; the second teacher played no role in
administering the speaking tasks or gathering data.

Speaking Tasks: The decision to examine paired speaking tasks was made for a number of
reasons. First, pair work represents a typical interaction that occurs frequently in language
classes; secondly, monologues and individual presentations do not provide students with
adequate opportunities to use social strategies which were the focus of this study; and finally,
interactions of three or more individuals on an audio recording would have proven too complex
to ensure accurate identification of speakers during the transcription process.

Students were randomly paired for tasks and never had the same partner twice. They were
given a total of 18 minutes to complete the tasks: eight minutes to plan, eight minutes to
practice, and two minutes to perform. Each pair was provided with a digital recorder, and the
entire task was recorded without stopping the recorder. The researcher took responsibility for
timing and signalled to participants when to start planning, when to start practicing, and when to
start performing. In this way, all dyads performed the task simultaneously. The digital recorders
were never stopped, but continuously recorded all three phases of the task. Participants were
informed that the focus of the task was fluency; they were told to not worry about accuracy;
furthermore, it was stressed that both members of the dyad should make an effort to speak as
much as possible during the 18 minutes.

Students completed eight speaking tasks, and for each task they were given written
(Appendix E) as well as verbal instructions outlining the goals and procedures of the task.
Students were not, however, provided with information regarding the topics of all eight tasks,
but were only given information necessary for the task that was being immediately undertaken.

Consequently, participants were given no opportunity to plan ahead for tasks that would be done
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over the four weeks. In this way, the research focused on strategies that learners used when
engaging in spontaneous, unrehearsed speech, which is characteristic of most classroom
discussions as well as authentic interactions in the second language community.

Of the eight tasks, the first four (tasks 1a — 4a) were completed in the first two weeks of
the class; and four roughly parallel tasks (tasks 1b — 4b) followed in weeks three and four. For
example, in task 1a, participants were asked to plan a 7 year-old child’s birthday party; two
weeks later, in task 1b, they were asked to plan a 50th wedding anniversary party. In this way,
Tasks 1a — 4a could be compared with Tasks 1b — 4b, and any changes that occurred in strategic
behaviour or changes in output could be identified. (See Appendix E for a complete description
of the paired speaking tasks.) Before each task, students were given oral and written instructions
to speak as much as possible and to demonstrate a wide range of vocabulary. They were neither
prohibited from using their dictionaries, nor specifically encouraged to do so. Once the speaking
tasks had begun, no assistance was provided by the action researcher; non-verbal gestures were
used to indicate that participants should continue speaking with their assigned interlocutors and
to remind students that no assistance from the action researcher would be forthcoming during
the recording. The action researcher did not lead any formal discussion following these tasks,
since the research focus was on learners’ self-generated strategies, and the study sought to
discover whether participants would take action to self-regulate their learning and address the
gaps they had encountered during the task. Students in both groups did address questions to the
action researcher from time to time regarding vocabulary or comment on the topic after the task
was completed.

Reflection Journals/Idiom Work: Immediately after the oral tasks, the students in the EG only

were asked to respond to the questions in the reflection journals. Before and during each
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journaling session, participants in the EG were continually encouraged to provide rich detail,
examples, and information in response to each question. However, as mentioned earlier, ethical
constraints meant that the researcher was prohibited from examining the reflection journals or
the recorded data and was prevented from providing any specific feedback or direction to
students. Students in the EG were provided with as much time as they required to respond to the
questions. Although some participants spent as little as five to ten minutes to reflect, others
spent up to 25 minutes. The total amount of time the EG was given for each reflection period
was carefully noted by the action researcher. Participants responded to all questions in English,
and reflection journals were collected for safekeeping after each session.

Unlike the EG, the CG did not engage in written reflection; instead, the EG was given the
equivalent amount of time to work on idioms. This activity was chosen since the occurrences of
these idiomatic expressions in the CG’s recorded data could easily be identified and excluded
from final morpheme counts and vocabulary diversity (vocd) scores. Over the four weeks, the
entire procedure (speaking task followed by reflection/idiom instruction) was carried out eight
times.

Final Day

Upon completion of the four-week block, both the EG and the CG once again completed
parts E and F of the SILL. As well, after all participants had received their final marks, an
administrative assistant oversaw the completion of the final anonymous questionnaire by the
EG. Participants were provided with as much time as necessary to complete the questionnaire. A

summary of the data collection procedures over the four weeks is provided in Table 3.
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Table 3

Data Collection Schedule

EG Only (n=5) EG and CG CG Only (n =6)
Consent Forms
Day 1 Participant Characteristics Questionnaire
Initial SILL
Practice Speaking Task
Speaking Tasks 1 - 8
Weeks 1to 4 4 N
Reflection Journal Idioms
Final SILL
Final Day Final Anonymous N/A

Questionnaire (n = 14)

3.5 Data Preparation and Analysis

3.5.1 Rationale for the inclusion or exclusion of data.

Once the four-week research period was complete, and the action researcher had an
opportunity to examine the data, decisions were made regarding the inclusion or exclusion of
participants’ data. Although a total of 29 students gave their consent to participate in the study
(16 in the EG, and 13 in the CG), three factors contributed to a significant number of
participants’ data being excluded from the analysis. Firstly, those participants who did not
participate in all eight speaking tasks were excluded from the study. Tasks were sometimes not
completed due to attendance issues, and other times were a result of the school’s flexible
registration policy as mentioned in Section 3.1. Secondly, the dyadic nature of the task meant
that when an uneven number of students were present, the researcher was required to act as an
interlocutor for one student. Data collected from those participants were also excluded. Finally,

upon listening to the recordings, the action researcher discovered that a few participants’
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recordings were inaudible in at least one task; as these participants’ data were incomplete, both
their written and recorded data were also excluded.

In summary, the participants whose data were included in the study met all the following
criteria: (1) they were present for all data collection sessions; (2) they completed speaking tasks
only with peers rather than the action researcher, and (3) they produced spoken data that was
audible in every recording. The final number included for analysis, therefore, consisted of five
participants in the EG and six participants in the CG, for a total of eleven participants.

In addition to the journal reflections and the recorded tasks, the analysis of the final
anonymous questionnaires presented a unique challenge. As mentioned in earlier, 14 members
of the EG completed the final anonymous questionnaire. Despite the fact that many of those
students had been absent for as many as 6 speaking task/reflection sessions, all 14 of the
respondents’ data were used to address research question four. Finally, once the final list of

participants was determined, pseudonyms were assigned to assure anonymity.

3.5.2 Transcription.

In order to obtain quantitative measures of participants’ oral output, recorded discourse
data was transcribed using the CLAN editor in the CHILDES (Child Language Data Exchange
System) program (MacWhiney, 2000). The CHILDES program is an online system for sharing
and studying interactional conversations. CHILDES includes language data banks as well as a
number of programs for data analysis in the CLAN program. CLAN has two parts: the CLAN
editor, which is used to transcribe speech, and the CHAT program, which is a set of data
analysis programs. These programs have the ability to provide (among other things) word
counts, morpheme counts, the mean length of utterances (MLU), and measurements of

vocabulary diversity (vocd) of speech samples.
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Two additional transcribers were initially enlisted to assist with the data entry into CLAN;
however, the researcher personally reviewed and made all final decisions regarding the
transcriptions in order to ensure consistency and accuracy necessary to obtain reliable
morpheme counts and vocd scores. Transcriptions were rechecked frequently. Every audible
word was transcribed; however, fillers (oh, mmm, oooh) were not transcribed.

Output was quantified based on morpheme counts and vocd scores. Morphemes were
chosen as the unit of investigation because they represent the most basic element of language
that carries meaning and cannot be further reduced. VVocd scores, in the past, were based on the
ratio of different words (Types) to the total number of words (Tokens), known as the type—token
ratio (TTR). A problem presented by TTRs is that as the sample size increases, the TTR
inevitably decreases, and is thus unreliable. The vocd program (developed by Gerard McKee of
the Department of Computer Science, The University of Reading) was developed to overcome
this problem. According to McKee et al. (2000) “The approach is based on an analysis of the
probability of new vocabulary being introduced into longer and longer samples of speech or
writing. This yields a mathematical model of how TTR varies with token size. By comparing the
mathematical model with empirical data in a transcript, it provides a new measure of vocabulary
diversity that we refer to as D (p. 6). Thus, a vocd score has three advantages over a TTR score:
it is not a function of the number of words in a sample, it uses all the data available, and it
represents how TTR varies over a range of token size.

Of the entire recorded task, only the planning phase was included in the analysis since the
aim of the study was to see whether participants would increase their output during free
discussion. During the practicing and performing phases, participants had opportunities to

rehearse their speech and sometimes chose roles which had the potential to influence the amount
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and nature of their oral output; for example, some participants divided roles into that of
interviewer or interviewee or buyer and seller. For these reason, only the planning portion of the

spoken task was transcribed and analysed, in total: 9 hours and 36 minutes.

3.5.3 Coding written journal data.

Written comments in the reflection journals were coded for (1) emotions and (2) strategies
(which fell into one of five groups: social, affective, cognitive, metacognitive, or
communication).

Classification of emotions were based on Pekrun’s (2002) research findings, which
indicated that the eight emotions students most frequently reported experiencing in academic
contexts were: enjoyment of learning, hope, pride, and relief, as well as anxiety, anger, boredom,
and shame. This list was adjusted somewhat for the present study. First of all, three of these
emotions were not mentioned by participants: anger, boredom, and shame. Participants did
however, mention two other negative emotions: frustration and disappointment, as well as a one
other positive emotion: confidence; thus, these terms were added to the coding scheme. A second
issue that arose was that some feelings mentioned by participants were vague and proved
difficult to classify precisely (e.g., nice; comfortable; oh, no, not my favorite activity). Since they
were, however, clearly positive or negative, two categories: other positive and other negative
were created to include these comments. The resulting emotion classification inventory consisted
of ten categories as shown in Appendix F.

Although social and affective strategies were the main focus of this research, in the
reflection journals, participants also made references to other types of strategies. Coding schemes
were based upon previous work in the field (Huang, 2010, 2012; Oxford, 1990; Rubin, 1981,

Swain et al., 2009; Tarone, 1981); however, the final list of individual strategies required some
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adjustments. Strategies such as seeking lexical assistance have been classified in some
taxonomies as communication strategies (e.g. appeal for assistance in Tarone, 1981); however,
they have been classified here as social strategies following Oxford (1990) on the grounds that
they involve social interaction. | have also expanded the number of individual strategies in the
social and affective categories to more accurately reflect participants” comments. Consequently,
strategies mentioned in the reflection journals were coded and classified according to five main
categories: social, affective, communication, cognitive, and metacognitive. Affective strategies
were rarely mentioned in the reflection journals; however, three individual strategies were
identified in the reflection journals that were included in the affective category: supporting
partner, sharing feelings with partner, and respecting partner’s ideas; and 14 individual
strategies were identified and included in the social category: seeking help from interlocutor,
contributing ideas/expertise, dividing tasks/roles, providing lexical assistance, cooperating,
assuming a leadership role, explaining ideas, making an effort to speak, making an effort to
understand, listening, finding common ground, supporting ideas, asking questions, and
respecting partner’s ideas.

Although the frequencies of strategic behaviours were also calculated and are reported in
the results section, it should be noted that the reflection journals did not specifically ask
participants to report on the frequency with which they used particular strategies. Participants
were only asked to report what they did, not how frequently they did it. Examples of

participants’ written comments and coding decisions are shown in Appendix G.

3.5.4 Coding recorded data.

In addition to coding the strategies mentioned in the reflection journals, the recorded

discourse data was also examined and coded for strategic behaviours. Thus, the recorded data
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provided not only morpheme frequencies and vocd scores (see Section 3.5.2), but also an
additional source of information regarding participants’ strategic behaviours (Guo, 2012; Huang,
forthcoming).

Coding both data sets (written and recorded) gave the action researcher (some) ability to
check participants’ claims about the strategies they had employed. However, as only overt
behaviours that could be consistently identified and classified with a high degree of certainty
were included in the coding scheme of recorded data, not all strategies that participants
mentioned in the reflection journals could be identified. The inventory of strategic behaviours
identified in the recorded data is not a complete inventory of participants behaviours (for
example, it cannot provide information about strategies such as gesturing, or making an effort to
speak), but only includes those behaviours that could be identified reliably.

Three verbal behaviours identified in the recorded data were added to the inventory of
affective strategies: complimenting, encouraging, and justifying performance; while three types
of social strategies were coded: asking questions, providing lexical assistance, and
complimenting. Participants asked a variety of types of questions: (1) content (topic) questions,
(2) questions to check their partners’ comprehension (3) questions seeking clarification (or to
check their own comprehension), (4) questions to check partner is in agreement, (5) questions
about form, (6) questions about lexis, (7) cultural questions, and (8) questions to request explicit
correction. In addition to asking questions, instances of providing lexical assistance, and
complimenting were also coded.

Recorded data revealed that participants, in addition to simply agreeing with one another
(e.g., “okay”; “l agree”), at times uttered positive expressions such as “That’s a good idea, ” or

complimented their interlocutors. Some researchers (Oxford, 1990) might classify these
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expressions are examples of social strategies; however, | would argue that these spoken
statements also seem to promote positive emotional states in a way that simply indicating
agreement does not. They achieve two separate goals: firstly, they serve a social purpose of
indicating agreement to one’s interlocutor, secondly, they create positive feelings by providing
encouraging feedback to an interlocutor about his or her ideas (“good idea ), abilities or
experiences in much the same way as self talk does to one’s self. Although affective strategies
are generally viewed as tools that learners use to regulate their own emotions, it was clear in this
study that participants were also taking steps to foster positive emotional states in their
interlocutors. Therefore, after some consideration, | classified this behaviour (complimenting) as
both social and affective. | have correlated the behaviour complimenting with the strategy that
was mentioned in participants’ reflection journals, respecting partner’s ideas. (Also counted as
both affective and social).The dual nature of these behaviours serves to illustrate the difficulty at
times in teasing apart social and affective strategies, and that one behaviour may serve more than
one purpose.

Justifying performance is operationalized here as any instance when a speaker indicated
that he or she lacked ideas, knowledge about a topic, spelling, grammar, or vocabulary (e.g., “I
don’t know spell”).

Encouraging was operationalized as an attempt to assist a partner to address not linguistic
difficulties, but affective difficulties. Only one instance of this strategy was found in the data and
was used by a participant in the CG group (“Don’'t worry”).

In terms of social strategies, participants often provided lexical suggestions to their

interlocutors when there were indications that help was needed. Sometimes assistance was
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explicitly requested, and other times a pause in speech was enough to prompt an individual to
offer assistance in the form of a lexical suggestion.

Seeking clarification (or confirming comprehension) was counted when (1) speakers
repeated partial or complete utterances of what their interlocutors had said immediately before,
and were marked by a rise in intonation or (2) when speakers used expressions such as “What? ”
or “What do you mean? ”. An inventory of the identified social and affective strategies in the
recorded data as well as examples is provided in Appendix H.

To ensure reliability of the coding process, 100% of the written and recorded data (both
EG and CG) were coded. In the case of the recorded data, an intra-rater reliability check was
conducted. The recorded discourse data were coded on two separate occasions, two months
apart by the action researcher. Dividing the total number of coding counts by the total number of
counts that agreed resulted in a simple intra-rater agreement of 90.03%. More specifically, the
reliability for affective strategies was 93.58%, and for social strategies was 87.60 %. The data
collected from the reflection journals were independently coded by two coders: the action
researcher and another graduate student in applied linguistics. Inter-rater reliability was 84.01%.
The two raters then met to examine the differences, which were discussed until 100% agreement

was reached.

3.6 Data Analysis

To address the research questions, both quantitative and qualitative analyses were
undertaken. In terms of quantitative analysis, statistical tests were carried out using SPSS
(Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) Version 20. Due to the small sample sizes,

nonparametric statistical tests were used.
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To answer research question one, simple frequencies were used to provide the descriptive
statistics regarding reported strategic behaviours as well as identified strategic behaviours in the
recorded data. Research question two addresses the changes that participants demonstrated. The
Wilcox Signed Ranks test was used to determine whether any significant changes had occurred
in parts E and F of the SILL and the strategies identified in the recorded data.

For research question three, which focuses on the differences in output between the EG
and the CG, the Mann-Whitney U test was used to identify any statistically significant changes
in: morpheme counts, vocd scores, SILL results, and strategic behaviours. Finally, question four
was analysed with simple percentages.

Qualitative analyses were also undertaken. In particular, | looked for not only recurring
themes reported in the reflection journals (or exhibited in the speaking tasks) by the majority of
participants, but also individual differences with regard to task challenges (e.qg., topic knowledge

and interlocutors), reported emotions, and strategic preferences.
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Chapter Four: Results

It is important to note, that quantitative results are presented throughout this section at the
group level rather than at the individual level; the qualitative differences between individuals,
however, are provided.

Results are presented in five sections. Firstly, in order to put the results of the four
research questions into context, some discussion of the challenges presented by the speaking
tasks is required. Thus, the first section reports the most frequent themes in participants’
reflection journals concerning challenges encountered while carrying out the speaking tasks.
Understanding what types of difficulties participants identified is instructive, since the selection
of any particular strategy or tactic is situated within the context of a goal and a purpose.

Following this, each of the four research questions are then addressed in sections two to five.

4.1 Reported Challenges
Reported challenges fell into three main categories: (1) lexical, (2) limited content
knowledge, and (3) affective. To address these challenges, participants deployed a number of

strategies from five categories: communication, cognitive, metacognitive, social, and affective.

4.1.1 Lexical challenges.

When it came to linguistic factors, more than anything else, participants perceived lexis as
the most important challenge influencing their speaking performance: few references in the
reflection journals were made to syntax, and no references were made to phonological
difficulties. In response to question 2 (see Appendix C) in the reflection journal (In this

speaking activity were there any instances where you felt you'd like to say something but you
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didn’t? Yes 0 No o If yes, when and why?), the five EG participants reported that there were
only nine occasions over the four weeks when they wanted to say something but did not, and in
all cases, the reason given was that they felt they were lacking the necessary vocabulary. As one
participant wrote: “When | would describe something, my vocabulary is not so big, so I think”
(Alex: Week 1, Task 2a).

Question 4 in the reflection journals (see Appendix C) sought to discover what strategies
participants used when they encountered lexical gaps. Table 4 provides a summary of reported

strategies to overcome lexical challenges.

Table 4

Frequency of Strategies Reported in Response to: "When you tried to say something but couldn't
find the words, what did you do?"

Category Individual Strategies Median Range  Frequency
Circumlocution 0 4 7
Paraphrasing 2 4 10
COM Slmpl_lfylng _the language 0 1 1
Drawing a picture 0 1 1
Gesturing 0 1 1
Abandoning message 0 2 3
Repeating to clarify meaning 0 1 2
Using a dictionary 2 4 10
COG Searching for another word 1 2 4
Recalling vocabulary 1 3 6
SOC Seeking help from interlocutor 0 2 2
META Planning ahead before speaking 0 1 1
TOTAL STRATEGIES 48

Note. n =5. COM = Communication; COG = Cognitive; SOC = Social; META = Metacognitive
Total Strategies = 48 (Mdn = 10; Range = 12)

Over the course of the four weeks, participants reported using seven individual types of

communication strategies, three types of cognitive strategies, one social strategy and one
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metacognitive strategy for a total of 12 different individual types of strategies to overcome
lexical difficulties during the speaking tasks. In terms of frequency, participants mentioned these
strategies a total of 48 times in response to this question. In addition to these strategies which
were deployed during the speaking tasks; in addition, two participants’ written comments in
response to this question revealed that they were also planning to address some lexical
difficulties post-task by studying more and researching the lexical gaps that had been identified
during the task. These references to planning represent metacognitive behaviours; however,
because it is unclear whether they were used during the speaking task, or only during the

reflection process, they have not been included in the inventory in Table 4.

4.1.2 Challenges associated with content knowledge.

In addition to lexical challenges, participants reported feeling that when their (self-
appraised) knowledge about a topic was insufficient, they encountered difficulties speaking. For
one participant (Alice) in particular, this was a re-occurring theme: “Actually party planning is
not common in my country” (Week 1, Task 1a); “This was difficult to me. Because I’'m not
parent” (Week 1, Task 2a); “It was difficult to me because I'm not interested in car. So I don'’t
know well about car. So I couldn’t talk about car’s quality.” (Week 4, Task 3b). Participants
reported feeling that they could contribute to the conversation and speak more when they felt
knowledgeable about the topic. In week 2, Alex wrote that he felt he had done well in the task, in
part because he felt he had some content knowledge: “Good, then I know a lot about building
houses and I think my vocabulary is good on this area” (Task 4a). Content knowledge was a
factor that was mentioned regularly in participants’ reflection journals: “It was very difficult to
speak about an unknown topic. I 'm not married, and in English to talk about this topic is not

really easy” (Alex: Week 1, Task 2a).
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4.1.3 Affective challenges.

The third theme to emerge from the reflection journals was that participants perceived
emotions to be an important factor influencing their speaking. Question 5 in the reflection
journal (see Appendix C) asked participants to report the emotions they experienced before
during and after the speaking tasks. Table 5 provides a summary of the frequencies of reported
emotions over the four weeks. Participants reported a total of 75 positive emotions, while
reports of negative emotions occurred only 19 times. In total, the five EG participants reported
experiencing 94 emotions, before, during and after the eight tasks, a number reflecting their

dynamic nature.

Table 5
Frequency of EG Reported Emotions (Including Before, During, and After Tasks)
Emotion Median Range Frequency
Hope 0 4 8
Enjoyment 3 5 16
Positive Coqfidence (post-task) 0 3 3
Relief 0 1 1
Pride/Satisfaction 1 5 12
Other Positive 4 20 35
Total Positive 75
Anxiety/Worry 1 3 7
Negative Frustratiqn . 0 3 5
Regret/Disappointment 1 1 3
Other Negative 1 2 4
Total Negative 19
Total Emotions 94

Note. n =5. Total Emotions = 94(Mdn = 19; Range = 14); Total Positive Emotions = 75(Mdn = 14; Range = 13);
Total Negative Emotions = 19(Mdn = 3; Range = 7)

For the most part, participants recognized the impact that emotions had on their speaking
performance: both positive: “Positively. Today I interested in the task. So my emotion affect my

speaking” (Alice: Week 3, Task 1b), and negative: “When | felt my English was not enough to
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talk about my ideas, the feeling affected my speaking negatively; it made me hesitate to speak”
(Kate: Week 3, Task 1b). Only one participant reported that emotions did not have an impact: “I
think it was good but there wasn’t any emotions affect about my speaking” (Janet: Week 1, Task
1a).

Encouraging participants to notice their emotions was only the first step; I also wanted
participants to notice what triggered their emotions. Reflection question 5 (see Appendix C)
asked participants to explain why they felt the emotions they did. Participants’ responses to this
question indicated that participants were, for the most part, able to identify what had triggered
their emotions; they cited three main sources: their interlocutors, self-appraisals of their
knowledge about a topic, and self-appraisals of their speaking performance.

Interlocutors, for the most part, were credited with triggering positive emotions in
participants. In a few instances, participants reported feelings of nervousness or worry in
anticipation of working with certain speaking partners; however, they attributed these emotions
to their own lack of cultural awareness. For example, one learner (Kate) reported feeling anxious
before beginning a task with an interlocutor from an unfamiliar culture in week one: “l worried
about the difference of the nationality between me and my partner. The nationality is different; I
think the feeling is also different” (Week 3, Task 2a); and again in week three: “l was a little
nervous because the partner comes from a country which | have no idea about” (Week 3, Task
2b). Kate’s emotion, however, changed to enjoyment during the task: “Talking with a person
who comes from a country I don’t know is very exciting because I may get some interesting
information from the person” (Week 3, Task 2b). Sam also reported feeling a lack of confidence
associated with an interlocutor; but unlike Kate, it was triggered by interactions with partners

whom he apprised as having English skills superior to his own. He reported wanting to address
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this feeling: “I want to have a confidence to speak English next task even if my partner is good
at speaking ” (Sam: Week 4, Task 3b).

Other than these three examples, participants’ reports suggest that interlocutors were
sources of positive emotions, and they often made tasks more interesting, fun, and exciting. As
Kate wrote, “when | felt the task was interesting by my partner’s ideas, my positive feeling gave
me some courage to speak my ideas” (Week 3, Task 2a). Alice expressed similar sentiments:
“Good. It was very fun because my partner’s ideas were very creative. So we could enjoy that”
(Week 4, Task 3b).

A second affective trigger reported by participants, was their self-appraisal of knowledge
about a topic. Alice’s comments serve to illustrate how content knowledge, affect, and
performance were interrelated; her (perceived) lack of knowledge was a factor not only in her
performance, but also her affective state: “I don’t know well about car, so I couldn’t talk about
car’s quality” (Week 3, Task 1b); and “I was very nervous because I don’t know about car
well” (Week 4, Task 3b).

Thirdly, participants’ emotions were triggered by self-appraisals of their speaking
performance, and in particular, their ability to access lexis and speak fluently. Participants’
responses to question four in the reflection journals (When you tried to say something but
couldn 't find the words, how did you feel?) provided data indicating that gaps in lexical
knowledge triggered a number of mostly negative emotional responses. Participants used terms
such as frustration, depression, nervous, bad, lost, and disappointed. Interestingly, by week
four, more positive comments began to appear in the reflection journals “I felt it’s not so serious
matter ” (Kate: Week 4, Task 3b); “But I can ask everybody for help, no problem” (Alex: Week

4, Task 4b).
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Emotions were cited as both antecedents to and products of speaking tasks: appraisals of
performances triggered emotions, and those emotions in turn were factors that influenced
subsequent performances; these reciprocal loops were evident not only within a single task, but
also from one task to the next: “Looking forward to the task. Because yesterday | could do a
task very well ” (Sam: Week 1, Task 2a). “Nervous because I couldn’t explain my opinions in
English very well yesterday ” (Sam: Week 1, Task 1a).

Overall, comments in the reflection journals indicated that, most of the time, participants
possessed a keen awareness of their affective states, what triggered those states, as well as the
influences (both positive and negative) that these emotions had on their speaking performance.
Only one participant reported the inability to identify the source of an emotion: “Sometimes
impatient, (I don’t know why)”” (Janet: Week 4, Task 3b).

Armed with the necessary context regarding the challenges and emotions that participants
encountered in carrying out the speaking tasks, | turn now to the results of the four research

questions.

4.2 Research Question 1
What social and affective strategies will members of the experimental group report in their
written reflections using in carrying out goal-oriented, task-specific classroom speaking
activities?

Results concerning social strategic behaviour are presented first, followed by results of
affective strategic behaviour. Analysis of data gathered from both the reflection journals and the

recorded discourse data are discussed.
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4.2.1 Social strategic behaviour.

Speaking tasks were designed in such a way as to encourage a high level of cooperation
among students; furthermore, it was hoped that the reflection journal would push students to
consider not only strategies that they deployed to assist themselves to speak, but also the
strategies they used to assist their partners. Participants’ comments indicated that, for the most
part, they were aware of the support that their interlocutors provided, and that they made use of
social strategies to enlist their partners’ assistance and complete the tasks. No difficulties were
reported among pairs; indeed, participants frequently reported that their interlocutors contributed
to the successful completion of tasks. Participants recognized their interlocutors as valuable
sources of knowledge when they lacked knowledge or experience with the topic themselves.
Alice commented that: “Actually I didn’t have many ideas, but my partner had some ideas, so
we can complete the task” (Week 1, Task 1a). Question 8 asked participants: How did you and

your partner work together to complete this task? Table 6 provides a summary of the responses.
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Types and Frequencies of Strategies Reported by EG Participants (Over Four Weeks)

Category

Strategy

Median

Range

Frequency

SOC

Contributing Ideas/ Expertise
Dividing Tasks/Roles
Providing Lexical Assistance
Cooperating

Assuming a Leadership Role
Explaining Ideas

Making an Effort to Speak
Making an Effort to Understand
Listening/Being a Good Listener
Finding Common Ground
Explaining Task Requirements
Elaborating

Asking Questions

Respecting Partner’s Ideas
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Using Imagination
Focusing on Fluency
Organizing ldeas

O O O oo

P Pk O WwWwWw

ol = I BN TR,

Total COG

[EEN
o

META

Planning Ahead

o

Total META

(@)

I

NN
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Note. n = 5. SOC = Social; AFF = Affective strategies; COG = Cognitive strategies; META= Metacognitive
Total SOC = 35(Mdn = 8; Range = 9); Total AFF = 7(Mdn= 1; Range = 5); Total COG = 8(Mdn =1; Range = 3);

META = 4(Mdn = 0; Range = 2) Total Strategies Used = 51(Mdn =8; Range = 8)

Of the 23 different types of individual strategies identified in the reflection journals, 14 are

classified as social, three as affective, five as cognitive, and one as metacognitive. The five

participants demonstrated individual preferences for strategies. Only two social strategies
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(contributed ideas/expertise, and divided tasks/roles), one cognitive strategy (generated ideas)
and one metacognitive strategy (planned ahead) were reported by more than one individual.

The recorded speaking tasks provided a means (in some cases) to confirm the strategies
that participants reported in their reflection journals. Confirmation was possible more frequently
in the case of social strategies, which involve some overt method of communication between
individuals, and thus are more readily observable. Two reported social strategies were able to be
confirmed in the recorded data: asking questions and providing lexical assistance. While only
one participant reported asking questions in the reflection journals, the recorded data revealed
that all EG participants, in fact, frequently asked questions (n = 284). Specifically, participants
asked: content questions relating to the topic (n = 142), questions to check their partner’s
comprehension (n = 5), questions to clarify what they had heard (n = 89), questions to check
that their partners were in agreement with them (n = 15), questions about form (n = 2),
questions about lexis (n = 20), and cultural questions pertaining to their interlocutor’s culture or
country (n = 11).

A similar discrepancy between reported strategic behaviour and overt behaviours
identified in the recorded data also existed with regard to the social strategy, providing lexical
assistance. The reflection journals only contained three reports (all by the same participant) of
providing lexical assistance; however, the recorded data revealed that all 5 participants provided
lexical assistance to their interlocutors when they asked for assistance or appeared to be

struggling with vocabulary. This strategy occurred 18 times in the recorded EG data.

4.2.2 Affective strategic behaviour.

Although participants seemed to be aware of the emotions they experienced, they did not

frequently report using affective strategies to overcome negative emotions. Rather than
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reporting the use of affective strategies, they often reported cognitive strategies and goals to
address gaps in their lexis (i.e., they addressed whatever it was that triggered the negative
emotion): “I should study vocabulary more” (Alice: Week 3, Task 2b). Two participants
however, did mention, in response to reflection question 9 (Based on your comments, what is
one thing you will do for the next speaking task?), affective strategies that they planned to use in
future tasks. Sam, in particular, consistently reported his plans to relax and override negative
emotions. “In the next task I will try to make me relax and talk more ” (Week 2, Task 4a); “I
think 1 should continue to have a confidence to speak English, so I can explain my opinion and
feeling” (Week 3, Task 1b); and finally: “I want to have a confidence to speak English next
task ” (Week 4, Task 4b). He did not, however, confirm whether or not these intentions were
carried out during subsequent tasks. Kate also mentioned overriding her affective state: “/
thought the important thing is that I try to speak a lot; (even) if I don’t have any confidence”
(Week 2, Task 4a). In addition, participants reported in response to the reflection journal
question 8 (How did you and your partner work together to complete this task?) that they tried
to “respect partner’s ideas,” “share my feelings with my partner,” and “supported my
partner.”

Recorded data cannot always provide evidence that affective strategies have been
employed (since, for the most part, they tend to be covert); however, in the present study, some
affective behaviours were identified. Participants made positive statements or complimented
their partners by positively acknowledged their ideas, experience, and skills confirming written
journal reports that they did “respect partners’ ideas”. An examination of the recorded data
revealed the EG demonstrated a particularly high incidence of complimenting compared to the

CG: the five participants in the EG complimented one another (i.e., gave positive indications of
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approval or agreement) on 39 occasions over the eight tasks, while the six members of the CG
complimented one another on only 27 occasions.

A second affective behaviour was identified in the discourse data which had not been
reported by participants in the reflection journals: justifying performance. This behaviour was
used by Janet when, during the task, she said “These words are difficult to say in English. I don’t
know the words in English...” (Week 1, Task 2a).

Combining the two sources of data (journal entries and recorded discourse data) provides
a more detailed (although admittedly still incomplete) picture of EG participants’ social and
affective strategic behaviours. Table 7 summarizes all social and affective strategies identified
during the speaking tasks from the combined data sets of the reflection journals and the recorded

data.
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Total Identified Social and Affective Strategies from Journals and Recorded Data
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Category Strategy Median Range Frequency
Contributing Ideas/ Expertise 2 2 8
Dividing Tasks/Roles 1 1 3
Providing Lexical Assistance* 0 3 3*
Cooperating 0 2 2
Assuming a Leadership Role 0 2 2
Explaining Ideas 0 2 2
Journal Making an Effort to Speak 0 1 1
Data Making an Effort to Understand 0 1 1
Listening/Being a Good Listener 0 1 1
SOC Finding Common Ground 0 1 1
Explaining Task Requirements 0 1 1
Elaborating 0 1 1
Asking Questions* 0 1 1*
Respecting Partner’s Ideas* 0 5 o*
Discourse Asking Questions 39 65 284
Data Complimenting (Respected Partner’s Ideas) 6 13 39
Providing Lexical Assistance 3 4 18
TOTAL
SOC 364
Journal Resp_ecting P_artner’_s ideas* 0 5 5*
Data Sharlng_Feellngs with Partner 0 1 1
AFF Supporting Partner 0 1 1
Discourse Complimenting (Respecting Partner’s Ideas) 6 13 39
Data Justifying Performance 3 27 51
TOTAL
AFF 92
TOTAL SOC and AFF 456

Note. n = 5. SOC = Social; AFF = Affective

Total SOC = 364(Mdn = 64; Range = 63); Total AFF = 92(Mdn = 21; Range = 25); Total SOC and AFF = 456(Mdn

= 85; Range= 85)

* These reported strategies are not included in the totals, since they are presumed to have already been counted once

in the recorded discourse data.
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4.3 Research Question 2

What kinds of changes in social and affective strategy use will the experimental group

demonstrate in their written reflections over a 4-week period?

Changes in social strategic behaviours are presented first, followed by affective strategic
behaviours. To answer this question, in addition to the reflection journals and the recorded data,

the SILL provided one means for identifying changes over the four weeks.

4.3.1 Changes in social strategic behaviour.

In order to determine what changes had taken place over four weeks with respect to social
strategies, the EG’s responses to Part F of the SILL at the start of the four weeks were compared
to their responses at the end of the four weeks. It should be noted that results of the SILL
discussed here represent the strategies that participants use in general. Participants’ responses
were not given with specific reference to strategies used during the speaking tasks in the present
study.

Figure 1 shows the changes from the initial to the final results. The frequency with which
participants reported using the social strategies referred to in the SILL (Part F) stayed the same
or decreased with the exception of | ask questions in English, which increased. A Wilcox
Signed-Ranks test, however, revealed that none of the differences between the first and the final

SILL (Part F) were statistically significant (p > .05).
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Figure 1 EG Mean frequency of social strategy use: Initial and final SILL results (Part F)

Participants’ reports of an increase in asking questions were confirmed in the recorded
discourse data. Frequencies of asking questions in each task are shown in Table 8. Increases
occurred from Tasks a to Tasks b in three out of four cases; and there was an overall increase in
asking questions from Task 1a in week one (35 instances) to Task 4b in week four (45

instances). According to the results of a Wilcox Signed-Ranks test; however, these differences

were also not statistically significant (p > .05).

Table 8
EG Changes in Frequencies of "Asking Questions" in Recorded Data
Weeks 1 and 3 Weeks 2 and 4
Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4

a b a b a b a b
Median 7 3 4 4 5 7 7 8
Range 7 22 10 6 15 9 10 6
Frequency 35 35 27 19 41 42 40 45

Note.n=5
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Thus, although not statistically significant, both the SILL and the recorded data indicated

that the frequency with which participants in the EG were asking questions over the four weeks

did increase. In the written reflections, only one participant mentioned using this strategy, and it

was reported in the final reflection journal entry in week four (Task 4b).

4.3.2 Changes in affective strategic behaviour.

Information regarding changes in participants’ affective strategic behaviour gathered from

three sources is presented below: the pre- and post-experiment results from part E of the SILL,

journal entries over the four weeks, and recorded discourse data.

Figure 2 illustrates the results of Part E of the SILL gathered from the EG at the

beginning of the study compared with those gathered at the end.
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Final SILL 3.2 4.4 3.2 3.8 233 3 3.37

Figure 2 EG mean frequency of affective strategy use: Initial and final SILL results (Part E)

Participants reported an increase in overall affective behaviour, particularly with respect to

| encourage myself to speak, I notice if | am tense or nervous, and | write down my feelings.
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Although a Wilcox Signed-Ranks Test revealed that the only statistically significant difference
between the initial and final part E of the SILL was in the EG’s response to the statements: |
encourage myself to speak (Z =-2.00, p <.05). Results also revealed that EG participants’
perceptions of their efforts to relax had decreased dramatically, and the frequency with which
they noticed if they were tense or nervous increased dramatically.

Recorded data provided further insight into the changes that occurred in the EG group’s
strategic behaviour: the frequency with which participants in the EG justified their performance
(See Table 9), decreased steadily over the four week period (Week one: 22; Week two: 14;
Week three: 9; Week four: 6). These frequencies also decreased from the first versions of the
four tasks (a) to the second versions of the task (b). A Wilcox Signed-Ranks test revealed that

these differences did not reach levels of statistical significance (p > .05).

Table 9
EG Changes in Frequencies of "Justifying Performance” in Recorded Data
Weeks 1 and 3 Week 2 and 4
Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4

a b a b a b a b
Median 1 0 2 0 0 0 1 0
Range 3 2 10 4 6 2 3 1
Total 7 2 15 7 8 4 6 2
Note: n=5

The recoded data also revealed changes in the frequency with which participants in the EG
complimented their partners: complimenting increased over the four weeks (Week 1: 2; Week 2:
9; Week 3: 12; Week 4: 16). As well, the frequency either increased or remained the same every

time the task was repeated from task a to the equivalent task b (Table 10).
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Table 10
EG Changes in Frequencies of "Complimenting" in Recorded Data
Weeks 1 and 3 Weeks 2 and 4
Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4
a b a b a b a b
Median 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 1
Range 1 6 0 0 1 3 3 5
Total 2 12 0 0 1 6 8 10
Note.n=5

4.4 Research Question 3

Is there a difference between the experimental group (EG) that participates in written reflection
and the comparison group (CG) that does not, in oral output, as measured by a) morpheme

counts and b) lexical diversity?

4.4.1 Morpheme counts.

A comparison of the two groups’ recorded data revealed that the median morpheme counts
were consistently higher for the CG than the EG (Table 11). However, the results of a Mann-
Whitney U-Test indicated that these differences were not statistically significant for any of the

eight tasks (p > .05).

Table 11
Changes in Morpheme Frequencies from Task Versions a to the Corresponding Versions b
Weeks 1 and 3 Weeks 2 and 4
Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4
a b a b a b a b
Median 191 211 153 155 176 172 192 184
O Range 376 435 256 207 256 213 445 209
f 1105 1 1259 849 1 898 1069 | 1045 1418 | 959
Median 298 309 244 261 305 345 308 366
©C Range 330 216 118 249 155 361 225 329
f 1672 | 1584 1487 1 1537 1668 1 1765 2071 { 2058

Note. N =11
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Examining the changes in mean morpheme counts over the four weeks chronologically
reveals that although the CG scores were consistently higher, the overall pattern of increases

and decreases was strikingly similar between the two groups (Figure 3).
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Figure 3 Changes in morpheme counts shown chronologically over 4 weeks

4.4.2 \/ocd scores.

Vocd score increases and decreases showed very different patterns in the two groups
(Table 12). In the EG, increases in median vocd scores occurred in three instances: from task la
to 1b, from task 3a to 3b, and from the first task at the beginning (Task 1a) to the final task at
the end of the four weeks (Task 4b). In contrast, only one increase occurred in the CG: from task
2a to task 2b. The result of a Mann-Whitney U-Test, however, showed that the distribution of
vocd scores was consistent across the two groups (EG and CG) in all eight tasks; any differences

that were found were not statistically significant (p > .05).
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Table 12

Vocd Scores for EG and CG

Weeks 1 and 3 Weeks 2 and 4
Task 1 Task 2 3 Task Task 4
a b a b a b a b
EG Median  36.02 4 4824 4347 | 33.98 4741 1 5583 4239 | 39.97
(N=5) Range 1849 38.07 35.69 28.11 30.62 36.58  20.00 19.12
CG Median 4755 (| 4570 4594 1 46.19 4790 & 4242 5402 | 39.62
(n=6)  Range 3466 3291 3305 3321 3134 5372 20.20 29.92
Total ~ Median 4341 A 4570 4473 | 4147 4789 N 4977 4984 | 39.62
(N=11) Range 3561 38.07  46.80 42.10 35.07 53.72  30.75 30.92

Note. N=11

Examining the chronological changes in vocd scores over the four weeks, it is interesting
to note that (despite consistently producing fewer morphemes), on three occassions (Task 1b,
Task 3b, and Task 4b), the EG achieved higher vocd scores than the CG. In other words,
although the EG consistently spoke less, they demonstrated a wider range of vocabulary than the

CG on three occassions (Figure 4).
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Figure 4 Changes in EG and CG vocd scores shown chronologically over 4 weeks
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Thus, vocabulary diversity is not necessarily a reflection of the number of morphemes

uttered.

4.4.3 Differences in social strategy use.

In addition to comparing morpheme counts and vocd scores, self-ratings of the frequencies
of strategy use gathered from the SILL was compared to determine if there were any significant
differences between the two groups in terms of perception. With respect to social strategy use,
the EG’s self reports were higher that the CG’s self reports at the start of the study (Figure 6).
However, the EG and CG participants’ relative ratings on the SILL did not correspond to
findings from the recorded data. For example, with respect to asking questions, the EG recorded
data revealed 35 instances (mean = 8; median = 7) of asking questions during the first speaking
task (Task 1a), while the CG data revealed a much higher score of 79 instances (mean = 13.16;
median = 8.5); however, this difference was not reflected in the responses to the initial SILL

where the EG’s self-ratings were higher than the CG’s self-ratings in response to | ask questions

in English.
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At the end of the four-week period (Figure 7), the EG reported a slight decrease in the
frequency of their overall social strategy use, while the CG reported an increase resulting in a
higher overall final score on the SILL in frequency of social strategy use among the CG. Yet,
with regard to asking questions, an examination of the recorded data revealed that EG
participants were asking questions more frequently than they had at the start of the four weeks. It
seems that participants’ perceptions of the frequency with which they were asking questions at
the end of the four weeks, had shifted, so that the final SILL actually represented a more accurate

assessment of their use of this strategy relative to the CG than the initial SILL had.
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Figure 6 EG and CG mean social strategy use: Final SILL (Part F)

Despite the increase in the EG’s use of the strategy asking questions, the CG consistently
used this strategy more frequently than the EG throughout the four weeks (Figure 8).
Nonetheless, the EG’s use of asking questions increased more consistently (particularly in the

final two weeks) than the CG’s, which showed dramatic irregularities (Figure 8).
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4.4.4 Differences in affective strategy use.

Figure 9 illustrates the differences in frequencies of affective strategic behaviours between
the EG and the CG. The EG self-rated themselves as more frequent users of affective strategies
than the EG at the outset of the study. By the end of the study (Figure 10) this gap had widened
with the EG reporting an even greater frequency of affective strategy use overall.

Not surprisingly the EG reported an increase in both | write down my feelings and | notice
if I am tense or nervous which is not surprising given the nature of the reflection task. The CG,

on the other hand, reported a decrease in I notice if | am tense or nervous.
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The recorded data provided some information about the two groups’ overt discourse
behaviours. The frequency with which the two groups displayed specific social and affective
behaviour differed: the EG showed a more frequent deployment of actions that might reflect

attempts to create positive affective states (such as an increase in complimenting) than the CG;
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as well, the EG showed a decrease in justifying performance. The CG, on the other hand, asked

more questions than the EG. Table 13 summarizes the results.

Table 13
Frequencies of Social and Affective Behaviours in Discourse Data
Experimental Group (n =5) Comparison Group (n = 6)
Affective Social Combined Affective Social Combined
Behaviours Behaviours Behaviours Behaviours Behaviours Behaviours
Mean 18.00 68.20 86.20 8.50 86.33 94.83
Median 19.00 58.00 77.00 8.50 83.50 93.00
Range 25 62 73 4 85 87
Total 90 341 431 51 518 569

Note. N = 11. Affective Behaviours include instances of justifying performance, encouraging, and complimenting.
Social Behaviours include 8 types of questions (cultural, content, seeking clarification, seeking lexical assistance,
checking partner’s comprehension, checking partner’s agreement, asking to be corrected, and form-focused
questions) as well as providing lexical assistance, and complimenting

4.5 Research Question 4
What are EG learners’ perceptions of the reflection process as examined by a final anonymous

questionnaire?

To address this research question, the qualitative and quantitative results of the responses
to the final anonymous questionnaire are provided. Fourteen members of the EG completed the
questionnaires (see Section 3.2); some of whom were present for as few as two journaling

sessions®. Summaries of the responses to nine questions are provided below.

2 The final questionnaire was completed anonymously, and for this reason, it was not possible to identify the five core
EG participants who met all the criteria for inclusion in the study; thus all 14 EG participants’ data (regardless of how
many tasks they completed) were included in the analysis of research question four.
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4.5.1 Questionnaire item 1.

In your opinion, did the reflection journal help you to improve your speaking? Why or why
not? Give examples.

Of the 14 respondents, 10 (71%) reported that they thought the reflection journal had
helped them to improve their speaking; three (21%) felt that it had not; and one (7%) response
was unrelated to the prompt. One participant who felt that the reflection journal had helped to
improve his/her speaking provided the following comment: “I think yes because when you have
to think about your speaking you will see if it better and this is motivation for learn English”’
Another wrote “It really helped me to improve my speaking skill. | speak more than before.”

Those participants who felt that it did not help to improve their speaking provided the
following reasons for their responses: “I think no because | was writing about same things every
time. If it had had something different every time, it would have helped my speaking” and

“No, it didn’t help me, because I always think about my speaking and many things I do.”

4.5.2 Questionnaire item 2.

Did the reflection journal have any influence on how much you spoke in the speaking tasks? In
class in general? Outside class? Why or why not? Give examples.

Of the 14 respondents, nine (64%) felt that the reflection process did influence how much
they spoke (eight in class, and one with his/her host family). Of the remaining five (36%), three
participants felt that it did not influence their speaking in class; one participant did not respond;

and one response was unrelated to the prompt.

4.5.3 Questionnaire item 3

Did the reflection journal help you to try new things in speaking activities? Give examples.
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Seven respondents (50%) felt that the reflection did help them to try new things; two
(14%) felt that it did not help them to try new things; two (14%) did not respond; and three
responses (21%) were unrelated to the prompt. Among those who felt that reflection helped
them try new things, two mentioned cognitive strategies in particular: “Yes, you have to search
or description (sic) new words” and “I tried to say another word instead of the word which |
don’t know.” Those respondents who felt that they did not try new things provided the following
comments: “The speaking practice was good, but I didn’t try new things” and “I felt I was doing

same thing every time.”

4.5.4, Questionnaire item 4.

Did the reflection journal help you to work together with classmates? Give examples.

When asked whether the reflection journal helped participants to work together with other
classmates, 13 respondents (93%) felt that it did; and one was uncertain. Among those who felt
it did, the following comments were provided: “Yes, it did. It makes our class closer to each

other” and “Oh yes. It was helpful for better work together.”

4.5.5 Questionnaire item 5.

Did the reflection journal help you to set goals or reach your goals? Give examples.

Of the 14 participants, nine (64%) responded positively: “Yes. In this task I set my goal
(but not specific), but I still am lack of speaking ability” and “Yes. This month’s goal was
speaking a lot. In the class I could speak with my classmates. And then I tried to talk with many
friends so | can reach my goal.” One respondent (7%) felt that it did not help him (or her) to

achieve goals, and four (29%) did not respond.
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4.5.6 Questionnaire item 6.

Did you learn any new ways to improve your speaking? Give examples.

In total, 13 respondents (93%) expressed the opinion that they did learn new ways to
improve their speaking. Commenting on new ways to improve their English, some participants
commented that they had sought out opportunities to speak English with friends: I talked about
improving the English speaking with my roommate. Then we decided to speak English outside
from our room;” and “To make a lot of friends.” While another respondent mentioned his or her
host family: “Talk with host family.”

Two respondents suggested that reflection had helped them to find new ways to improve
their speaking by developing communication strategies: “Yes, I learned to explain for example,
the for me unknown words ” and “/ learned that I should describe a word if I miss it. "Finally,
one respondent was uncertain: “/ don 't know. It is difficult to find a new way to improve

speaking.”

4.5.7 Questionnaire item 7.

Do you think the reflection process should be kept in future classes? Why or why not?

Ten respondents (71%) felt that the reflection process should be kept in future classes; of
the remaining four (29%), two did not know, and two did not respond. Among those who felt
the reflection process should be continued, comments included: “I think the reflection process
should be kept in future because I could get a confidence to speak English by this task” and “It
has to be kept in future. It is helpful for us to improve speaking and listening skill.” Finally, one
participant wrote “Yes, please. It is very helpful for the own status quo. After the reflection you

are smarter about yourself!”’
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4.5.8 Questionnaire item 8.

IS there anything else you'd like to share about the guided reflection process?

Three of the fourteen respondents provided further comments. One reiterated the
importance of social interaction when learning to speak a second language: “To make a lot of
friends and everyday try to speak with friends.” A second respondent wrote: “Don 't stop with
reflections! Another good idea will be, each Friday a little quiz to do with a short personal

reflection” and finally: “It was a good thing. | enjoyed it.”

4.6 Summary and Key Findings

4.6.1 Research question 1.

What social and affective strategies will members of the experimental group report in their
written reflections using in carrying out goal-oriented, task-specific classroom speaking
activities?

In total, 15 individual social strategies and four individual affective strategies were
identified in the EG’s reflection journals and recorded data. In terms of frequency, the 15 social
strategies were identified 364 times and the affective strategies 92 times for a total frequency of
456 during the eight speaking tasks. Participants’ journal reports revealed individual preferences
with regard to the strategies they used, and reported strategies did not necessarily reflect
strategies identified in the recorded data, suggesting that there were also individual differences
in participants’ awareness regarding their own strategy use. Only two individual social strategies
were reported by more than one participant in the reflection journals: contributing
ideas/expertise, and dividing tasks/roles. The recorded data, however, revealed that all 5 EG

participants used the social strategy asking questions.
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When it came to affective strategies, the reflection journals did not prove to be a valuable
source of information; however, participants made a few mentions of supporting partners,
respecting partner’s ideas, and sharing feelings with partners. Participants also set goals to
override affective states, and be confident; however, participants did not report whether or not
they achieved these goals and actually used these strategies. Recorded data provided evidence

that members of the EG were justifying their performance and complimenting their partners.

4.6.2 Research question 2.

What kinds of changes in social and affective strategy use will members of the experimental
group demonstrate in their written reflections over a four-week period?

Comments in the reflection journals suggested that EG participants were noticing their
behaviours and setting goals to improve future tasks, such as speaking English more outside of
class, overriding negative feelings, and being confident. Early journal entries contained
numerous reports of lexical gaps and of negative feelings associated with these gaps; later
entries, however, suggested that this became less of a concern, and participants realized they
could ask their partners for help. Not all participants demonstrated the same depth of reflection,
however. For one participant in particular, there was very little change and a minimal amount of
information was given in response to reflection questions.

An examination of the recorded data indicated that participants in the EG increased the
number of questions they asked, as well as the number of compliments they gave their partners,
while instances of justifying their performance decreased, although these changes did not reach
levels of statistical significance.

Finally, a comparison of the initial and final SILL also showed some interesting changes:

EG participants’ overall self-ratings on the second SILL dropped slightly with respect to social
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strategy use, while overall affective strategy use increased. The largest increase in part F
(addressing social strategic behaviour) of the SILL was in response to | ask questions in English
and I notice if I am tense or nervous; the greatest decrease was in response to | try to relax. Of
all the changes identified by parts E and F of the SILL, the only statistically significant change

was an increase in the frequency rating of the strategy | encourage myself to speak (p < .05).

4.6.3 Research question 3.

Is there a difference between the experimental group (EG) that participates in written
reflection and the comparison group (CG) that does not, in oral output, as measured by a)
morpheme counts and b) lexical diversity?

Overall patterns of increases and decreases in morpheme counts were very similar
between the two groups, although the CG consistently produced a greater number of morphemes
than the EG. Despite this, the EG achieved higher vocd scores on 3 tasks (all in the last two
weeks). Differences in vocd scores, however, did not reach levels of statistical significance (p >
.05) over the four weeks.

The recorded data indicated that the CG asked questions more frequently than the EG,

while the EG used affective strategies (complimenting, justifying behaviour) more frequently.

4.6.4 Research question 4.

What are EG learners’ perceptions of the reflection process as examined by a final

anonymous questionnaire?



89
Overall, participants’ responses to the reflection process were very positive. In particular,
93% of respondents reported feeling that the reflection helped them to work together with their
classmates and to learn new ways to improve their speaking. Furthermore, 71% felt that it

should be kept in future classes and 64% felt that it influenced how much they spoke.



Chapter Five: Discussion

This chapter includes four sections addressing each of the following: key findings,
limitations, implications (empirical, methodological, and pedagogical), and finally, future

research directions.

5.1 Discussion of Key Findings

Findings pertaining to the difficulties encountered by participants are discussed first,

followed by each of the four research questions.

5.1.1 Identified factors influencing task completion.

Participants reported three main factors as the most important affecting their spoken
English: their lexical resources, their topic knowledge, and their affective state. These reports
are in line with findings in other studies (Garret & Young, 2009; Osboe et al., 2007; Williams,
1991; 1992; Zeungler, 1993; Watanabe & Swain, 2008).

Firstly, in this study, participants’ linguistic focus was primarily on lexis, a result in line
with findings in previous studies. Williams’ (1999, 2001) studies indicated that learners rarely
focus on syntax in communicative tasks of this sort; she found that “learners at all levels are
more concerned with sorting out lexical meaning than grammatical form, though, as they
become more proficient, they are increasingly willing and/or able to address more grammatical
issues on their own” (1999, p. 341). In the present study, the fact that participants mostly
reported lexical difficulties over syntactic or morphological ones may have been further

influenced by the action researcher’s prompting to focus on fluency over accuracy, and for

90
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participants to demonstrate their range of vocabulary. Furthermore, questions in the reflection
journal explicitly addressed vocabulary issues, while problems with syntax were not addressed.

Secondly, a lack of content knowledge was reported to be an issue by a number of
participants, indicating that interactional participation may be a function of interlocutors’ relative
knowledge of what they are talking about. Zeungler’s (1993) study examining the levels of
active conversational participation demonstrated by native speakers (NS) and non-native
speakers (NNS) indicated that content knowledge was a factor influencing conversational
participation. “NSs may take over the talk when interacting with NNSs who have limited oral
skills, but not in all circumstances; when such NNSs have greater content knowledge, it is they
who become the talkers” (p. 423). She points out that

second language development is to an important extent a function
of the learner’s domains of content knowledge and interest.
Consequently, any given learner’s second language development
and performance may vary from one discourse domain to another.
Within an interaction, content domain knowledge is a relative
concept, because how much one interlocutor knows is measured
against the knowledge level of the other interlocutor (p. 406).

Finally, journal comments in this study indicated that participants recognized the role that
emotions played in their speaking performance. Emotions experienced before, during, and after
the speaking tasks were overwhelmingly positive, and interlocutors were identified as positive
influences on participants’ affective states. The frequency of positive emotions reported by the
participants in this study is in line with other research (Garret & Young, 2009; Pekrun et al.,
2002) and serves to highlight their importance in language learning. While the vast majority of
studies have focused on negative emotions such as anxiety, positive emotions (e.g., pride, hope,

and, enjoyment) are equally important and warrant further investigation. References to

interlocutors (and social interactions in general) were very positive; in a few instances; however,
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two situations were mentioned that did trigger anxiety: (1) speaking with interlocutors from
unfamiliar cultures, and (2) speaking with interlocutors who were perceived as more proficient in
the target language. Similar findings have also been reported elsewhere in the literature (e.g.,

Osboe et al., 2007; Watanabe & Swain, 2008).

5.1.2 Research question 1: Reported social and affective strategies

Individual participants reported using a number of strategies to overcome difficulties and
work effectively together with their partners to complete speaking tasks®. However, journal
reports did not always reflect behaviours identified in the recorded data. Asking questions, for
example, was reported by only one participant, and justifying performance was not reported at
all, but an examination of recorded data revealed that all participants demonstrated both of these
behaviours.

Although the results of the SILL and the recorded data indicated that EG participants were
frequent users of many affective strategies (in particular, complimenting, encouraging myself to
speak), participants made few mentions of using affective strategies in their reflection journals.
There are a number of possible explanations for this: (1) they may not have been aware of some
of the affective strategies they were using (e.g., justifying performance), (2) the reflection
questions were not effective in guiding participants to think about their affective strategies, (3)
participants were unwilling to report affective behaviours. Possibly, all three factors played a

role.

$Although individual learners’ strategy use and production over time was examined, no clear patterns emerged.
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5.1.3 Research question 2: Changes in reported strategic behaviours.

Participants’ responses to the SILL indicated that they felt their efforts to encourage
themselves to speak over the four weeks had increased; furthermore, this increase reached levels
of statistical significance. Encouraging oneself to speak cannot be easily quantified and is
impossible to corroborate with recorded data. Written comments in reflection journals, however,
did support participants’ belief that their efforts to speak had increased, and that they were
making efforts in the classroom and elsewhere. The reported use of this strategy, however, did
not result in increases in output during the speaking tasks over the four weeks. Nonetheless, a
learner’s perception is an important factor influencing language learning, despite the fact that it
may not always be accurate (e.g., Huang, 2010).

Results from the SILL also showed an overall increase in participants’ reported frequency
of I notice if I am tense or nervous. EG participants scored an average of 3.0 on the initial SILL
and 3.8 on the second; the CG scores, on the other hand dropped form an average of 3.0 on the
initial SILL to 2.33 on the final SILL. This increase in the EG scores, and drop in the CG scores
suggest that the reflection journals may have been an effective tool to encourage participants to
notice their affective states. Interestingly, the strategy I try to relax, which received a mean
rating of 4.0 on the initial SILL, dropped to 3.2 on the final SILL. It is possible that, because
participants were not experiencing heightened anxiety, the need to employ this strategy had
lessened.

In terms of social strategy use, participants’ reports on the SILL showed a slight overall
decrease from the first to second SILL. It may be that this drop was not a reflection of decreased
social strategy use, but an indication that over the four weeks, participants had gained a greater

awareness of their strategic behaviour, and the results of the second SILL reflected the fact that
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participants were able to report more accurately what they were actually doing. In other words,
participants in the EG may have overrated their use of social strategies on the initial SILL, and
the reflection journal led them to notice and more accurately rate their strategic behaviours on
the final SILL.

The EG’s self-reports on the SILL as well as frequency counts in the recorded data
indicated slight increases over the four weeks in the frequencies of asking questions and
complimenting. Justifying performance, on the other hand, decreased. Hadwin (2011) has
suggested that justifying performance is a coping mode and points out that learners may protect
their egos through the use of this strategy. It may be that level of social and affective support
among members of the EG had increased and that the strategy justifying performance was no
longer necessary.

Most of the EG participants’ written journal comments showed changes of some sort over
the four weeks; new strategies emerged in their reports, references to using a dictionary
decreased, and participants indicated that lexical difficulties were less anxiety provoking; they
realized that they could ask their partners for help.

Reflection question nine was intended to encourage participants to set specific goals:
Based on your comments, what is one thing you will do for the next speaking task? Be specific.
Responses to this question indicated that many participants had noticed some of their behaviours
and set goals to improve their speaking. “I will try to speak English only, not use gesture in the
next speaking task” (Sam: Week 1, Task 2a). Alice set the following goal: “I think | should have
speaking practice. So I'll talk with my friends after school. Maybe it is good practice to me”

(Week 1, Task 1a).
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Simply having learners respond to reflection questions in the journal, however, did not

guarantee that all participants would make an effort to gain a deeper self-awareness, alter their
strategic behaviours or set effective goals. Reflection is an effortful process, and Janet, in
particular, expressed a strong dislike for it; she also demonstrated very little change over the
four weeks and wrote:

I will do the same like today (Week 1, Task 1a).

| think the same like today (Week 2, Task 4a).

I will do like today I think (Week 3, Task 1b).

| have hated this questions and the speaking tasks, but it was good
for me and now | am more sure about myself (Week 4, Task 4b).

5.1.4 Research question 3: Differences between the EG and CG groups.

Differences in morpheme counts and vocd scores between the EG and the CG were not
statistically significant; nevertheless, it should be noted that “in all inferential statistical tests, the
p values of the test statistics are a function of the sample size” (Huang, forthcoming).
Furthermore, given that the period of reflection was only four weeks, it is perhaps too short a
time to expect significant increases in oral output to occur; periods of longer than four weeks
may be required. Tsou (2005) explicitly trained learners in an experimental group to use a
variety of speaking strategies for participating in a discussion (e.g., requesting help, indicating a
lack of comprehension) over a 12-week period in an attempt to increase learner participation
(defined as the number of turns). Tsou found that although classroom oral participation did
increase in both groups, the difference in the increase between the two groups (EG and CG) was
not statistically significant and concluded that “The reason that the oral classroom participation
difference did not reach the .05 level could be because of the short duration of the experiment

period” (p. 50).
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In the present study, although the CG consistently outperformed the EG in terms of
morpheme counts, during the final two weeks, on three occasions the EG produced higher vocd
scores, demonstrating that producing more spoken English did not guarantee a greater diversity
of vocabulary. It is important to note that all audible words were transcribed (including
utterances such as “okay, okay, okay ”). Before each speaking task, participants in both groups
were reminded to speak as much as possible and to demonstrate the widest possible range of
vocabulary. The reflection journal, however, only explicitly asked EG participants to comment
on their vocabulary; there were no questions addressing the amount of speaking participants did.
That the EG participants did not increase their output over the four weeks may have been due to
the nature of the reflection questions which guided their attention to vocabulary diversity rather
than the amount of oral output they produced.

Social and affective strategies are presumed to indirectly influence language acquisition
(Oxford, 1990; Rubin, 1981); furthermore, in this study, learners were not taught or guided to
use any specific strategy (in fact, the term strategy was never used by the action researcher
during the speaking tasks or the reflection). Participants were only asked to reflect on their
emotions, vocabulary, and behaviours that they used during the tasks. It is likely that increases
in levels of output in terms of morpheme counts or vocabulary diversity may require more than
four weeks of reflection to become apparent. In other words, the amount of oral output a learner
produces is not a dependent variable of reflection, although it may be a dependent variable of
social and affective strategy use.

Finally, it is interesting that there were striking differences in the two groups’

conversational interactions and patterns of strategic behaviour (where the EG used more
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affective strategies and the CG used more social strategies); whether or not these differences

were prompted by the reflection process merits further investigation.

5.1.5 Research question 4: Participants’ perceptions of the reflection process.

Overall, participants reported the belief that the reflection process was beneficial. This was
particularly true in light of the question “Did reflection help you to work together with your
classmates?” Thirteen out of fourteen respondents (93%) felt that it did help them work with
their classmates. From the perspective of sociocultural theory, effective collaboration is an
essential ingredient in learning processes. In the context of an L2 classroom where intercultural
communication is a factor (and achieving effective collaboration can be even more challenging)
(Teng, 2005), these results are significant. As well, 93% of respondents felt that they had
learned new ways to improve their speaking, and 71% reported feeling that reflection should be
kept in future classes.

Although these results are encouraging, it is also important to note that not all participants
engaged in the reflective process to the same degree, or recognized its value. It may have been
that, for some learners, the antecedents necessary for reflection were not present (Rogers, 2001).
That is, either the questions were not helpful since they did not address a problem or puzzling
situation for that particular learner, or the learner was not willing or ready to engage in the

process.

5.2 Implications

5.2.1 Theoretical implications.

Social and affective strategy research has been largely neglected; this is reflected in

current LLS taxonomies, which do not address the complex social and affective strategic



98
behaviours that learners demonstrate during conversational interactions. In this study, learners
deployed a wide range of strategies to address not only their own linguistic, affective, and social
difficulties, but also those of their interlocutors. | believe that previous strategy inventories have
not gone far enough to address this complexity. The strategy asking questions, for example, is
too general and does not reflect the range of strategic purposes for which it is used. The ability
to navigate complex intercultural communication and to select appropriate social and affective
strategies takes on real significance in the context of a culturally and linguistically

heterogeneous group of learners. This complexity is not reflected in current taxonomies.

5.2.2 Methodological implications.

Recently, Larsen-Freeman (2011) has argued for a complexity theory approach to second
language development. Originating in the natural sciences, complexity theory addresses
problems of organized complexity (as opposed to problems of simplicity that have small
numbers of controllable variables). In this sense, complexity theory would seem well suited to
the study of second language acquisition. Larsen-Freeman states that many conventional research
methods are incompatible with complexity theory because of their lack of ecological validity.
Rather, she suggests that dynamical description is an appropriate means for studying organized,
complex systems such as language acquisition. Action research represents an ecologically valid
methodology that is well-suited to providing this type of dynamic description, and more action
research studies are needed.

Research targeting affective strategies might require a higher level of preparation than
cognitive strategies. Learners may be unaccustomed to being asked about their feelings in
learning contexts, where the focus is typically on cognition. Thus some preparation in terms of

discussions of cultural affective and social behaviours might be beneficial.
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In this action research, ethical constraints placed a number of restrictions on the
methodology. The researcher was unable to examine or respond to what participants had written
in their reflection journals, or to check the audibility of the recordings. Although a necessary
precaution from an ethical perspective when research is the focus, this restriction would not be
necessary in an authentic working classroom.

Finally, the difficulties inherent in data collection and in LLS research in particular, serve
to highlight the importance of triangulating the data. Ellis (1994) argued that verbal reports are
incomplete and they have problems in terms of validity because learners may not know their
affective and cognitive processes well enough to report accurately, and may require tutoring in
order to report accurately. However, Macaro (2006) has countered this argument saying that
“The methodology for eliciting learner strategy use, although imperfect, is at an acceptable level
of validity and reliability” (p. 321). Nonetheless, this does not mean that questionnaires alone
should be considered sufficient to provide a complete and accurate picture of learners’ strategic
behaviour. Findings in the present study are in line with previous research (e.g., Huang, 2010)
indicating that participants’ perceptions are not always accurate. Other data collection methods
such as observations, video recordings, and audio recordings are useful and provide means for
triangulation. Video recordings are preferred over audio recordings as they provide a more
complete picture of what learners are doing and a means to verify reported strategies such as
searching for words in a dictionary, gesturing and making notes. Further checks, such as follow-

up interviews, are recommended to increase reliability.

5.2.3 Pedagogical implications.

Reflection as a tool as has a long history in educational contexts (Rogers, 2001), and the

results of this study suggests that it can be a useful tool. Three implications regarding the use of
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reflection emerging from this research are that (1) particularly at this proficiency level, some
initial guidance may be beneficial for learners in the reflection process, (2) not all learners will
embrace reflection to the same degree, and (3) reflection may be most effective when it is
tailored to meet the needs of the learners, the curriculum, and reflects the goals and outcomes of
the course.

Although the ultimate goal should be learner self-regulation, it is expected that some
guidance and feedback from a teacher regarding reflection and goal setting will be beneficial.
“Central to the development of reflective skills in students - whether reflection in the moment or
after the fact - is the presence of a coach or mentor” (Rogers, 2001, p. 53). Indeed, upon
examination of the reflection journals, it became clear that the learners in this study struggled
with setting effective goals, despite prompting to be specific. Zimmerman (2008) has suggested
eight properties of advantageous goals; they should be: specific, proximal, organized
hierarchically according to short-term and long-term goals, congruent with other goals,
challenging but attainable, self-set, conscious, and enhance learning process goals rather than
performance goals. The focus of this research was on self feedback and, to a lesser extent, on
peer feedback. Unfortunately, in this study, ethical constraints meant that participants could not
receive teacher feedback. As Hadwin (2008) points out, from a self-regulation perspective
“Feedback provides information students can use to revise, add to, or replace knowledge about
strategies, tasks, beliefs, self, and metacognition. In this way, it is a necessary component of the
self-regulatory cycle” (p. 177).

Comments made by participants in this study illustrate the reality that reflection will not
be equally embraced by all learners. Participants’ journal entries revealed that the levels of

reflection among participants varied dramatically. Comments suggested that, for some
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participants in this study, the opportunity to seriously reflect on their emotions, strategic
behaviours, and speaking goals led them to notice the challenges they encountered, and to make
conscious decisions about how to tackle those challenges; others were less willing to reflect and
demonstrated little change over the four weeks. As Rogers says, “many students come to higher
education today socialized by a customer service world, expecting customer service treatment.
Unfortunately, many learners want, and even expect, their educational experiences to be easy,
simple, and unchallenging” (Rogers, 1991, p. 50). Reflection is an effortful and often
uncomfortable process that can evoke negative reactions if students do not recognize its
benefits.

Finally, models of SRL view reflection as an important component in learning. This study
demonstrates that formalizing the reflection process and providing opportunities for reflection
during classroom time is easily achieved and implemented. Furthermore, reflection is not only a
useful tool for learners, but also for teachers and researchers. Factors such as time constraints,
course goals, and the individual needs of learners are all important considerations when
providing learners with opportunities to reflect. The modality of reflection (spoken or written)
and the type of grouping selected (i.e., individual, paired, large groups) should also be
considered. In a working classroom, reflection should be integrated into the program and reflect
the goals of the course (e.g., Donato & MacCormick, 1994).

Although teachers may choose to use guided reflection for any number of purposes, in the
present study, the intent of reflection was to focus learners’ attention on their social and affective
behaviours during speaking tasks; participants reported feeling that the reflection journals helped
them to work effectively with their classmates. In classroom contexts, unfortunately, teachers are

sometimes called upon to mediate between learners who refuse to work together, have
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preconceived cultural judgements, or lack social awareness. However, if learners are able to
assume the responsibility to notice and address their own social and affective issues and strategic
behaviours with the goal of achieving positive interaction and collaboration in the language

classroom, they have taken an important step towards self-regulation.

5.3 Limitations

5.3.1 Study size and length.

The size of the present study was small, a factor which does not allow for generalizability,
but is representative of this particular group of English learners, in the teaching context.
Furthermore, this study provides insight into the value of reflection for teachers who have
limited periods of time available, a reality in many language learning programs beyond
university settings. Four weeks, although a relatively short time in terms of experimental
research, reflects the reality of many language learning programs, where business people,
international students, and others have only limited time available to invest in intensive language
learning. Thus, the findings in this study have ecological validity for this school and many others

catering to the needs of learners in these short term programs.

5.3.2 Language choice and modality of reflection.

Due to language constraints imposed by the school, participants were required to respond
to the reflections in English, their target language. This factor may have limited participants’
ability to accurately and fully articulate their ideas in the reflection journals. Nonetheless, the

practice of having learners reflect in a target language is common practice in many classrooms.
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In addition, the modality of reflection may have been a factor influencing what they chose to

report (e.g., Huang, 2010, 2012).

5.3.3 Research methods.

A number of factors involving research methods limit the results of the findings. Firstly,
despite the fact that the action researcher took every step available to reduce the possibility of
researcher effects (e.g., not looking at the data until the final marks were assigned, having
participants complete the final questionnaires anonymously), there is always a possibility that
they may have played a role, particularly since the researcher was also the teacher. Participants
were prompted to provide as much information as possible; however, they may not have been
willing or able to share all their thoughts and opinions.

When it came to the strategic behaviour that participants used to address negative
emotions, very little information was gathered; this may have been due to a number of factors:
the wording of the questions in the reflection journal may not have been effective, participants
may not have been willing to share information about emotions (which in many cultures is not
deemed appropriate), or learners may not have had the linguistic ability to describe the strategies
they used to regulate their emotions. Dewaele (2008) found that communicating emotions in
target languages can be particularly difficult because learners and users may not have the
linguistic and pragmatic means to express the full range of their emotions. Furthermore, the
expression of emotions may not be considered appropriate by their interlocutors.

The journal was not intended to collect data regarding the frequency of strategic
behaviours; participants were asked to report what they did, not how frequently they did it. The
researcher is well aware of the limitations associated with any attempt to assign a strategy to an

outwardly observable action. Oxford (2011, p. 12) defines skills as the automatic behaviours that
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are not within a speaker’s awareness. It is impossible to know whether an action is a skill or a
strategy unless one knows whether or not the action was deliberate or automatic. Nonetheless,
these outwardly observable behaviours can provide valuable clues to learners’ strategic
behaviours (2011), particularly when triangulated with other data. The paucity of detail provided
in participants’ reflection journals, particularly with regard to affective strategy use (despite
efforts on the part of the researcher to continually prompt participants to provide rich description,
details, and examples) necessitated an examination of other data. For this reason, it was felt that
an analysis of the participants’ discourse data (beyond morpheme counts and vocd scores), could
serve to provide further insight into participants’ affective strategy use. The strategies reported in
this study, therefore, do not reflect a complete picture of the strategic behaviours of the

participants, but only a glimpse into some of their experiences and behaviours.

5.4 Future Directions

An important practical concern when undertaking research of this sort has to do with
transcription. The paucity of studies investigating the modality of speaking in LLS research
suggests that other researchers share this concern. This is not surprising given the fact that
transcription often requires a large investment of time and can present many challenges. Future
developments in technology and, in particular, advances in voice recognition are needed and
will dramatically open up this field.

A second area deserving further attention is the role that affective states play in L2
acquisition. In terms of affect, it is clear that negative emotions (in particular anxiety) have

received the most attention from researchers. However, this study supports the findings in other
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research (e.g., Pekrun et al., 2002) that positive emotions (e.g., hope, enjoyment, and pride)
occur frequently in learning contexts and warrant further investigation. In addition, while LLS
research has traditionally viewed affective strategies as behaviours that learners use to regulate
their own emotions (e.g., O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990), it was evident from the
recorded data in this study, that learners also use strategies to regulate their interlocutors’
emotions during oral tasks. Thus, learners’ strategic behaviour is not only self-directed. An
examination of how and when learners co-regulate emotions during speaking tasks might yield
interesting results.

Given the individual differences demonstrated in participants’ reported social and
affective strategic behaviours, a longitudinal examination of individual behaviours may provide
further insight beyond the group level. Thus, case studies examining social and affective
strategic behaviours on an individual level are also required to further the body of knowledge in
the field.

Finally, more action research is needed. Teachers are in a unique position to collect
ecologically valid data concerning LLS use that is directly relevant to classroom practice; this
type of data is not available to researchers using controlled experimental methods. Furthermore,
action research offers a means to investigate questions that are directly relevant to teachers and

learners which are often not addressed in experimental research.
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Chapter Six: Conclusion

Language teachers who bemoan the fact that some learners do not speak as much in
conversational interactions as they might wish can benefit from gaining a deeper understanding
of the multiple challenges that their students face. The findings in this study suggest that the
amounts and characteristics of learners’ output was mediated by a number of complex
interconnected factors, such as the lexical resources available to the learner, the content
knowledge required by the task, the collaborative nature of the pair (or group), and participants’
affective states. Ongoing research in this area has important implications for teachers who want
to create better opportunities for learners to produce oral output in the target language and to
benefit fully from interactional conversations. Integrating opportunities for formal reflection
into L2 curricula can be an effective method of providing, not only learners, but also teachers
with insight into these challenges and what learners are doing to overcome them. Furthermore,
giving learners the task of reflecting on their own strategic behaviour places the responsibility for
learning firmly in their court. As Hadwin and Winne (2011) put it, “High quality learning
emerges when learners become skilled researchers about their own learning; constructing
metacognitive knowledge about studying episodes, and compiling it with past experiences to

recognize and intervene with maladaptive patterns over time” (p. 2).



107

References

Adams, R. (2007). Do second language learners benefit from interacting with each other? In A.
Mackey (Ed.), Conversational interaction in second language acquisition (pp. 29-51).
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Bialystok, E. (1990). Communication strategies. Oxford: Blackwell.

Boekaerts, M. (2011). Emotions, emotion regulation, and self-regulation of learning. In B. J.
Zimmerman & D. H. Schunk (Eds.), Handbook of self-regulation and performance (pp.
408-425). New York, NY: Routledge.

Boud, D., Keogh, R., & Walker, D. (1985). Promoting reflection in learning: A model. In
D.Boud, R. Keogh & D. Walker (Eds.), Reflection: Turning experience into learning (pp.
18-40). London: Kogan Page.

Bown, J. (2006). Locus of learning and affective strategy use: Two factors affecting success in
self-instructed language learning. Foreign Language Annals, 39(4), 640-659.

Bown, J., & White, C. (2010a). Affect in a self-regulatory framework for language learning.
System: An International Journal of Educational Psychology and Applied Linguistics, 38,
432-443.

Bown, J., & White, C. (2010b). A social and cognitive approach to affect. International Review
of Applied Linguistics in Language Teaching, 48, 331-353.

Bruner, J. S. (1974). From communication to language — a psychological perspective. Cognition,
3, 255-287.

Canale, M., & Swain, M. (1980). Theoretical bases of communicative approaches to second
language teaching and testing, Applied Linguistics 1, 1-47.

Carson, J. G., & Longhini, A. (2002). Focusing on learner styles and strategies: A diary study in
an immersion setting. Language Learning, 52, 401-438.

Cohen, A. D. (1998). Strategies in learning and using a second language. Harlow: Longman.

Cohen, A.D. (2011). Strategies in learning and using a second language (2" ed.). Harlow:
Pearson/Longman.

Cohen, A. D., & Macaro, E. (2007). Language learner strategies: Thirty years of research and
practice. Oxford: Oxford University Press.



108

Cohen, A. D., Weaver, S. J., & Li, T.-Y. (1995). The impact of strategies-based instruction on
speaking a foreign language. Minneapolis: Center for Advanced Research on Language
Acquisition, University of Minnesota.

De Saint Léger, D. (2009). Self-assessment of speaking skills and participation in a foreign
language class. Foreign Language Annals, 42, 158-178.

Dewaele, J.-M. (2005). Investigating the psychological and the emotional dimensions in
instructed language learning: Obstacles and possibilities. The Modern Language Journal,
89, 367-380.

Dewaele, J.-M. (2008). Psychological and sociodemographic correlates of communicative
anxiety in L2 and L3 production. International Journal of Bilingualism, 6(23), 23-38.

Donato, R. (1994). Collective scaffolding in second language learning. In J.P. Lantolf & G.
Appel (Eds.), Vygotskian approaches to second language research (pp. 33-56). Norwood,
NJ: John Benjamins.

Donato, R., & MacCormick, D. (1994). A sociocultural perspective on language learning
strategies: The role of mediation. The Modern Language Journal, 75(iv), 453-464.

Daornyei, Z. (2005). The psychology of the language learner: Individual differences in second
language acquisition. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Ddornyei, Z., & Scott, M. L. (1977). Communication strategies in a second language: Definitions
and taxonomies. Language Learning, 47(1), 173-210.

Ellis, R. (1994). The study of second language acquisition. New York: Oxford University Press.

Fuji, A., & Mackey, A. (2009). Interactional feedback in learner-learner interactions in a task-
based EFL classroom. International Review of Applied Linguistics in Language Teaching,
47, 267-301.

Garret, P., & Young, R. F. (2009). Theorizing affect in foreign language learning: An analysis of
one learner’s responses to a communicative Portuguese course. Modern Language Journal,
93, 209-226.

Goetz, T., Frenzel, A.C., Pekrun, R., & Hall, N. (2005). Emotional intelligence in the context of
learning & achievement. In R. Schulze & R. D. Roberts (Eds.), Emotional intelligence. An
international handbook (pp. 233-253). Cambridge, MA: Hogrefe.

Griffiths, C. (Ed.). (2008). Lessons from good language learners. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press.



109

Guo, X. (2012). L1 and L2 writing strategies: A study of Chinese graduate student writers using
concurrent think-aloud (Master's Thesis). Available from
https://dspace.library.uvic.ca:8443/

Hadwin, A. F. (2008). Self-Regulated learning. In T. L. Good (Ed.), 21st century education: A
reference handbook (pp. 175-183). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Hassan, X., Macaro, E., Mason, D., Nye, G., Smith, P., & Vanderplank, R. (2005). Strategy
training in language learning: A systematic review of available research. In: Research
Evidence in Education Library. London: EPPI Centre, Social Services Research Unit,
Institute of Education, and University of London.

Hembree, R. (1988). Correlates, causes, effects, and treatment of test anxiety. Review of
Educational Research, 58, 47-77.

Huang, L.-S. (2010). Seeing eye to eye? The academic writing needs of graduate and

undergraduate students from students’ and instructors’ perspectives. Language Teaching
Research, 14(4), 517-539.

Huang, L.-S. (2010). Do different modalities of reflection matter? An exploration of adult
second-language learners’ reported strategy use and oral language production. System: An
International Journal of Educational Technology and Applied Linguistics, 38(2), 245-261.

Huang, L.-S. (2012). Use of oral reflection in facilitating graduate EAL students’ oral-language
production and strategy use: An empirical action research study. International Journal for
the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning, 6(2), 1-22.

Huang, L.-S. (2013). Cognitive processes involved in performing the IELTS Speaking Test:
Respondents’ strategic behaviours in simulated testing and non-testing contexts, Pp 51.
IELTS Research Report Series, No. 1, 2013.

Kellerman, E. (1991). Compensatory strategies in second language research: A critique, a
revision and some (non-) implications for the classroom. In R. Phillipson, E. Kellerman, L.
Selinker, & M. Sharwood Smith (Eds.), Foreign/second language pedagogy research (pp.
142-162). Clevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters.

Krashen, S. D. (1981). Second language acquisition and second language learning. Oxford:
Pergamon.

Krashen, S. (1982). Principles and practice in second language acquisition. Englewood Cliffs,
NJ: Prentice Hall.

Krashen, S. (1985). The input hypothesis: Issues and implications. Beverly Hills CA: Laredo.

Krashen, S. (1994). The input hypothesis and its rivals. In N. Ellis (Ed.), Implicit and explicit
learning of languages (pp. 45-77). London: Academic Press.


https://dspace.library.uvic.ca:8443/

110

Krashen, S. (1998). Comprehensible output? System: An International Journal of Educational
Technology and Applied Linguistics, 26(2), 175-182.

Lantolf, J.P., & Thorne, S. L. (2006). Sociocultural theory and the genesis of second language
development. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Larsen-Freeman, D. (2011). A complexity theory approach to second language
development /acquisition. In D. Atkinson (Ed.), Alternative approaches to second
language acquisition (pp. 48-72). New York: Routledge.

Leeser, M.J. (2004). Learner proficiency and focus on form during collaborative dialogue.
Language Teaching Research, 8, 55-82.

Linnenbrink, E. A. (2007). The role of affect in student learning: A multi-dimensional approach
to considering the interaction of affect, motivation, and engagement. In P. A. Schutz & R.
Pekrun (Eds.), Emotion in education (pp. 107-124). San Diego: Academic Press.

Locastro, V., (1994). Learning strategies and learning environments. TESOL Quarterly, 28(2),
409-414.

Long, M. H. (1996). The role of the linguistic environment in second language acquisition. In W.
C. Ritchie & T. K. Bhatia (Eds.), Handbook of research on second language acquisition,
Vol. 2 (pp. 413-68). New York: Academic Press.

Long, M., & Robinson, P. (1998). Focus on form: Theory, research and practice. In C. Doughty
& J. Williams (Eds.), Focus on form in classroom language acquisition (pp.15-41).
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Macaro, E. (2006). Strategies for language learning and language use: Revising the theoretical
framework. The Modern Language Journal, 90, 320-337.

Macaro, E (2010). The Relationship between strategic behaviour and language learning success.
In E. Macaro (Ed.), The continuum companion to second language acquisition (pp. 268-
299). London: Continuum International Publishing Group.

Mackey, A., Oliver, R., & Leeman, J. (2003). Interactional input and the incorporation of
feedback: An exploration of NS-NNS and NNS-NNS adult and child dyads. Language
Learning, 53, 35-66.

MacWhinney, B. (2000). The CHILDES project: Tools for analyzing talk. (3" ed.).Mahwah, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

McKee, G., Malvern, D., & Richards, B. (2000). Measuring vocabulary diversity using
dedicated software. Literary and Linguistic Computing, 15(3), 323-337.



111

Meyer, D. K., & Turner, J. C. (2007). Scaffolding emotions in classrooms. In P. A. Schutz & R.
Pekrun (Eds.), Emotion in education (pp. 243-258). London: Elsevier Inc.

Meinhardt, J., & Pekrun, R. (2003). Attentional resource allocation to emotional events: An ERP
study. Cognition and Emotion, 17(3) 477-500.

Naiman, N., Frohlich, M., Stern, H., & Todesco, A. (1978). The good language learner. Toronto,
Ontario: Ontario Institute for Studies in Education.

Nakatani, Y. (2005). The effects of awareness-raising training on oral communication strategy
use. Modern Language Journal, 89, 76-91.

Nakatani, Y., & Goh, C. (2007). A review of oral communication strategies: Focus on
interactionist and psycholinguistic perspectives. In Cohen A. & Macaro C. (Eds.),
Language learner strategies: Thirty years of research and practice (pp.207-227). Oxford,
UK: Oxford University Press.

Naughton, D. (2005). Cooperative strategy training and oral interaction: Enhancing small group
communication in the language classroom. The Modern Language Journal, 90(2), 169-
184.

O’Malley, J.M. (1987).The effects of training in the use of learning strategies on acquiring
English as a second language. In A. Wenden & J. Rubin (Eds.), Learner strategies in
language learning (pp. 133-144). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall International.

O’Malley, J. M., & Chamot, A. U. (1990). Learning strategies in second language acquisition.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Osboe, S., Fujimura, T., & Hirschil, R. (2007). Student confidence and anxiety in L2 speaking
activities. Paper presented at the Proceedings of the Independent Learning Association
2007 Japan Conference, Kanda University of International Studies, Chiba, Japan. Abstract
retrieved from http://www.independentlearning.org

Oxford, R. (1989). Use of language learning strategies: A synthesis of studies with implications
for strategy training. System: An International Journal of Educational Technology and
Applied Linguistics, 17, 235-247.

Oxford, R. L. (1990). Language learning strategies: What every teacher should know.
Cambridge: Heinle & Heinle Publishers.

Oxford, R. (1992/1993). Language learning strategies in a nutshell: Update and ESL
suggestions. TESOL Journal, 2(2), 18-22.

Oxford, R. (2011). Teaching and researching language learning strategies. Harlow, UK:
Pearson Education Ltd.


http://www.independentlearning.org/

112

Oxford, R., & Burry-Stock, J. (1995). Assessing the use of language learning strategies
worldwide with the ESL/EFL version of the strategy inventory for language learning
(SILL). System: An International Journal of Educational Technology and Applied
Linguistics, 23(1), 1-23.

Oxford, R., & Nyikos, M. (1989). Variables affecting choice of language learning strategies by
university students. Modern Language Journal, 73, 291-300.

Pavlenko, A. (2005). Emotions and multilingualism, Cambridge, MA: Cambridge
University Press.

Reese-Miller, J. (1993). A critical appraisal of learner training: Theoretical bases and teaching
implications. TESOL Quarterly, 27, 679-689.

Pekrun, R. (2006). The control-value theory of achievement emotions: Assumptions, corollaries,
and implications for educational research and practice. Educational Psychology Review,
18, 315-341.

Pekrun, R., Goetz, T., Titz, W., & Perry, R. P. (2002). Academic emotions in students' self-
regulated learning and achievement: A program of qualitative and quantitative research.
Educational Psychologist, 37(2), 91-105.

Pekrun, R., & Schutz, P. A. (2007). Where do we go from here? Implications and future
directions for inquiry on emotions in education. In P. A. Schutz & R. Pekrun (Eds.),
Emotion in education (pp. 313-331). San Diego: Academic Press.

Pica, T., Lincoln-Porter, F., Panino, D., & Linnell, J. (1996). Language learners' interaction:
How does it address the input, output, and feedback needs of L2 learners? TESOL
Quarterly, 30, 59-84.

Pintrich, P. R. (2000). The role of goal orientation in self-regulated learning. In M. Boekaerts, P.
Pintrich & M. Zeidner (Eds.), Handbook of self-regulation (pp. 452- 502). Orlando, FL:
Academic Press.

Rogers, R. R. (2001). Reflection in higher education: A concept analysis. Innovative Higher
Education, 26(1), 37-57.

Rosenberg, E. L. (1998). Levels of analysis and the organization of affect. Review of General
Psychology, 2(3), 247-270.

Rossiter, M. J. (2003). The effects of affective strategy training in the ESL classroom. TESL-EJ,
2, 1-20. Available online: http://www.tesl-ej.org/wordpress/

Rubin, J. (1975). What the 'good language learner’ can teach us. TESOL Quarterly, 9(1), 41-45.


http://www.tesl-ej.org/wordpress/

113

Rubin, J. (1981). Study of cognitive processes in second language learning. Applied Linguistics,
11, 117-131.

Schmidt, R. (1990). The role of consciousness in second language learning. Applied Linguistics,
11(2), 129-58

Schutz, P. A., & Davis, H. A. (2000). Emotions and self-regulation during test taking.
Educational Psychologist, 35(4), 243-256.

Seibert, K.W., & Daudelin, M.W. (1999). The role of reflection in managerial learning:
Theory, research, and practice. Westport, CT: Quorum.

Selinker, L. (1972). Interlanguage. International Review of Applied Linguistics in Language
Teaching, 10, 209-230.

Shell, D. F., & Husman, J. (2008). Control, motivation, affect, and strategic self-regulation in the
college classroom: A multidimensional phenomenon. Journal of Educational Psychology,
100(2), 443-459.

Stern, H. H. (1975). What can we learn from the good language learner? The Canadian Modern
Language Review, 31, 304-318.

Stern, H. H. (1992). Issues and options in language teaching. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Swain, M. (1985). Communication competence: Some roles of comprehensible input and
comprehensible output in its development. In S.M. Gass & C. Madden (Eds.), Input in
second language acquisition (pp. 235-253). Rowley, MA: Newbury House.

Swain, M. (1993). The Output Hypothesis: Just speaking and writing aren’t enough. Canadian
Modern Language Review, 50,158-164.

Swain, M. (1995). Three functions of output in second language learning. In G. Cook & B.
Seidlhofer (Eds.), Principle and practice in applied linguistics (pp. 125-144). Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Swain, M. (2005). The output hypothesis: Theory and research. In E. Hinkel (Ed.), Handbook on
research in second language teaching and learning (pp. 471-483). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum.

Swain, M., Huang, L.-S., Barkaoui, K., Brooks, L., & Lapkin, S. (2009). The speaking section of
the TOEFL® iBT™ (SSTiBT): Test-takers’ strategic behaviours. (TOEFL iBT™ research
series No. TOEFLIBT-10), Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service.

Swain, M., & Watanabe, Y. (2007). Effects of proficiency differences and patterns and patterns
of pair interaction on second language learning: Collaborative dialogue between adult ESL
learners. Language Teaching Research, 11(2), 121-142.



114

Tarone, E. (1977). Conscious communication strategies in interlanguage: A
progress report. In H. D. Brown, C. A. Yorio & R. C. Crymes (Eds.), On TESOL
'77: Teaching and Learning ESL (pp. 194-203). Washington, D.C.: TESOL.

Tarone, E. (1980). Communication strategies, foreigner talk and repair in interlanguage.
Language Learning, 30(2), 417-431.

Tarone, E. (1981). Some thoughts on the notion of communication strategy. TESOL Quarterly,
15(3), 285-295.

Tarone, E. (2005). Speaking in a second language. In E. Hinkle (Ed.), Handbook of research in
second language teaching and learning (pp. 485-502). Mahwah, N.J.: Erlbaum Associates.

Teng, L. Y-W. (2005). A cross-cultural communication experience at a higher education
institution in Taiwan. Journal of Intercultural Communication. Available online at:
http://www.immi.se/intercultural/nr10/teng.htm

Tseng, W. T., Dérnyei, Z., & Schmitt, N. (2006). A new approach to assessing strategic learning:
The case of self-regulation in vocabulary acquisition. Applied Linguistics, 27, 78-102.

Tsou, W. (2005). Improving speaking skills through instruction in oral classroom participation.
Foreign Language Annals, 38(1), 46-55.

Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society: The development of higher psychological processes. In
M. Cole, V. John-Steiner, S. Scribner & E. Souberman (Eds.), Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

Watanabe, Y., & Swain, M. (2008). Perception of learner proficiency: Its impact on the
interaction between an ESL learner and her higher and lower proficiency partners.
Language Awareness, 17(2), 115-130.

Wenden, A. (1987). Incorporating learner training in the classroom. In A. Wenden & J. Rubin
(Eds.), Learner strategies in language learning (pp. 31-42). London: Prentice Hall.

Williams, J. (1999). Learner-generated attention to form. Language Learning, 51, 303-346.

Williams, J. (2001). The effectiveness of spontaneous attention to form. System: An International
Journal of Educational Psychology and Applied Linguistics, 29, 325-340.

Winne, P. H., & Hadwin, A. F. (1998). Studying as self-regulated learning. In D. J. Hacker, J.
Dunlosky & A. C. Graesser (Eds.), Metacognition in educational theory and practice (pp.
277- 304). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.


http://www.sciencedirect.com.ezproxy.library.uvic.ca/science?_ob=ArticleURL&_udi=B6VCH-4YW9D3V-1&_user=1007916&_coverDate=06%2F30%2F2010&_alid=1529997915&_rdoc=1&_fmt=high&_orig=search&_origin=search&_zone=rslt_list_item&_cdi=5955&_sort=r&_st=13&_docanchor=&view=c&_ct=4&_acct=C000050229&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=1007916&md5=6606adb75e4d732f5d4b9aa1e31cc7cc&searchtype=a#bbib78

115

Winne P. H., & Hadwin, A. F. (2011) (in press). Promoting learning skills in undergraduate
students. In M. J. Lawson & J. R. Kirby (Eds.), Enhancing the quality of learning. New
York: Cambridge University Press.

Wolters , C. A. (1998). Self-regulated learning and college students' regulation of motivation.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 90(2), 224-235.

Wolters, C. A. (2003). Regulation of motivation: Evaluating an underemphasized aspect of self-
regulated learning. Educational Psychologist 38(4), 189-205.

Zimmerman, B. J. (1989). A social cognitive view of self-regulated academic learning. Journal
of Educational Psychology, 81, 329-339.

Zimmerman, B. J. (2008). Goal setting: A key proactive source of academic self-regulation. In
D. H. Schunk & B. J. Zimmerman (Eds.), Motivation and self-regulated learning: Theory,
research and applications (pp. 267-295). New York: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Zuengler, J. (1993). Encouraging learners’ conversational participation: The effect of content
knowledge. Language Learning, 43(3), 403-432.



Appendix A

Participant Background Questionnaire
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1.Name (include your English name also if applicable)

2.Age

3.Male o Female o

4.E-mail address

5.What is your first language?

6. What other languages do you speak?

7.How long have you been learning English?

8. At what age did you first start learning English?

9.Why are you learning English?

10. How long have you been studying in this program/school?

11. I have taken an IELTS exam. Yeso No O

If yes, what was your score?

12. I have taken a TOEFL exam. Yeso NooO

If yes, what was your score?

13. How would you describe your ability to speak English (beginner, intermediate, or

advanced)?
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Strategy Inventory for Language Learning Parts E and F*
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1. Never true of me = also includes 'almost never true of me'- it doesn't happen very often in your

learning behaviour

2. Usually not true of me = it happens occasionally in your learning behaviour
3. Somewhat true of me = it happens in a fairly regular pattern in your learning behaviour
4. Usually true of me = it happens regularly and represents an obvious pattern in your learning

behaviour
5. Always true of me = also includes ‘almost always true of me'- it happens almost all the time and
represents a strong pattern in your learning behaviour
1. Never true | 2.Usually not | 3.Somewhat |4.Usually true | 5. Always true
of me true of me true of me of me of me

Part: E (Affective Strategy Use)

1. I try to relax whenever | feel
afraid of using English.

2. | encourage myself to speak
English even when | am afraid of
making a mistake.

3. I give myself a reward or treat
when | do well in English.

4. | notice if | am tense or nervous
when | am studying English.

5. I write down my feelings in a
language learning diary.

6. | talk to someone else about how |
feel when | am learning English.

Part: F

(Social Strategy Use)

1. If I do not understand something
in English, | ask the other person to
slow down or say it again.

2. | ask English speakers to correct
me when | talk.

3. | practice my English with other
students.

4. | ask for help from English
speakers.

5. 1 ask questions in English.

6. | try to learn about the culture of
English speakers.

* This is the ESL/EFL Version 7.0 of the Strategy inventory for language learning (Oxford, 1989).
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Appendix C

Guided Reflection

e If you have given consent to participate in the study that is being conducted by Patricia
(Trish) Hannigan, responding to any of the following questions will imply ongoing consent
to participate; however, you are free to withdraw from the study at any time.

1.How do you feel you did in this task?

2. In this speaking activity, were there any instances where you felt you’d like to say something but
you didn’t? Yes O No o

If yes, when and why?

3.How did you feel about your vocabulary in this activity?

4.When you tried to say something, if you couldn’t find the words, how did you feel? What did you
do?
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5. Tell me how you felt before, during and after this activity, and why?

Before:

During:

After:

6. In your view, did any emotions affect your speaking — either positively or negatively? How?

7.Did you do anything to overcome problems in this activity? Yes o No o
If so, what did you do?

8.Comment on how you and your partner worked together to complete this task.

What could you do to improve your working together to complete this task?

9.Based on your comments, what is one thing you will do for the next speaking task? Be specific.
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Appendix D

Final Anonymous Questionnaire

1. In your opinion, did the reflection journal help you to improve your speaking? Why or why

not? Give examples.

2. Did the reflection journal have any influence on how much you spoke in the speaking
tasks? In class in general? Outside class? Why or why not? Give examples.

3. Did the reflection journal help you to try new things in speaking activities? Give examples.

4. Did the reflection journal help you to work together with classmates? Give examples.
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5. Did the reflection journal help you to set goals or reach your goals? Give examples.

6. Did you learn any new ways to improve your speaking? Give examples.

7. Do you think the reflection process should be kept in future classes? Why or why not?

8. Is there anything else you’d like to share about the guided reflection process?
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Appendix E

Speaking Tasks

These speaking tasks will have three parts: planning, practicing, and presenting.

o With a partner, you will have 8 minutes to discuss ideas and plan what you will say.

¢ You will then have 8 minutes to practice your prepared 2 minute speaking task.

o Finally, you will have 2 minutes to record your prepared speaking task.

The decision of how you want to do your final speaking task is entirely up to you; however, you should

use the full 2 minutes and both partners should make an effort to speak as much as possible during the

entire 18 minutes and demonstrate the widest range of vocabulary possible. The entire process,

(planning, practicing, and presenting the final product) will all be recorded. Your teacher will time the

task and tell you when to begin planning, when to begin practicing, and when to begin the presentation,

as well as when to stop.

Initial (Practice) Task
With your partner, decide what makes a great city. Suggest ways that Victoria is a great city and ways that Victoria

could be improved.

Eight Speaking Tasks

Tf:lk With your partner, plan a birthday party for a seven-year-old boy or girl.
Task | With your partner, list the most important qualities of a good spouse. Explain your
Weeks 2a choices, give examples, and support your ideas.
1&2 | 145k | Work with your partner to design a two-minute television commercial to sell running
3a shoes. You can perform the commercial, explain it, or both.
Task | Work with your partner to design your dream house on the beach. Describe your
4a plans.
Task . . .
1b With your partner, plan a 50th wedding anniversary party.
Task | With your partner, list the most important qualities of a good parent. Explain your
Weeks 2b choices, give examples, and support your ideas.
3&4 | Task | Work with your partner to design a two- minute television commercial to sell a car.
3b You can perform the commercial, explain it, or both.
Task

4b

Work with your partner to design your dream house in a big city. Describe your plans.
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Appendix F

Coding Scheme for Emotions

*- EMOTIONS EXAMPLES FROM REFLECTION JOURNALS
Hope Hopeful; confident (mentioned before beginning a
task)
Enjoyment Fun; interested; enjoyed; excited
Confidence (post-task)  Confident (mentioned after task completion)
Positive
Relief Glad it’s over
Pride/Satisfaction Satisfied
Other Positive Well; good; nice; not bad; comfortable; fine; liked
it; okay; better than before
Anxiety/Worry Worried; nervous
Frustration Frustrated; impatient; annoyed
Negative

Regret/Disappointment  Disappointed; not satisfied

Other Negative Not so comfortable; less confident; oh, no, not my

favorite task
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Coding of Strategies Reported in EG Reflection Journals

COMMUNICATION: Strategies used to overcome communication problems in order to achieve a

communicative goal

INDIVIDUAL
STRATEGIES

DEFINITIONS

EXAMPLES

Circumlocution

Paraphrasing

Simplifying the
language
Drawing a picture

Gesturing

Abandoning
message
Repeating to
clarify meaning

Communicating an idea indirectly (i.e.,
explaining an item’s purpose, describing
physical properties, etc.)

1 try to describe my word that I don’t
know (Alex: Week 4, Task 4b).

Using other words that express the same
idea

| could say it in other word (Kate:
Week 1, Task 1a).

Simplifying syntactic structures and/or
vocabulary

Explained by using easy words (Sam:
Week 2, Task 3a).

Using illustration as a means to
communicate ideas

...painted it (Janet: Week 2, Task 4b).

Using physical gestures to
communicate ideas

I used gestures (Sam: Week 4, Task
4b).

Abandoning efforts to communicate
a message

| gave up saying something (Alice:
Week 2, Task 4a).

Repeating a word or phrase in an attempt
to clarify meaning

| tried saying it many times (Kate:
Week 3, Task 1b).

SOCIAL.: Strategies involving the use of social interaction to achieve language learning or language

use goals

INDIVIDUAL
STRATEGIES

DEFINITIONS

EXAMPLES

Contributing
ideas/ expertise

Dividing
tasks/roles

Providing lexical
assistance

Cooperating

Assuming a
leadership role

Sharing knowledge, skill, or
expertise with an interlocutor

I shared my experience in selling
strategies for this task (Alex: Week 2,
Task 3a).

Dividing tasks or roles

Janet is a customer, and I'm a seller
like a conversation when people buy a
car (Sam: Week 4, Task 3b).

Making lexical suggestions when an
interlocutor is experiencing difficulty or
requests help

I helped my partner with vocabulary
with special words (Alex: Week 4,
Task 4b).

Using words and actions to demonstrate a
willingness to cooperate

Do and say things to cooperate (Kate:
Week 3, Task 1b).

Assuming a leadership
responsibility/role

Think I guided the conversation
(Alex: Week 3, Task 1b).




Explaining ideas

Making an effort
to speak

Making an effort
to understand
Listening

Finding common
ground

Explaining task
requirements
Elaborating

Asking questions

Respecting
partner’s ideas*
Seeking help from
interlocutor

Explaining ideas to a partner
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To explain or help my partner when her
miss a word or her don’t understand a
explain (sic) (Alex: Week 1, Task 1a).

Making an effort to speak

| tried to speak (Kate: Week 3, Task 1b).

Making an effort to understand an
interlocutor

I made an effort to understand (Kate:
Week 3, Task 2b).

Attending to what an interlocutor says

Listen to my partner (Kate: Week 4,
Task 4b).

Finding commonalities with an
interlocutor (linguistic, experiential,
etc.)

We spoke about the basics to find the
same level (Alex: Week 1, Task 1a).

Explaining task requirements
to a partner

I explained the practice (Alex: Week 3,
Task 2b).

Providing additional information,
supporting ideas, providing examples

Today we could support our ideas (Sam:
Week 4, Task 3b).

Asking questions

I asked him some questions (Janet: Week
4, Task 4b).

Doing or saying things to demonstrate
respect for a partner’s ideas

We respected each other’s opinion
(Alice: Week 3, Task 1b).

Requesting help (linguistic,
conceptual, or affective) from an
interlocutor

| ask my partner for help (Alex: Week 3,
Task 2b).

AFFECTIVE: Strategies used to regulate emotions and affective states

INDIVIDUAL
STRATEGIES

DEFINITIONS

EXAMPLES

Respecting
partner's ideas™

Sharing feelings
with partner

Supporting
partner

Doing or saying things to express
approval of an interlocutor’s ideas,
skills, opinions or knowledge

We respected each other’s opinion
(Alice: Week 3, Task 1b).

Sharing feelings or emotions with a
partner

We could share our feelings each other
(Kate: Week 1, Task 2a).

Saying and doing things to provide
support to a partner

Supporting partner (Kate: Week 1, Task
1a).

COGNITIVE STRATEGIES: Strategies used to manipulate the target language in order to
understand or produce language

INDIVIDUAL
STRATEGIES

DEFINITIONS

EXAMPLES

Using a dictionary

Searching for
another word

Searching for lexical items
in a dictionary

I used my dictionary (Alex: Week 2,
Task 4a).

Searching for another word (whether
in dictionary or memory is
not specified)

| searched another word (Kate: Week 2,
Task 3a).
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Recalling
vocabulary

Attempting to recall a
vocabulary item from
memory

Tried to remember the words (Alice:
Week 2, Task 4a).

Generating ideas

Allowing ideas to flow freely

We made a brainstorming (Alex: Week 1, Task
23).

Using key words
organize ideas

Making use of key words to

We chose some words and then we made the
dialog (Janet: Week 2, Task 3a).

Using imagination Using imagination

| imagined to support our ideas (Sam: Week 4,
Task 4a).

Focusing on fluency

Focusing attention on fluency

I focused on fluent speaking (Sam: Week 3,
Task 2Db).

Organizing ideas
way

Organizing ideas in a logical

We collected our ideas; after that, we arranged
them (Alice: Week 3, Task

METACOGNITIVE STRATEGIES: Strategies involved in planning, monitoring, and evaluating

language learning and language use

INDIVIDUAL DEFINITIONS

EXAMPLES

STRATEGIES
Planning ahead Planning before speaking

before speaking

First | arranged the words | wanted to say in my
brain then | made a sentence (Sam: Week 3,
Task 2b).

* Included in both Social and Affective categories
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Coding of Social and Affective Strategies Identified in Recorded Data

SOCIAL STRATEGIES: Strategies involving the use of social interaction to achieve language

learning or language use goals

INDIVIDUAL STRATEGIES  DEFINITIONS EXAMPLES
Providing Making lexical suggestions, You mean leasing (EG: Alex: Week 4,
lexical when an interlocutor is Task 3b)?
assistance experiencing difficulty or ~ Michael: How to say this one here,
asks for help underground?
Sam: Basement (EG: Week 4, Task 4b).
Asking Asking content  Asking questions pertaining What the party is about theme (CG: Rita:

guestions guestions

to the topic of the task

Week 1, Task 1a)?

Questioning to
check partner’s
comprehension

Asking questions to
confirm that an interlocutor
has understood

You know what | mean (EG: Janet: Week 2,
Task 4a)?

Questioning to
clarify

Asking questions in order
to clarify what an
interlocutor has said

Deb: And the balloon.

Rita: Balloon (CG: Rita: Week 3, Task
1b)?

Robert: A flower

Janet: A what (EG: Week 4, Task 4b)?

Questioning to
check partner is
in agreement

Asking questions to check
that an interlocutor is in
agreement

Do you agree with me (CG: Deb: Week 4,
Task 3b)?
Okay (CG: Claire: Week 1, Task 1a)?

Asking questions
about linguistic
form

Asking questions pertaining
to linguistic form

Travel or travelling (CG: Rita: Week 4,
Task 3b)?

How can you spell this (EG: Alice: Week
4, Task 4b)?

Asking questions
about lexis

Asking questions pertaining
to lexis

A lot of gap or hole (CG: Shirlie: Week 2,
Task 3a)?

What’s the name of this (CG: Rita: Week 2,
Task 4a)?

Asking cultural

Asking questions about an

I have a question: in Portuguese custom, or

questions interlocutor’s language, Portuguese culture, if a man want to get
culture, or country married another woman, they prepare what
(CG: Shirlie: Week 1, Task 2a)?
Asking for Explicitly asking an Just can you correct it (CG: Rita: Week 4,
explicit interlocutor to correct Task 4b)?
correction linguistic errors.
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AFFECTIVE STRATEGIES: Strategies used to regulate emotions and affective states

INDIVIDUAL STRATEGIES  DEFINITIONS EXAMPLES
Justifying performance Providing reasons for or I don’t know spell (EG: Sam: Week 1, Task
acknowledging one’s own  1a).

(perceived) poor
performance

I don’t know much about Japan’s culture
(CG: Maya: Week 1, Task 1a).

Complimenting* Making positive comments
regarding an interlocutor’s
ideas, abilities, skills, or

knowledge

It’s a good idea (EG: Alice: Week 2, Task
3a).

I think you will be nice party planner in the
future (EG: Sam: Week 3, Task 1b).

Encouraging Encouraging an interlocutor
who is expressing negative

emotions

Adam: Oh my God!
Clare: Don’t worry (CG: Week 1, Task 2a).

* Complimenting has been counted as a specific manifestation of the more general behaviour
reported in the reflection journals, Respecting Partner’s Ideas.



