1E17#FXEE Doctoral Dissertation Abstract

HEFHEOERARNEENDRZEICS I DEETHIHIR
BEOMREIZ A -3 VR RDHE

The Effects of Implicit Instruction and the Influence
of Communication Anxiety on EFL Learners’

Pragmatic Development

A 9+ MATSUOKA, Yaoko

@ EREBERAE 7— YU A T AMER

Graduate School of Arts and Sciences, International Christian University

This dissertation examined the effects of implicit
instruction of pragmatics on the development of
Japanese EFL (English as a Foreign Language)
learners’ competence of making suggestion through the
instructions with different modes of communication:
computer-mediated communication (CMC) and face-
to-face communication (FTF). Implicit instruction
was defined as an instruction without an explanation
of the target language features in meta-language.
Focusing on the effect of personal factors, this
study also investigated the influence of learners’
communication anxiety (CA) on their pragmatic
development in CMC and FTF environments. The
research employed a quasi-experimental design
involving two experimental groups and a control
group. Participants received eight treatment sessions
with different communication modes, and a pretest
and a posttest were conducted as the assessment
instruments on the first/last day of the research.
Teacher recast was applied in both modes of
communication. Recast is a type of negative
feedback used to correct the inappropriate use of
language implicitly and provide correct usage by
repeating the language in various situations. For

instance, in child language development, adults
recast children’s incorrect expressions to facilitate
their L1 acquisition (e.g., children’s grammatical
competence in Saxton, 2005), and in the L2
language classroom, teachers use recast as an
instructional technique to correct learners’ linguistic
errors (e.g., pragmalinguistic development in
Martinez-Flor & Fukuya, 2005).

The research was conducted over 10 weeks in the
2013 fall semester at a private university in
Kanagawa prefecture, involving 150 undergraduates,
based on the findings of a pilot study previously
implemented in 2013 spring. The data were collected
through the pretest and posttest, Background
Questionnaire, Communication Anxiety Test, and
Final Questionnaire. The pretest and posttest were
designed as the form of a discourse completion task
(DCT), including eight situations based on the
studies by Pishghadaml and Sharafadini (2011) and
Martinez-Flor and Fukuya (2005). Communication
Anxiety Test was developed based on the
Communication Anxiety Inventory (CAI) Form
Trait (Booth- Butterfield & Gould, 1986) as a self-
assessment tool of the participants’ degrees of CA.
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This study employed the mixed methods research
design, where data collection and analysis were
conducted by both qualitative and quantitative
exploration. The main findings of the research are
summarized in the following.

The first research question examined the effects
of implicit pragmatics instruction employing recast
with different communication modes: FTF and
CMC. In FTF group, the teacher orally gave
implicit feedback using recast for the students’
pragmatically inappropriate expressions, while in
CMC environment, the teacher recast was conducted
via the online written forum discussion. Control
group did not conduct any discussions. Suggestions
made by the students were assessed using numerical
scores, following the criteria adapted from Fernandez
Guerra and Martinez-Flor (2006). Students’ pragmatic
development was examined by comparing the score
change from pretest to posttest in each group.
Although the mean score improvement from pretest
to posttest of both FTF and CMC groups was
slightly higher than that of the control group, the
difference was not statistically significant according
to the quantitative analysis. This result might be
attributed to the several factors: time length of the
treatment, teacher’s instructional technique of recast,
students’ noticing of recast, and the participants’
proficiency level of English.

The second research question investigated the
influence of communication anxiety on the
learners’ pragmatic development. For the data
analysis, each of the FTF, CMC, and control groups
were further divided into two groups according to
the learners’ levels of small group communication
anxiety (SGA). Accordingly, the data were analyzed
separately in terms of three high SGA groups (high
SGA FTF, high SGA CMC, and high SGA Control)
and three low SGA groups (low SGA FTF, low
SGA CMC, and low SGA Control). Results from
the analysis of valiance (ANOVA) followed by the
Tukey’s multiple comparison show that significant
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difference was found between high SGA FTF and
high SGA Control, with p = 0.03 at a = 0.05. This
means that FTF group with high SGA performed
significantly better than the other high SGA groups.
However, no significant distinction was evident
among the three low SGA groups. It was primarily
assumed that students with high degrees of SGA
might learn more effectively in a CMC environment
than in traditional face-to-face oral discussion
because communicating through computers does
not require direct face-to-face contact with other
attendees of the discussion and this might reduce
the learners’ CA, hence, would yield better learning
effects than participating in a FTF communication.
However, the results indicate that face-to-face
communication is still important and effective in
acquiring pragmatic competence, regardless of the
high degree of SGA. At the same time, problems of
the self-assessment of CA are also suggested, that
is, there is a possibility that the degree of CA was
over-estimated by the participants.

This research attempted to fill the gap between
the increasing awareness of the needs for teaching
pragmatics in EFL education and the lack in the
research on implicit instruction for pragmatics. It
was found in this research that, when teaching
pragmatics implicitly, the mode of communication
has a considerable influence on the pragmatic
development of the learners with high levels of
SGA, and face-to-face instruction was the most
effective for these learners. In an EFL setting,
compared to that of ESL, students have little
opportunity to be exposed to the target language,
and therefore, the role of instruction is quite
important. Many issues should be considered when
examining the effects of instruction on the learners’
acquisition of pragmatic competence. As Koike and
Pearson’s (2005) findings about the role of implicit
feedback suggest, an implicit approach is likely to
correct inappropriate pragmatic features and teach
appropriate forms of pragmatic expressions in a



more natural way than an explicit approach,
without interfering with the flow of conversation.
Introducing pragmatics courses in mainstream
university English programs or weaving the
contents of pragmatics carefully into the subject
matters of language classes, and teaching the
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production of the pragmatic language may be
arduous tasks. Taking this into account, pragmatics
researchers and practitioners should develop the
ways to teach learners pragmatic features more
effectively and this should ideally go beyond the

discussion of explicitness and implicitness.
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