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Abstract 

 
This thesis reports a process-product study that compared the effects of 

comprehension-based instruction (CBI) and production-based instruction (PBI). It 

was motivated by both pedagogical and theoretical issues. The pedagogical issue 

was my need to find an effective way of teaching very young beginner-level 

children English in my own private language school in Japan and my 

dissatisfaction with the present-practice-produce approach (PPP) found in the 

available published teaching materials for learners of this age and level. This issue 

is of considerable importance in Japan given that English has now been introduced 

as a compulsory subject in the primary school curriculum. The theoretical issues 

concerned the relative contributions of input and output to both vocabulary and 

grammar acquisition and the roles of incidental and intentional language learning 

in second language (L2) classrooms. The thesis examined these issues by 

comparing a task-based approach consisting of only input-based tasks (i.e. CBI) 

and a PPP approach consisting of explicit instruction followed by controlled and 

meaning-focused practice activities (i.e. PBI).  

In Chapter 2 of the thesis I examine the theoretical basis for the two types of 

instruction and discuss key constructs. Chapter 3 reports a meta-analysis of 

published studies that compared the effectiveness of CBI and PBI. The analysis 

included 18 vocabulary studies and 30 grammar studies published in the last 20 

years. The results showed that PBI had larger effect sizes than CBI in the case of 

vocabulary acquisition but CBI had larger effect sizes than PBI in grammar 

acquisition. It showed that there was lack of research on incidental grammar 

acquisition especially with young learners. It also found that many of the 

vocabulary studies had failed to include a pre-test, thus making the results they 

reported of doubtful value. The meta-analysis informed both the research questions 

investigated in my own study and the design of the study. 

Chapter 4 reports the results of a pilot study and Chapter 5 the methodology of the 

main study.  This took the form of a between-subject design with a pre-test, 
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immediate post-test and delayed post-test. Forty-five participants aged six were 

divided into three groups (the CBI, the PBI and the control group), and received 

nine lessons. In each CBI lesson, the learners received a set of input-based tasks 

and in each PBI lesson they received a set of production based activities. Given 

that comparative method studies have been criticized in the past for not 

demonstrating that the two approaches being compared actually differed in terms 

of their process features, I first investigated the instructional processes that 

occurred in the two experimental treatments using conversation analysis (CA) – 

see Chapter 6. The analysis showed that the interaction in the two groups differed 

in organization of turn-taking, occurrence of different types of repair, and the 

frequency and function of private speech. Overall it indicated that the interaction in 

the CBI classroom was ‘conversational’ whereas that in the PBI classroom was 

‘pedagogical’.   

Chapter 7 reports the results for vocabulary. The acquisition of 24 nouns and 12 

adjectives was investigated. The CBI tasks were focused on the target nouns but 

the adjectives appeared only in the teacher’s implementation of the task. The PBI 

activities were planned to teach both nouns and adjectives. Acquisition was 

measured by four tests involving two contrasted aspects (comprehension versus 

production) and two assessment methods (task-based versus discrete-item). The 

results showed that both types of instruction led to successful acquisition of both 

receptive and productive vocabulary knowledge. The results, however, also 

indicated that in some respects the CBI was more effective than the PBI. In 

particular, the CBI demonstrated better acquisition of the adjectives than the PBI – 

an advantage that was sustained over time. Further examination indicated that this 

advantage could not be explained in terms of either the quantity of input or the 

output opportunities available to the two groups. Rather it was the quality of the 

interactions that was found to be important. The CBI provided more (1) 

meaningful input and (2) opportunities for the negotiation of meaning and (3) 

occasions of learner-initiated production. The results were discussed in terms of 

the Involvement Hypothesis (Laufer & Hulstijn, 2001). 

The study also investigated the incidental acquisition of two grammatical features 

(i.e. plural -s and copula be) – see Chapter 8. Incidental acquisition was 
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operationalized as exposure to the grammatical features while the instruction was 

focused on teaching new vocabulary. Learning resulting from the CBI and PBI was 

measured by means of both discrete-item and task-based tests. The results showed 

that incidental acquisition had taken place but only in the CBI group and largely 

only for receptive knowledge of plural –s. There was no evidence of any 

acquisition of copula be. The results were discussed in terms of the saliency of the 

features and the processing demands of the two types of instruction. They suggest 

that an important factor in incidental grammar acquisition is whether or not the 

instruction induced ‘noticing’ (Schmidt, 1990; 1994) of the target features. The 

CBI did for plural –s; the PBI did not for either structure. 

Chapter 9 concludes by summarising the results and considering the theoretical 

and pedagogical implications of the study.  

There has been doubt expressed about whether task-based language teaching is 

viable for beginner learners. This may be one reason why available teaching 

materials opt for present-practice-produce (PPP). A general finding of this study is 

that it is possible to design and implement highly motivating input-based tasks for 

young beginner learners in an EFL classroom and that these are as effective as PPP 

materials (and, in some respects, more so) for teaching both vocabulary and 

grammar.   
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Chapter 1. Introduction: The background to my study 

My thesis reports a study that compared the relative effects of two kinds of instruction for 

young Japanese children learning English as a foreign language in Japan. These were 

comprehension-based instruction using listening tasks and a more traditional approach – 

present, practice, produce. In this chapter I would like to provide some background on why 

I chose this particular topic for my thesis. To this end, I will briefly outline recent 

developments in the teaching of English to elementary school children in Japan, describe 

my involvement in a private English language school for young Japanese children (the site 

for my research), and introduce the theoretical issues that led me to investigate the two 

kinds of instruction. 

1.1. Teaching English to elementary school learners in Japan 

English education for young learners in Japan has been buffeted by political and economic 

winds for two decades. Responding to the concern that English education had not been 

successful in developing learners’ communicative skills, the Ministry of Education launched 

the Japan Exchange and Teaching (JET) programme in 1987. In this programme, English 

speaking teachers were attached to secondary schools as Assistant Language Teachers 

(ALTs). Around the same time, the Central Council for Education, an advisory council to 

the Minister of Education, began to discuss the possibility of introducing foreign language 

education in elementary schools. However, the implementation of English education for 

elementary schools was hindered by substantial disagreements. There was opposition based 

on the ideological conviction that elementary schools should focus on Japanese language 

education in order to establish a distinct identity in students as Japanese nationals (e.g. Otsu 

& Torikai, 2002). It was also pointed out that introducing English education in elementary 

schools would result in less time being allocated to other important subjects such as 

Japanese language arts and mathematics. There was a further concern, namely that the 

inappropriate exam-oriented grammar translation methods common in secondary schools 

would be transferred to elementary schools. These objections led to the Ministry of 

Education, Culture, Sports, Science, & Technology’s (MEXT) delaying the introduction of 

English as a school subject in elementary schools. This hesitancy contrasted with other 

neighbouring East Asian countries such as South Korea and China which moved rapidly to 
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implement English education at the elementary level. MEXT finally released the New 

Course of Study in 1998 but this was only implemented in 2002. Individual schools were 

now allowed to introduce foreign language activities as part of the “Period for Integrated 

Study” programme but not as an academic subject (Ministry of Education, 2001). However, 

this was not mandatory for schools. The somewhat vague Ministry guidelines led to 

considerable diversity in how the policy was interpreted at both local government and 

school levels (Butler, 2005). Although by 2004 approximately 92.1% of all Japanese public 

elementary schools had conducted some kind of English activities (Ministry of Education, 

2005), the actual implementation varied widely – from a form of immersion programme to 

irregular activities held for less than ten hours per year. As English was widely viewed as a 

high stakes subject for students’ future educational path and careers, the unequal access to 

English education in public elementary schools led to a sense of dissatisfaction among 

parents. In 2006, MEXT published a further policy document that made ‘foreign language 

activities’ a compulsory subject for 5th and 6th graders for one lesson a week. This is to be 

implemented from 2011. However, English is still not to be treated as an academic subject. 

Also, the MEXT document failed to provide clear guidelines for developing and 

implementing an English curriculum at the elementary level.    

Japan has been one of the largest markets for foreign language teachers and materials in the 

world (Koike & Tanaka, 1995). Despite the long lasting recession in Japan, the number of 

English language schools for young children has been increasing continuously. This is 

traced to two major factors. Firstly, due to the lack of clear policy and resources from the 

central government, public schools have asked private organisations and individuals to help 

conduct English instruction. Secondly, the dissatisfaction with public schools has caused 

parents to send their children to private language schools. As a result, private language 

schools have played an increasingly important role in English education for young learners 

in Japan. I was able to take advantage of this situation by starting my own private language 

school. 

1.2. Personal context 

In this section I would like to provide some autobiographical information about why I 

decided to start up my own private language school and my experience of developing a 

curriculum and a teaching methodology for this school.  
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I started my new career as a language teacher after more than ten years of working for a 

major company in Japan, motivated by the wish to achieve greater job satisfaction. I 

initially worked for a large private language school where I taught young children aged 

three to eleven years old. However, after a while I became somewhat disillusioned as 

students who had studied English at the school for years still had very limited 

communicative proficiency in English (e.g. they were only able to answer some simple 

questions). I thought this was because the lesson time was not long enough and the 

curriculum not challenging enough for the students. I believed that longer lessons would 

allow the learners to practice more which would help them to acquire communicative ability 

more rapidly. This made me decide to start my own school in Toyota city in Japan where I 

lived.  

My first job at my school was to design a curriculum. I decided to provide longer lesson 

time than other language schools, which usually offered only a 40 to 60 minute lesson per 

week. I offered the students one 90 minute lesson per week consisting of a 45 minute lesson 

taught by a Japanese teacher followed by a 45 minute lesson taught by a native speaker of 

English. In order to do this, I had to find appropriate teaching materials. I spent many days 

in book stores and attended many seminars organized by publishers wishing to sell their 

teaching materials. From the numerous course books for children I inspected, I chose one by 

a well-known publisher which I knew was very popular. The course book involved six 

levels which were suitable for the six grades of elementary school, and also provided a good 

range of teaching materials: a course book, a teacher’s book, work book, CDs, and picture 

cards.  

I devised a format for planning lessons based on my experience in the language school I had 

worked in earlier. This involved a typical present-practice-produce (PPP) methodology. A 

lesson started with listen-and-do exercises called ‘Total Physical Response’ (Asher, 1969) 

to present the target items and to engage the students actively in the lesson. Then the target 

words and/or target structures were introduced using picture cards and the text book. This 

was followed by pattern practice in accordance with the instructions in the ‘teacher’s book’: 

(1) students’ repeated chorally after the teacher’s modelling; (2)  the students engaged in 

teacher-led production practice of a dialogue, and (3) the students worked in pairs to 

practice the same dialogue. The lesson was completed with some kind of ‘free-production’ 

exercise, using the tasks in the text book. One third of the Japanese teacher’s class was used 
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for ‘reading and writing’ where the students practiced reading and writing the English 

alphabet or the target sentences. The teachers were expected to use English as much as 

possible in the classroom so they often used picture cards or mime rather than explaining 

the meaning of a word or target structure in Japanese (the L1).  

Following the Japanese teacher’s class, the students moved to another classroom and 

received another lesson taught by a native speaker of English. Here the aim was to engage 

the students in more ‘authentic’ L2 production. The plan for this lesson was designed by the 

Japanese teacher with the aim of providing free-production practice of the items introduced 

in the Japanese teacher’s class. However, it was not easy to design activities that involved 

real world communication and also required the use of the target structure. The activities 

often consisted of games involving more pattern practice. For example, an activity which 

was very popular among our students was called ‘stepping game’. This was a competitive 

game that involved the students naming the objects shown in pictures or making a sentence 

containing the word. Although the ‘conversation’ resulting from this activity was far from 

authentic, the students were excited and sometimes peer and teacher scaffolding of their 

attempts at production occurred. On the whole, this activity was successful in inducing the 

students to produce the target vocabulary or structure in the L2.  

However, as the students who had first enrolled got older, I recognised the same problem as 

I had experienced in the language school I had worked for earlier. The students’ 

communicative abilities still failed to develop. They were only able to produce the 

structures they had learnt in the context in which they had learned them and their ability to 

use them declined if the structure had not been used in the classroom for a while. One of the 

typical questions we received from parents was “When is my child going to start speaking 

English?”. I found myself asking ‘If the students can only use the structures they practice 

intensively and repeatedly in the classroom, how many lessons do we need to teach enough 

structures for them to be able to communicate freely?’. In fact, many of the students stopped 

coming to the school before they had acquired any communicative skills.  

A few students who continued were able to communicate successfully in English by the 

time they graduated from the junior-high school. These students were usually the ones who 

had experienced situations where they needed to use English for real communication – for 

example, by spending time with English-speaking children during a family trip or hosting 
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an international home-stay student for a short time. It seemed that our lessons worked well 

only when the students also had opportunities for real-world communication outside the 

classroom. However, not every parent was able to provide such opportunities for their 

children. This led me to pose another question; ‘Is there any way to foster communicative 

skills just through classroom instruction?’. I will address this in the next section where I 

briefly introduce the theoretical context of the research carried out in my thesis.   

1.3. Theoretical context 

PPP is an approach that caters to intentional learning by attempting to guide learners’ 

correct production of pre-selected grammatical structures. It draws on skill-learning theory 

(DeKeyser, 1998) according to which learning commences as declarative knowledge and 

becomes procedural knowledge through practice, especially communicative practice. If the 

goal of instruction is to enable learners to produce in the L2 right from the start, it is clearly 

necessary to support production as PPP does.   

Task-based language teaching (TBLT) has evolved as an alternative to PPP (See Ur, 1996). 

It aims at developing learners’ L2 communicative competence by engaging them in 

meaning-focused communication. TBLT draws extensively on theories of L2 acquisition 

(e.g. Long’s (1996) Interaction Hypothesis, Skehan’s (1998) cognitive theory of L2 learning 

and Robinson’s (2003) Cognition Hypothesis). A key principle of TBLT is that even though 

learners are primarily concerned with constructing and comprehending messages, they also 

attend to form when the need or opportunity arises. TBLT seeks to foster incidental 

acquisition. Krashen (1982) argues that as there are limits to how much of a language can be 

explicitly taught, much learning must necessarily be incidental. Incidental acquisition can be 

defined as the learning of one L2 feature without intention while attention is focused on 

some other aspect of the L2 such as semantic meaning. 

 The instruction employed in my school was of the PPP kind and generally oriented to 

intentional learning. Arguably, this was problematic as the children were very young and 

perhaps lacked the cognitive skills needed for this type of learning. Also, as I pointed out 

above, they had limited classroom time and no real opportunity to use what they had learned 

communicatively. Given the fact that young children learn most of their first language 

incidentally through everyday experiences, an instructional approach that encourages 
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incidental learning of L2 might be better suited to young children. However, little research 

has investigated incidental acquisition in young beginner learners – especially the incidental 

acquisition of grammatical features. This is one of the considerations that informed the 

study reported in my thesis. 

There is a problem however.  Given that the classes I wanted to investigate were for 

beginner learners, I was unsure how I could implement TBLT. The advantage of PPP is that 

it helps learners to produce sentences in English even when they know no English!  I 

needed an approach to TBLT that did not require free production on the part of learners.  I 

found the answer to my problem in Ellis (2003), who pointed out that TBLT can be either 

comprehension-based or production-based.  Ellis noted that ‘simple listening tasks can be 

devised that can be performed with zero competence in the L2 and that thus cater to the 

‘silent period’, which characterizes the early stages of acquisition for some learners (p. 37).  

It became clear to me that in seeking to compare the effects of PPP and TBLT I would also 

in fact be comparing output (production)-based and input (comprehension)-based 

instruction. 

Input-based and output-based instruction draw on different theoretical positions. Krashen 

(1985) and VanPatten (1996) claim that interlanguage development takes place when a 

learner processes input and that this precedes the ability to produce the L2. Schmidt (1994) 

argues that processing input involves ‘noticing’ and ‘noticing-the-gap’, which can be 

fostered by instructional devices that focus learners’ attention on form while they are 

communicating. Output-based instruction draws on skill-learning theory.  This theory also 

claims that practice in a particular skill will result in development of that skill; therefore, 

production practice is necessary to develop productive ability of the L2 (Anderson, 1993, p. 

38). Output-based instruction is also supported by sociocultural theorists (e.g. Lantolf, 

2000), who argue that a learner’s production of a specific feature constitutes an ‘external’ 

stage in its acquisition and that scaffolded production initiates learning.    

The theoretical basis for my research drew heavily on research in SLA and the application 

of this to language teaching.  I found support for task-based teaching as a means of helping 

students to learn the language through communicating. This constituted a radical departure 

from my earlier theory of language teaching (i.e. that one had to first teach students a 

structure before they could communicate with it).  I also found support for the kind of task-
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based teaching that could work with young beginner learners. Input-based tasks could be 

devised that would provide a purpose for communicating and could be performed without 

any prior knowledge of English. Finally, I realised that I would be investigating a specific 

type of acquisition – incidental acquisition. 

1.4. Summary 

I have tried to show that the research I undertook for my thesis was motivated by partly 

historical, partly personal and partly theoretical concerns. Historically, the dissatisfaction 

with English education in elementary schools allowed private language schools to play an 

important role in English education for young children. Personally, through my experiences 

as a teacher and a curriculum designer in the language schools I worked in, I experienced 

the limitations of PPP as a teaching methodology for young learners in the Japanese context. 

Theoretically, my reading of the SLA and pedagogical literature revealed the need for 

empirical research that compares the effectiveness of two different types of instructional 

approaches (i.e. PPP and TBLT). It showed too that for the learners I had in mind – young 

children who were more or less complete beginners – TBLT was best implemented by 

means of input-based tasks for two reasons: (1) input-based tasks do not require learners to 

produce in the L2, and (2) they can foster the processes involved in incidental acquisition – 

i.e. ‘noticing’ and ‘noticing the gap’. My reading also showed me that few studies have 

investigated incidental acquisition in a classroom context. Thus this became another goal of 

my research. 

My thesis investigated the relative effectiveness of comprehension-based tasks and 

production-based activities for young beginner learners of English in a private language 

school in Japan. It investigated the incidental acquisition of both vocabulary and 

grammatical features in classrooms where the two types of instruction were implemented. 

Using the techniques of conversational analysis, it also seeks to investigate whether and to 

what extent the classroom process features evident in the two types of instruction were 

different. 
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Chapter 2. Comprehension-based and production-based instruction 

In this chapter I first examine the role of comprehension and production in the L2 

acquisition of both grammar and vocabulary. I then provide definitions of comprehension-

based instruction (CBI) and production-based instruction (PBI). There follows an 

examination of a number of the second language acquisition (SLA) theories which have 

informed these two types of instruction. I will show how these different approaches relate to 

comprehension-based and production-based instruction (see Table 1). I will also consider 

how CBI and PBI are realised pedagogically. While I will make reference to a number of 

studies that have investigated the two approaches, this chapter is not intended to provide a 

full literature review. In the following chapter I report a meta-analysis of studies that have 

compared them. 

Table 1: Second Language Theories for CBI and PBI 

Comprehension-based instruction (CBI)  Production-based instruction (PBI) 

• Early studies (Gary and Gary, 1981) 
• The Input Hypothesis (Krashen, 1982, 1985, 

1998)  
• The early version of Interaction Hypothesis 

(Long, 1983) 
•  The Noticing Hypothesis (Schmidt, 1990, 

1994) 

• Behaviourism and the audiolingual method 
• Output Hypothesis (Swain, 1985; Swain 

and Lapkin, 1995) 
• The updated Interaction Hypothesis (IH) 

(Long, 1996)  
• Skill acquisition theory (Dekeyser, 2007) 
• Sociocultural theory (SCT)  

This chapter has one other purpose – to define and discuss intentional and incidental 

language acquisition. This is also a distinction that is central to my study. I argue that both 

comprehension-based and production-based instruction can cater to both intentional and 

incidental acquisition. I show how the various instructional methodologies associated with 

the comprehension-based and production-based approaches are directed at either intentional 

or incidental acquisition. 

2.1. Comprehension, production and L2 acquisition 

Listening and speaking do not involve exactly the same processes although they are clearly 

related. Reviewing the neurobiological research for the relationship between L2 

comprehension and production, Ellis (2008) concluded that “to a degree at least, different 

brain structures are involved in comprehension and production, although in both cases these 



9 
 

structures are multiple and partly overlapping” (p. 749). For example, both Broca’s area and 

Wernicke’s area are activated during both morphosyntactic comprehension and production. 

The psycholinguistic literature, however, has generally proposed different models for 

comprehension and production.  

Comprehension occurs when a listener obtains meaning from input. This involves both 

bottom-up and top-down processing. That is, listeners can use clues from the situational 

context to help guess what someone is saying but, on most occasions, they will also need to 

engage in some degree of linear processing of the actual input. Arguably, it is this 

combination of contextual clues and linguistic processing that enables learners to assign 

meaning to specific words and grammatical features and so, potentially, acquire them. If a 

message can be comprehended entirely from the contextual clues and no linguistic 

processing takes place, then, no acquisition is possible. Thus, it is necessary to distinguish 

‘listening to comprehend’ and ‘listening to learn’ (Færch & Kasper, 1986). The former can 

take place entirely through top-down processing. The latter involves both top-down and 

bottom-up processing. 

Levelt’s (1989) model of speaking has proved enormously influential in both L1 and L2 

research. The model distinguishes three principal components. The conceptualizer is where 

the speaker draws on knowledge of the situation and the world to construct the propositional 

content of a message. This is fed into the formulator which draws on the speaker’s lexicon 

and store of grammatical forms to construct a surface structure of the message and then to 

assign a phonological encoding. The articulator then performs the message. The model also 

assigns a role to the speech comprehension system, which provides the speaker with 

feedback on the message and signals whether there is a need to ‘monitor’ (i.e. adjust the 

message content in the conceptualizer). Levelt’s model was designed to account for 

speaking in an L1 but has been modified to account for speaking in an L2 (De Bot, 1992). 

L2 learners, especially those of low proficiency, are more likely than native speakers to 

exploit context when formulating a message to compensate for their inadequate linguistic 

resources. That is, they will resort to speech that is both semantically and linguistically 

simplified (see Ellis, 2008, Chapter 3).  

SLA researchers do not agree on the respective roles of comprehension and production in 

the acquisition of L2 grammar. Two broad positions can be distinguished. One position is 
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that acquisition arises when learners are able to comprehend input. The most ardent 

advocate of this position is Krashen (1981), who argues that speaking is only the result of 

acquisition not its cause. VanPatten (1996) adopts a similar position. In his model, input is 

converted into intake when a form-meaning connection is achieved. Unlike Krashen, 

however, VanPatten argues that this involves more than just comprehending input; learners 

need to attend consciously to linguistic form, which requires altering the natural way in 

which they process input. Also, VanPatten (2004) does not deny the role of output although 

he sees this of secondary importance. Common to both Krashen’s and VanPatten’s views is 

the claim that input alone can effect change in the learner’s interlanguage system and that 

this change will be evident in both comprehension and production skills. Thus, these 

positions maintain that input-based instruction will result in measurable gains in L2 

knowledge no matter whether this is measured receptively or productively. The type of 

input-based instruction VanPatten recommends – ‘Processing Instruction’ – is considered in 

detail later in this chapter. 

The other position sees language acquisition as skill-specific. Pienemman’s processability 

hypothesis (Pienemann, 1998) claims that learners have separate systems for comprehension 

and production and that production skills are more difficult to acquire than receptive skills. 

He argued that specific grammatical structures are only ‘teachable’ if they are taught when 

the learner is developmentally ready to acquire them. He proposed a set of hierarchical 

processing strategies that underlie the acquisition of different grammatical features. 

Learners can only acquire those features associated with the specific processing strategy 

they have mastered to date or with the next strategy in the hierarchy. However, Pienemann 

makes it clear that these strategies relate to production, not reception. In other words, a 

learner may be able to comprehend the meaning of a particular structure irrespective of 

what stage of development has been reached. Skill acquisition theory also views the 

development of receptive and productive knowledge of the L2 as separate. It sees language 

development as taking place when declarative knowledge evolves into procedural 

knowledge through practice. Thus, receptive knowledge of linguistic features requires 

practice in comprehending them while productive knowledge requires practice in producing 

them (Byun, 2009; DeKeyser, 1997). DeKeyser and Sokalski (2001) explicitly dismissed 

VanPatten’s input-processing theory, stating:  
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A morphologically complex structure may be easier to notice but harder to produce 
correctly than a simpler structure; a simpler structure may be inconspicuous and 
therefore harder to notice, but easier to produce by virtue of its simplicity’ (p. 89). 

It should be noted that all these different theoretical positions regarding the relationship 

between comprehension/ production and L2 acquisition address the acquisition of L2 

grammar.  

Researchers on vocabulary acquisition see that most lexical items initially enter the 

learners’ receptive knowledge and subsequently become available for production 

(Henriksen, 1999; Melka, 1997). Through comprehension learners develop lexical memory 

which can then be drawn on for both comprehension and production. However, production 

places an additional demand on learners as it involves the motor skills needed for speaking 

or writing.  

Vocabulary researchers focus on the nature of lexical representation in an L2. Jiang (2000), 

for example, argues that representation of lexical information in a second language is 

fundamentally different from that of the first language. In the first language, lemmas (i.e. 

semantic and syntactic information about words) and lexemes (i.e. morphological and 

formal information) are highly integrated within each entry, and therefore stimulating the 

meaning of an entry automatically activates its form. In the process of establishing a 

semantic system in L1 acquisition, a child learns new semantic and formal specifications 

simultaneously. However, in L2 acquisition, due to the entrenched L1 semantic system, 

learners inevitably acquire words in relation to their L1 equivalents. In other words, whereas 

L1 words are learned as both semantic (i.e. lemmas) and formal entities (i.e. lexemes), 

learning L2 words involves developing new lexemes because meaning is already available 

through the L1 lemmas. Jiang suggests three stages of L2 lexical development. In the first 

stage of learning an L2 word, learners acquire the new lexeme. Semantic and grammatical 

information is available through the link with the L1 lexeme. By repeatedly making the link 

between the L1 form and the L2 form/meaning  learners move into the second stage, namely 

the L1 lemma mediation stage, where the L2 lemma is developed by copying the 

information from the L1 lemma. In the last stage, the L2 integration stage, the learners 

establish the L2 lemma independently of the L1 lemma. This creates a strong representation 

of the L2 word and allows for efficient processing. An implication of Jiang’s theory is that 
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receptive and productive knowledge of L2 words is available at each stage and strengthens 

as a result of both comprehension and production.  

Jiang also points out the need for learners to comprehend and produce new words in context

In short, somewhat different theoretical positions regarding the roles of comprehension and 

production in the acquisition of grammar and vocabulary are evident. In the case of 

grammar, some theorists see comprehending input as catering to both receptive and 

productive ability whereas others argue that production practice is needed to develop 

productive ability. In the case of vocabulary, however, there appears to be greater 

consensus. Comprehending the meaning of a new word is seen as potentially contributing to 

productive as well as receptive ability but opportunities to produce a word in context may 

be needed to develop the L2 lemma fully.  

 

in order to encourage the deep processing that will enable the final L2 lemma stage to be 

reached. Laufer & Hulstijn’s (2001) theory of task-induced involvement (Laufer & Hulstijn, 

2001) similarly claims that vocabulary learning is dependent on the level of ‘need’ (i.e. 

whether the vocabulary-learning activity requires the target items to complete the task), 

‘search’ (i.e. whether the learner has to search for the relevant lexical form to express or 

comprehend the meaning) and ‘evaluation’ (i.e. whether the learner has to evaluate the 

appropriateness of the word choice). According to this theory, then, the effectiveness of 

vocabulary instruction depends less on the medium of the instruction than on the extent to 

which the activities involve ‘need’, ‘search’ and ‘evaluation’. Activities that involve all 

three will be more effective than those that involve just one or two. It is possible, however, 

that the extent to which all three processes can be achieved will depend – to some extent at 

least – on the medium of the instruction. This theory also sees a role for both 

comprehension-based and production-based instructional activities in establishing L2 

lemmas. Interestingly, however, very few studies have investigated to what extent learning 

through comprehension actually results in productive as well as receptive knowledge. This 

is a gap that the study reported in this thesis aims to address. In the next chapter I will 

examine studies that have compared the effects of comprehension-based and production-

based instruction on L2 vocabulary learning.  
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2.2. Comprehension-based instruction 

2.2.1. Definition 

Comprehension-based instruction (CBI) is best seen as a macro-option in language teaching 

– it constitutes an ‘approach’ rather than a ‘method’ (Richards & Rodgers, 1986). Gary and 

Gary (1981) define ‘comprehension-oriented classroom instruction’ as language instruction 

that emphasises developing competence in listening or reading comprehension (p.1). Ellis 

(1999a) distinguishes between comprehension-based instruction and input-based instruction, 

the former being the more inclusive. While the input in input-based instruction is 

manipulated to direct learner’s attention to a specific linguistic feature, in comprehension-

based instruction there may or may not be a focus on a specific linguistic feature. That is 

comprehension-based instruction can be ‘focused’ or ‘unfocused’. In this and the next 

chapter, I will adopt Ellis’ broad view of comprehension-based instruction. 

The fundamental distinction between CBI and PBI is whether or not the instruction requires 

the production of the target language. CBI does not prohibit learners’ L2 production 

although it may require them to produce a minimal response in order to demonstrate 

understanding (e.g. a yes/no response to a direction or question) or it may provide the 

learners with the opportunity to request clarification if at first they do not understand. 

However, even if the activity is designed to provide opportunities for negotiation, it can still 

be considered CBI as the purpose is still to achieve comprehension and there is no 

requirement to produce the linguistic features targeted by the activity.  

In this thesis, therefore, comprehension-based instruction (CBI) is defined as instruction that 

aims to promote interlanguage development by exposing learners to L2 input they can 

comprehend through listening or reading without requiring them to produce the targeted L2 

features.  

2.2.2. Early studies 

The emphasis on the importance of input emerged in 1960s as a criticism of traditional 

production-based teaching methodology. Asher (1977) argued that production is the result 

of the acquisition of language not the cause of it. Gary and Gary (1981) argued that 

comprehension practice should precede production practice because there is (1) a cognitive 
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advantage, (2) an affective advantage, (3) an efficiency advantage, (4) a communicative 

advantage, and  (5) a media compatibility advantage. As for the cognitive advantage, they 

argue that comprehension-based instruction (CBI) takes account of learners’ limited 

processing capacity and also fosters ‘acquisition learning’ rather than ‘conscious learning’ 

(Krashen, 1981). The affective advantage arises because CBI does not create a ‘stressful’ 

situation for learners by requiring L2 production. CBI is more efficient than production-

based instruction, especially in a large class, as all the students can listen to the L2 input at 

the same time. Gary and Gary argued that “comprehension is inherently communicative” (p. 

5) as the learners need to process the message conveyed in the input. Lastly, they argued 

that available teaching materials such as audio and video materials are especially well suited 

to CBI, thus, supporting the notion of a ‘silent period’.  

Postovsky (1974) compared instruction where learners of Russian were exposed to a 

‘meaningful mode of response’ before they were required to produce the L2 in written mode 

by means of audio-lingual production practice. The results indicated that learners who 

experienced delayed production improved significantly in the proficiency tests. However, 

this study was, like other method comparison studies of that period, methodologically 

limited. The participants received a four-week treatment but the treatment was incorporated 

in the twelve-week regular Russian programme. Acquisition was tested by a means of 

general proficiency tests administered after the sixth and twelfth week classes, but the 

homogeneity of the two groups in the pre-treatment phase was not reported.   

Various types of instructional activities have been suggested for operationalizing CBI. Gary 

(1978) proposed three types of listening tasks – pictorial-audio matching, physical response-

audio matching, and graphic-audio matching. Asher (1977) emphasised the second of these, 

arguing the case for listening exercises over production exercise. He argued that in both first 

and second language, the brain and the nervous system are biologically programmed to 

acquire language in a particular sequence (i.e. listening before speaking) and in a particular 

mode (i.e. synchronizing the language with the individual’s body). Asher (1972) conducted 

a series of studies investigating the effect of Total-Physical-Response and provided 

evidence to demonstrate the superiority of input-based instruction over traditional 

production-based instruction. Responding to the criticisms that TPR is only useful for 

beginner learners and that it is difficult to construct commands that expose learners to a 
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large range of linguistic structures, Ray and Seely (2002) developed ‘TPR storytelling’, 

where the teacher tells stories and has students act them out physically.  

However, these early studies were motivated primarily by pedagogical considerations and 

the method comparisons were flawed in design. The independent variable (i.e. CBI or PBI) 

involved a number of other factors that were not controlled for: the treatment groups were 

often not equivalent, the learners were not pre-tested, and there was no control group. Thus 

it was difficult to reach firm conclusions about the relative effects of CBI and PBI. In the 

next section I will consider CBI research that was theory-based (drawing on SLA) and was 

better designed. 

2.2.2.1. The Input Hypothesis 

The Input Hypothesis (Krashen, 1982, 1985, 1998) claimed that production serves only for 

generating comprehensible input and that output does not make a real contribution to 

acquisition. Krashen (1998) argued that there is the empirical evidence to show that  L2 

acquisition occurs without learner output and that (1) output, especially comprehensible 

output is scarce; (2) it is possible to attain high levels of linguistic competence without 

output; and (3) there is no direct evidence that output leads to language acquisition. Ellis 

(2008) summarised studies that had investigated two key claims of the Input Hypothesis: (1) 

whether simplified input (i.e. lowering the speech rate and modifying input for 

comprehension) aids comprehension and (2) whether comprehension results in acquisition 

(p.247). The first issue was investigated by studies that operationalized ‘simplified input’ in 

various ways. Conrad (1989), for example, investigated the effects of simplifying input by 

lowering the speech rate. He compared the effects of different speech rates on three groups 

of participants: native speakers of English, English learners with high proficiency and those 

with low proficiency. The results showed that reducing the speech rate helped the low-

proficiency learners to recall the sentences they had heard. Griffiths (1990) compared the 

effects of  different speech rates on the comprehension of a group of lower-intermediate 

adult English learners. Results showed that the moderately fast speech rate resulted in a 

significant reduction in comprehension, but that the slow rate did lead to significantly lower 

comprehension scores than the average rate. Other researchers investigated the effects of 

other ways of modifying input (e.g.  by means of ‘simplification’ or ‘elaboration’). Parker 

and Chaudron (1987) reviewed the effects of simplified and elaborated L2 modifications on 
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comprehension in L2 studies and concluded that ‘linguistic modifications’ showed only 

mixed evidence of the effects on comprehension whereas ‘elaborative modifications’ had a 

consistent effect on comprehension. However, in a later study, Yano, Long, and Ross 

(1994) reported that simplified input in a reading text facilitated comprehension better than 

baseline input, but that elaborated input showed no significant difference when compared 

with either baseline or simplified input. Loschky (1994) and R. Ellis, Tanaka, & Yamazaki 

(1994) investigated the effect of oral input on comprehension. They did not find that 

‘premodified (simplified) input’ was more beneficial than baseline input. The conflicting 

results of these studies can be explained by the fact that they investigated different media 

(written vs. oral). Also, as Sharwood Smith (1986) pointed out comprehension does not just 

depend on the nature of the input (i.e. whether it is simplified) but on the complex 

combination of factors such as the learner’s linguistic and real-world knowledge and 

contextual support.  

The studies that investigated the second issue of the Input Hypothesis, i.e. the relationship 

between comprehension and acquisition, have also produced mixed results. Krashen and his 

co-researchers (e.g. Dupuy & Krashen, 1993; Mason & Krashen, 1997) investigated 

incidental L2 acquisition by asking L2 learners to view videos or engage in extensive 

reading. Mason and Krashen (1997) showed that a group of university students who 

experienced self-selected extensive reading plus summary writing outperformed those who 

were asked to complete cloze exercises even when acquisition was tested by means of a 

cloze test. Other studies investigated the effects of simplified input on L2 acquisition. Leow 

(1993) examined the effects of simplified written input on the intake of linguistic items by 

learners at two different proficiency levels. Intake was measured by a multiple-choice 

recognition test. Results suggested that the simplification did not have a facilitating effect 

on learners’ intake. Ellis (1995) investigated the effects of premodified oral input on 

vocabulary learning for low-proficiency learners of English. The task consisted of listening 

to directions about where to place specific kitchen objects in a picture of a kitchen. The 

results failed to show a consistent advantage for the premodified input group. Range (i.e. the 

number of texts in which each target word labelling the kitchen objects occurred) emerged 

as the aspect of the input most strongly related to acquisition of the target words. 

The overall results of the studies that investigated the Input Hypothesis indicate that 

acquisition is more likely if learners comprehend the input but that comprehension does not 
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guarantee acquisition. Ellis (2008) pointed out that the major problem of the Input 

Hypothesis is that ‘comprehension’ does not necessarily entail learners’ making a form-

meaning connection. Faerch and Kasper (1986) argued that acquisition can take place only 

when there is a gap between the input and the learners’ interlanguage and when the learner 

perceives the gap as a gap in knowledge. In order to bridge the gap between the input and 

their limited knowledge, learners rely not only on the contextual and non-linguistic clues to 

comprehend the input, but also on inferencing procedures (Faerch and Kasper 1986). 

Schmidt (1990) argued “it is unlikely that all input used in the comprehension of message 

meaning also functions as intake for the learning of form” (p.139). 

2.2.2.2. The Interaction Hypothesis (early version) 

Drawing on Krashen’s Input Hypothesis, Long (1983) proposed the Interaction Hypothesis 

(IH). The early version of IH claims that interactional modifications as well as simplified 

input play an important role in facilitating L2 acquisition. Interactional modifications occur 

when a communication problem arises and the interlocutors engage in the negotiation of 

meaning to resolve the problem. This theory has driven a number of studies involving 

typically three different types of input: baseline input which involves unmodified aural L2 

directions, premodified input which involves simplified aural L2 directions, and 

interactionally modified input which allows the learner to interact to negotiate the meaning 

of the input.  

Ellis, Tanaka and Yamazaki (1994) investigated the effects of modified interaction on the 

comprehension and vocabulary acquisition of high-school students of English in Japan. The 

results indicated that interactionally modified input resulted in better comprehension and 

more new words being acquired than premodified input. Gass and Varonis (1994) 

investigated the effects of modified input and interaction in a direction-giving task on 

learners’ L2 production. The results showed that although both modified input and 

interaction fostered task performance, only interaction had an effect on subsequent task 

performance. However, some studies (e.g. Loschky, 1994) failed to show that 

interactionally modified input promoted acquisition. Also as Ellis (1995) reported, the 

effectiveness of interactionally modified input was unclear when time-on-task was taken 

into account (i.e. premodified input led to a higher rate of acquisition than interactionally 
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modified input when acquisition was measured in terms of the number of words acquired 

per minute of exposure).  

2.2.2.3. The Noticing Hypothesis 

Schmidt (1990, 1994) claims that conscious attention – ‘noticing’ (Schmidt & Frota, 1986) 

– to the formal features of the language in input is a necessary condition for second 

language learning. The definition and the importance of noticing for L2 acquisition have 

been subjected to intense debate (Leow, 2000; Robinson, 1995; Schmidt, 2001; Tomlin & 

Villa, 1994; Truscott, 1998). Ellis (2008) identified two major controversial issues around 

the notion of ‘noticing’: (1) whether attention necessarily involves awareness, and (2) to 

what extent working memory is limited or unlimited in capacity (p.441). Regarding the first 

issue, Schmidt (1990, 1994) argued that conscious attention (i.e. awareness) is necessary for 

acquisition, and proposed three levels of consciousness: perception (i.e. creating an internal 

representation of an external event, which can occur subliminally), noticing (i.e. the 

conscious apprehension and awareness of input) and understanding (i.e. reflecting on and 

analyzing the experience) (Schmidt, 1990). Schmidt (2001) argued that “while there is 

subliminal perception, there is no subliminal learning” (p. 26). Tomlin and Villa (1994), on 

the other hand, claimed that attention does not necessarily require awareness. They 

proposed three types of attention: alertness (i.e. general readiness to deal with incoming 

stimuli or data), orientation (i.e. directing attention to a specific type or class of sensory 

information to the exclusion of others), and detection (i.e. the cognitive registration of 

sensory stimuli). Tomlin and Villa argued that detection can take place without alertness 

and orientation, and that the three types can take place without awareness. Robinson (1995) 

defined ‘noticing’ more stringently as requiring both detection and rehearsal in short-term 

memory. He argued that rehearsal can involve data-driven processing (simple maintenance 

rehearsal of instances of input in memory) and conceptually driven processing (elaborative 

rehearsal and the activation of schemata from long-term memory). 

Leow (2000) noted that learners’ awareness has been investigated in two ways: by means of 

offline elicitation measures such as post-exposure questionnaires and by means of online 

elicitation measures such as think-aloud protocols. Summarising the empirical studies that 

employed both conditions, Leow (2000) concluded that overall the findings support a 

facilitative role for awareness but that whether awareness is essential for learning remains 
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unsolved (p. 561). Reviewing the studies that investigated ‘noticing’, Robinson (2003) 

concluded: “the necessity of noticing and awareness is more controversial than the necessity 

of attention for SLA (Schmidt, 1995, 2001) and is difficult to prove conclusively, given that 

no measurement instrument or technique can be assumed to be entirely coextensive with, 

and sensitive to, the contents of awareness and noticing” (p. 640).  

The second issue is to what extent working memory is limited or unlimited in capacity. 

VanPatten argued that working memory is limited in capacity. He claimed that ‘detection’ is 

the key feature for intake to take place in input, and that detecting one aspect of information 

consumes the capacity of working memory, resulting in interference with detection of other 

aspects of information. Robinson (1995) took a multiple-resources view (i.e. attention can 

be allocated to different tasks as long as these do not belong to the same domain) and 

argued that the level of attention is affected by the attentional demands of tasks and 

learners’ levels of memory and attentional capacity.   

Three comprehension-based treatments have been developed based on the Noticing 

Hypothesis: (1) ‘input enhancement’ (Sharwood Smith, 1991, 1993), (2) ‘processing 

instrution’ (VanPatten, 1996) and (3) input-based tasks (R. Ellis, 2003). Two of these - 

processing instruction and input-based tasks - which have been intensively contrasted with 

production-based instruction in a number of studies, will be discussed in the following 

section.  

2.2.3. Pedagogical approaches 

2.2.3.1. Processing instruction 

Processing instruction (PI) aims at assisting learners to process input for intake by solving 

the problems associated with processing L2 input (VanPatten, 1993; 1996; 2002). Input 

processing (VanPatten, 1996) refers to the psychological process involved obtaining intake 

from input by establishing connections between a linguistic form and its meaning or 

function. This involves attending to input and making it available for further processing in 

working memory. VanPatten established a series of default input-processing principles that 

explain how learners allocate their attention during online processing of L2 input. These 

principles constrain how learners process input. They need to be overcome in order for 

acquisition to take place. VanPatten emphasises that his theory of input processing is not a 
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complete model of acquisition; rather it addresses the ‘first hurdle’ (p. 25) of language 

acquisition. He sees it as particularly relevant to beginner or intermediate learners.  

Wong (2001) distinguishes three characteristics of processing instruction (PI): (1) Provision 

of explicit information about one linguistic form at a time, (2) information about how to 

implement a particular IP strategy in order to process input incorrectly, (3) ‘Structured 

input’ (SI) activities, where the input is manipulated so that learners are forced to abandon 

less-than-optimal strategies and where learners are helped to construct form-meaning 

connections (i.e. intake). Many of the studies have examined the effectiveness of PI by 

comparing it with a type of traditional instruction that typically involves explicit 

explanation of grammatical forms followed by controlled output practice. A number of 

studies have demonstrated the effectiveness of PI (e,g. Benati, 2001; Cadierno, 1995; 

VanPatten & Cadierno, 1993b) and some studies have shown that PI is beneficial even 

when there is no explicit information about the target feature (VanPatten & Oikkenon, 

1996). Some studies, however, have failed to demonstrate the superiority of PI (Allen, 2000; 

DeKeyser & Sokalski, 1996; Salaberry, 1997). PI has also been compared with meaning-

based output instruction (MOI) (Farley, 2001b). The MOI treatment did not consist entirely 

of the kind of mechanical production exercises that traditional instruction involves. It 

consisted of explicit instruction of the target form followed by activities involving 

communicating one’s opinions, beliefs, or feelings about a designated topic. The results of 

the studies have produced mixed results. While Farley (2001b) reported that PI was more 

beneficial than MOI, Farley (2004) and Collentine (1998) reported no difference in the 

learning that resulted from the two types of treatment. As Wong (2001) argues, the 

difference in the results might be due to the fact that in some studies the treatment failed to 

make learners aware of their ineffective strategy and to push the learners to use a more 

effective strategy to process the target form correctly.   

2.2.3.2. Input-based tasks 

Input-based tasks (Ellis, 2003) constitute one type of ‘task’. Ellis (2003) summarized the 

various definitions of tasks and proposed four defining criteria for a ‘task’: (1) meaning is 

primary; (2) there is some type of gap (e.g. an information gap); (3) learners are required to 

use their own linguistic and non-linguistic resources to communicate, and (4) there is some 

outcome other than simply the display of correct language. The purpose of a task is to draw 
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learners’ attention to form (i.e. to induce ‘noticing’) while primary attention is on meaning. 

In input-based tasks, ‘noticing’ is achieved by the feedback that learners receive on whether 

they have successfully comprehended the input (e.g. by notifying whether learners’ 

response to the input is correct). The key point is that learners need to not only comprehend 

the input but also to notice exemplars of specific target features (Schmidt, 1993, p. 209). 

Therefore, the crucial difference between PI and input-based tasks is that while in PI the 

learning takes place intentionally, in input-based tasks the learning occurs incidentally

As Ellis (2003) suggests, input-based tasks allow the researcher to control and manipulate 

the input. Input-based tasks have been used in many studies that have tested the Input 

Hypothesis and the early Interaction Hypothesis as discussed above. However, few if any 

studies have explicitly compared the relative effectiveness of input-based tasks with another 

type of instruction. However, some studies that employed both input-based and production-

based tasks have reported the relative effects of the two types of tasks. For example, Ellis 

and He (1999) compared the effects of listen-and-do tasks with and without requiring output 

of the target vocabulary. The output condition required production of the target items while 

the premodified and interactionally modified conditions did not. The results showed that the 

output-based task consistently led to higher vocabulary acquisition than the input-based 

tasks. De la Fuente (2002) investigated the effects of ‘pushed output’ (Swain, 1985) by 

using input-based and production-based tasks. The results indicated that the production-

based group outperformed the input-based groups in the productive test but not in the 

receptive test. No studies have compared input-based tasks with traditional form-focused 

instruction or with other types of input-based instruction (such as processing instruction). 

. (See 

2.3.5 for a definition of these terms).  

2.3. Production-based instruction 

2.3.1. Definition 

Production-based instruction (PBI) is instruction that attempts to promote interlanguage 

development by requiring learners to produce the targeted L2 features in either oral or 

written form. Production-based instruction has been operationalized in terms of traditional 

classroom teaching involving mechanical practice exercises in order to compare its effect on 

acquisition with some type of  input-based instruction (Ellis, 1995a; VanPatten, 1996). 
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However, various other types of production-practice involving, for example, dictogloss and 

output-based tasks have also been investigated. The key difference between production-

based instruction and comprehension-based instruction is that the former requires learners to 

produce the target feature whereas the latter leaves it up to the learners to decide whether 

they wish to engage in production. In other words, the fundamental difference lies in 

whether production is voluntary (in CBI) or required (in PBI). 

2.3.2. Behaviourism and the audiolingual method 

Audiolingualism drew on behavioural psychology (Richards, 2002, p.39), which claims that 

learning can be successfully manipulated if three elements are present:  a ‘stimulus’ which 

elicits a particular behaviour, a ‘response’ which is triggered by the stimulus, and a 

‘reinforcement’ which signals whether the response is appropriate or inappropriate and 

serves as a guide to future responses to the same stimulus (Richards, 2001, p. 56). In the 

Audiolingual Method, language learning is seen as a process of habit formation. The target 

language patterns are presented for memorization and practiced mechanically through 

dialogues and drills. The heyday of the Audiolingual Method was in the 1950s and 1960s. 

Thereafter, it attracted serious criticism from various SLA theorists (e.g. Krashen, 1981). 

Studies have showed that the mechanical practice of target structures is not effective or 

might even interfere with learning (DeKeyser, 2007).  

2.3.3. Second language acquisition (SLA) theories 

2.3.3.1. Skill acquisition theory  

Skill acquisition is a broad term that refers to a form of learning where “skilled behaviours 

can become routinesed and even automatic under some conditions through repeated pairings 

of similar stimuli with particular responses” (Speelman & Kirsner, 2005, p. 26). Skill 

acquisition was refined in Anderson’s (1983) ACT theory, which Anderson saw as a kind of  

‘cognitive S-R (stimulus–response) theory’ (Anderson, 1983, p. 6). ACT theory 

distinguishes between declarative knowledge (i.e. the representation of facts) and 

procedural knowledge (i.e. the presentation of action in particular situations). Procedural 

knowledge is developed by storing condition–action memories in memory. The theory also 

proposes that declarative knowledge can be proceduralized through the creation of domain-
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specific production (i.e. practice). As the need to refer to declarative knowledge is reduced 

as a result of proceduralization, the load on working memory is similarly reduced. In other 

words, acquisition takes place by (1) proceduralization of declarative knowledge and (2) 

automatization of access to data in working memory through practice.  

Drawing on Anderson’s Skill Acquisition Theory and educational psychology, Dekeyser 

(2007) emphasises the importance of ‘practice’ in second language acquisition. He defines 

‘practice’  broadly as “specific activities in the second language, engaged in systematically, 

deliberately, with the goal of developing knowledge of and skills in the second language” 

(p.1), and suggests five issues that should be investigated in order to demonstrate the 

effectiveness of practice: (1) skill specificity, (2) skill transfer (i.e. transfer from declarative 

to procedural knowledge), (3) context transfer (i.e. transfer from the classroom to the 

native-speaking environment), (4) effectiveness of feedback, and (5) automatization of 

skills. Dekeyser notes that all of these issues have been insufficiently investigated. For 

example, although a number of SLA studies have investigated skill-specificity (DeKeyser & 

Sokalski, 1996; 2001), they have produced very mixed results. There have been many 

studies that have investigated corrective feedback but these have not convincingly 

demonstrated the connection between feedback and skill learning. Empirical research on the 

transfer and automatization issues is very scant. 

In relation to context transfer, Dekeyser emphasises the importance of transferable 

production practice. Drawing on Paulston’s (1970, 1972) three types of ‘drill’, i.e. 

mechanical, meaningful and communicative, Dekeyser points out that studies have shown 

that mechanical drills have only a very limited effect on acquisition (e.g. Dekeyser, 1998). 

He argues that “good practice needs to involve real operating conditions as soon as possible, 

which means comprehending and expressing real thoughts, and this necessarily involves a 

variety of structures, some of which will be much further along the declarative-procedural-

automatic path than others” (p. 292). 

Criticisms of the theory are based on the evidence that practice does not make perfect 

(Lightbown, 1985), and that language learning does not occur in a linear fashion and so 

cannot be influenced directly by the instruction that takes place (Ellis 1993; Skehan, 1996).  
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2.3.3.2. The Output Hypothesis and the Updated Interaction Hypothesis  

Swain (1985), and Swain and Lapkin (1995) proposed the Output Hypothesis, which claims 

that, under certain circumstances, language production (speaking or writing) contributes to 

the process of L2 learning. Swain (1995) proposed three functions of output: the noticing 

function, the hypothesis testing function, and the metalinguistic function. Output functions 

as noticing when learners attempt to produce the target language and they notice that they 

do not know how to convey a specific meaning linguistically. This process, i.e., ‘noticing 

the gap’ between the target language and the learner’s interlanguage, is crucial in second 

language learning. Izumi and his co-researchers (for example, Izumi & Bigelow, 2000; 

Izumi, Bigelow, Fujiwara, & Fearnow, 1999) investigated whether output promotes 

noticing. Izumi et al (1999) investigated noticing in production (i.e. in an essay writing 

task), comparing this with noticing in recognition tasks for adult ESL students. The 

learners’ noticing was measured by underlining specific forms in a reading task on the 

grounds that underlining involves at least a minimum level of awareness as suggested by 

Schmidt (1990, 1994). The results showed that the production group demonstrated a greater 

uptake and larger gains on a production test than the recognition group. Output enables 

learners to test their hypotheses about how to express what they want to say or write. This is 

achieved either through receiving feedback following the learner’s output or by the learner 

accessing internalized knowledge (Swain, 1998). Swain argues that the learners’ modified 

utterances after receiving feedback is indicative of learners’ selective testing of their 

hypotheses. She proposes that “modified, or reprocessed, output can be considered to 

represent the leading edge of a learner’s interlanguage” (Swain, 1998, p.68). A number of 

studies have reported the positive effects of feedback following learners’ production 

(Carroll & Swain, 1993; Doughty & Varela, 1998; Muranoi, 2000). These will be discussed 

in detail later. Output serves as a metalinguistic/reflective function when learners use 

language to reflect on the language produced by others or the self and, according to Swain, 

serves to mediate L2 learning. The third function draws on Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory 

of mind, which will be discussed in the following section.  

Incorporating Schmidt’s Noticing Hypothesis and Swain’s Output Hypothesis, Long (1996) 

proposed an updated Interaction Hypothesis (IH). In the updated IH, Long (1996) 

considered ‘negotiation of meaning’ as potentially facilitative of acquisition in a number of 

ways. Acquisition takes place when (1) interactionally modified input (i.e. negotiation of 
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meaning) assists learners to notice linguistic forms in the input, and (2) the forms that are 

noticed lie within the learners ‘processing capacity’ (Ellis, 1999b, p. 8). Interactionally 

modified input promotes acquisition in two ways: (1) when the learner notices the ‘positive 

evidence’ (Long, 1996) provided in the input and notices the gap between this and their own 

interlanguage and (2) negative evidence and modified output occur as a result of corrective 

feedback following learners’ production. Thus, as Gass and Selinker’s (2001) stated, 

‘noticing’ is “at the heart of the interaction hypothesis” (p. 298).  

The updated IH has been tested by investigating the effectiveness of two learning processes: 

negotiation of meaning and corrective feedback. As noted earlier, ‘negotiation of meaning’ 

takes place through the collaborative work that speakers undertake to achieve mutual 

understanding when there is some kind of communication problem (Ellis, 2009). Studies 

investigating the effectiveness of negotiation of meaning generally compare an 

experimental group that received interactionally modified input and a comparison group that 

was exposed to baseline or premodified input. These studies have produced mixed results. 

For example, Mackey (1999) investigated learners’ participation in interaction in relation to 

where they were in the acquisitional sequence for English questions. There were four 

experimental groups (i.e. ‘interactors’ who received interactionally modified input through 

tasks, ‘interactor unreadies’ who also received interactionally modified input through tasks, 

‘observers’ who did not participate in the task interactions but were able to observe other 

learners’ doing so, and ‘scripteds’ who received predmodified input through tasks but with 

no opportunity to interact). There was also a control group. The results indicated that the 

‘interactors’ advanced more than the non-interactors. The effects of interaction were also 

investigated in two meta-analyses (Keck, Iberri-Shea, Tracy-Ventura, & Wa-Mbaleka, 

2006; Mackey & Goo, 2007). These produced clear evidence that providing learners with 

the opportunity to interact and negotiate meaning benefited acquisition. Mackey and Goo 

(2007) reviewed 28 interaction studies and concluded that “interaction plays a strong 

facilitative role in the learning of lexical and grammatical target items” (p. 405).  

Current interest in the role of interaction focuses on corrective feedback, which includes 

both the negotiation of meaning and the negotiation of form (i.e. feedback is provided even 

when there is no communication problem). Corrective feedback requires production-based 

activities as it constitutes a response to erroneous utterances produced by a learner. Both 

negotiation of meaning and corrective feedback can take place in any context, but 
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‘production-based tasks’ are particularly aimed at providing opportunity for these 

interactional processes. Corrective feedback is discussed in 2.3.4.3.   

The IH has been criticised as not being relevant to beginner learners as they lack the L2 

resources needed to negotiate effectively (Pica, 1996). It has also been noted that some 

linguistic features (i.e. those that are functionally redundant) might be difficult to learn 

through negotiation as they do not lead to communication problems (Gass, 2003).    

2.3.3.3. Sociocultural theory (SCT) 

Sociocultural theory draws on the work of Vygotsky (1986) and later researchers (e.g. 

Wertsch, 1991, 1998). This theory views human development as taking place when higher 

order functions are performed collaboratively in social interaction. Vygotsky proposed the 

notion of ‘zone of proximal development’ (ZPD). This consists of functions that a person 

cannot perform independently but is able to perform with the help of another person, usually 

an ‘expert’ (i.e. someone who has already mastered the function) but also sometimes 

through interacting with a ‘novice’ (i.e. someone who is also unable to perform the function 

independently). Experts and novices help learners to perform new functions by means of 

‘scaffolding’ (i.e. interactional support that is adjusted to the learners’ level). Thus, dialogue 

plays an important role in learning and learners’ language production serves as a tool for 

achieving cognitive development. Swain (2005, p. 480), from a SCT perspective, proposed 

that production serves as : (1) a tool that mediates internalization; (2) a tool that externalizes 

internal psychological activity; (3) a means of RE-cognizing a specific form-function 

mapping for the individual; (4) a tool that constructs and deconstructs knowledge, and (5) a 

tool that regulates and is regulated by human agency. Swain and her co-researchers (Swain 

& Lapkin, ,1995) investigated a number of different production tasks that involved learners 

in collaboratively addressing (and often solving) linguistic problems through ‘collaborative 

dialogue’. She was able to show that such ‘languaging’ led to learners being able to produce 

the problematic linguistic forms correctly at a later time. 

According to SCT then, learner production plays a major role in L2 learning. Ellis (2008) 

reviewed SCT research in terms of five strands, each of which involves learner production 

in one way or another. In the case of corrective feedback, the learner’s response 

to corrective feedback helps the teacher tailor subsequent feedback to the needs of the 
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learner. Samuda (2001), for example, described how a classroom language teacher modified 

her feedback in the course of a lesson, making it gradually more explicit, and in this way 

helped her students to produce the target structure the task was designed to elicit. 

Researchers have looked at various ways in which collaborative dialoguing takes place in 

classrooms. They have investigated, for example, ‘language play’ (Lantolf, 1997) and 

‘language-related episodes’ (La Pierre, 1994). Storch (2002) developed a model of dyadic 

interaction and then used it to illustrate how dialoguing fosters linguistic development in 

pairs of students that were able to perform a task collaboratively. Private speech (i.e. speech 

that a learner addresses to him or herself) constitutes another form of learner production. It 

functions as a strategy that learners use to deal with a linguistic difficulty. Studies have 

focused on various types of private speech (e.g. Ohta, 2001) but only a few studies (Lantolf, 

1997) have attempted to investigate the relationship between private speech and 

acquisition. Metatalk is seen by SCT researchers as another way in which learners attempt 

to grapple with a linguistic problem. Swain and Lapkin (2001) investigated the role played 

by learners’ metatalk when completing a reformulation task. The final strand of research 

that Ellis considered concerned the difference between ‘task’ and ‘activity’

Based on SCT perspective, researchers have increasingly turned to conversation analysis as 

a tool for investigating the micro-process of instructional dialogue. Seedhouse (2004c), for 

example, found that the way in which the organization of interaction takes place in a 

classroom varies according to four different contexts: (1) form-and-accuracy contexts, (2) 

meaning-and-fluency contexts, (3) task-oriented contexts and (4) procedural contexts (i.e. 

where the teacher explains how to carry out an activity). Conversational analysis provides a 

rigorous means of examining the process features of L2 classrooms. It is a tool that I will 

draw on later in this thesis (see Chapter 5) to examine the different process features of both 

the CBI and PBI employed in my own study.  

. SCT 

emphasizes that there is likely to be a difference between the ‘task-as-workplan’ (i.e. what 

kind of production the task is intended to elicit) and the ‘task-as-process’ (i.e. how the task 

is perceived and actually performed by the learners). Thus, it cannot be assumed that the 

production that arises out of performing the task will be the same for all learners or even for 

the same learner performing the same task on different occasions. These strands of SCT 

research illuminate different aspects of learner production, enriching our understanding of 

how it constitutes the context for examining learning ‘in flight’. 
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2.3.4. Pedagogical approaches 

2.3.4.1. Present-practice-produce (PPP)  

Present-practice-produce (PPP) (Byrnes, 1986; Ur, 1996) is a very popular type of PBI. It is 

supported by Skill-acquisition theory. According to Dekeyser, PPP roughly corresponds to 

Anderson’s proceduralization stage, entailing (1) presenting learners with explicit 

information about a target feature to establish declarative knowledge, (2) providing 

‘practice’ in the form of controlled production activities to develop ‘procedural knowledge’, 

and (3) engaging learners in free-production activities (e.g. situational grammar exercises) 

to enable them to automatize their production rules. Harmer’s (1998) ESA (engage, study, 

activate) can be seen as another version of PPP.  

‘Task-supported language teaching’ (R. Ellis, 2003) can also be thought of as a type of PPP. 

In this approach, a task (see the criteria of tasks in 2.2.3.2.) is introduced in the final 

production stage of the PPP sequence. DeKeyser (2007) argued that the transfer of 

declarative knowledge to procedural knowledge is likely to occur to the extent that the 

cognitive operations involved in the practice activity match those in a natural 

communicative context. Thus, tasks in PPP are intended to provide learners with 

opportunities to produce the target structure in contexts that match those found in real 

communication. That is, they aim to achieve ‘interactional authenticity’ (Ellis, 2003). 

However, despite the variation in how the production stage is implemented, the basic 

premise that learning involves initial explicit attention to a feature followed by production 

practice remains the same.  

Form-focused experimental studies have often sought to compare PPP with some other form 

of instruction such as ‘focus on form’ (Long, 1991; Long & Robinson, 1998) and 

processing instruction (VanPatten 1996). For example, studies aimed at comparing ‘focus 

on form’ and ‘focus on forms’ have done so by comparing PPP with task-based instruction. 

They have produced mixed results. While Beretta & Davies (Beretta & Davies, 1985) 

largely found in favour of task-based instruction, Sheen (2006) reported a study with the 

opposite result. However, there were methodological problems with both of these studies. In 

the case of Beretta & Davies there was no pre-test, while in Sheen’s study it is doubtful that 

the task-based instruction was implemented in such a way as to provide any focus on form. 
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In studies that investigated processing instruction (PI), ‘traditional instruction’ (TI) was 

sometimes operationalized in terms of mechanical-type practice activities but in others in 

terms of PPP (i.e. they incorporated a task for the final production stage). These studies are 

considered in the metanalysis of CBI and PBI method studies reported in the next chapter.  

Here, I will merely note that they have produced mixed results depending on the kind of 

PBI involved. Whereas, CBI proved more effective than traditional instruction consisting of 

mechanical practice activities (VanPatten & Cadierno, 1993), no difference between the two 

types of instruction is evident when the PBI included meaning-focused activities (Erlam, 

2003).  

2.3.4.2. Task-based language teaching (TBLT)  

Task-based language teaching (TBLT) has been developed in both areas of SLA (e.g., 

Martin Bygate, Skehan, & Swain, 2001; R. Ellis, 2000, 2003; Long & Crookes, 1992; 

Robinson, 2001; Skehan, 1996, 2003) and of language pedagogy (e.g., Nunan, 1989; 

Prabhu, 1987; Van den Branden, 2006; Willis & Willis, 2007). The main premise of TBLT 

is that L2 acquisition takes place when learners notice or pay selective attention to form 

through ‘reactive focus on form’ (Doughty & Williams, 1998) or ‘pushed output’ (Swain, 

1985) while engaging in communication. Thus, tasks should provide the needs of 

negotiation in a communicative situation where the learners are encouraged to use their 

linguistic resources freely. Therefore, TBLT fundamentally differs from PPP in the way that 

the learners’ primary attention is NOT directed to a particular linguistic form at the 

beginning of the instructional unit, rather the whole syllabus is centred around a task which 

is aimed at directing the learners’ attention to meaning.  

Ellis (2003) suggests that tasks can be either focused or unfocused (i.e. whether or not there 

is a specific and pre-determined linguistic focus). A focused task can be a task that is likely 

to encourage the learner to comprehend and/or use particular language forms, and that can 

also be a consciousness-raising task that requires learners to examine particular meta-

linguistic features of L2. Focused tasks serve as ‘proactive form-focused instruction’ 

(Lyster, 2007), which involves “preplanned instruction designed to enable students to notice 

and to use target language features that might otherwise not be used or even noticed in 

classroom discourse” (p. 44). It provides the opportunities for noticing, awareness, and 



30 
 

practice (Ranta & Lyster, 2007) of the language features that unfocused tasks might not 

elicit effectively.  

Skehan (1996) proposes the use of three phases, i.e. pre-task, main-task and post-task, in a 

TBLT syllabus. He suggests the use of pre-task to provide the learners with opportunities 

for ‘noticing’ the linguistic form. In the following main task, the learners are engaged in an 

unfocused production task in a small group. The effects of a pre-task have been investigated 

by employing measures of fluency, accuracy and complexity (R. Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005; 

Skehan, 1998). Studies have reported somewhat mixed results. Foster and Skehan (1996) 

and Ortega (1999) reported that the condition of pre-task planning influences learners’ 

production in fluency and complexity but has less effect on accuracy, while Mochizuki and 

Ortega (2008) found that pre-task planning with guidance in the form of a grammar handout 

resulted in higher accuracy but similar levels of complexity and fluency compared with 

unguided pre-task planning.  

2.3.4.3. Corrective feedback 

Corrective feedback refers to “any feedback provided to a learner, from any source, that 

contains evidence of learner error of language form” (Russell & Spada, 2006, p. 134). It 

constitutes ‘reactive focus on form’ (Lyster & Mori, 2006) by attempting to draw learners’ 

attention to language form during interaction. Research suggests that it may be precisely at 

the moment when students have something to say that a focus on linguistic form can be 

most effective, rather than postponing the focus on language until after the task has been 

completed (Lightbown, 1998 drawn in Lyster & Mori, 2006, p.270). As it constitutes a 

response to learners’ erroneous production, it exclusively occurs in production-based 

instruction but can take place in any phase of PPP.  

Based on the classification proposed by Lyster and Ranta (1997), extensive studies have 

examined the effectiveness of different types of corrective feedback both in laboratory and 

classroom settings. The effectiveness of recasts – the most common form of corrective 

feedback (Lyster & Ranta, 1997) – has been extensively studied but with mixed findings. 

While in laboratory settings recasts have been shown to be facilitative of second language 

acquisition (Han, 2002; Long, Inagaki, & Ortega, 1998; Mackey & Oliver, 2002; Mackey & 

Philp, 1998), in classroom settings recasts appear to be more effective than other types of 
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feedback (R. Ellis, 2007; R. Ellis, Loewen, & Erlam, 2006). Lyster (Lyster, 1998, 2002, 

2004) argued that recasts are not effective in communicative classrooms because they are 

not salient so learners fail to notice that they are being corrected. The accumulation of 

studies has made a number of meta-analyses possible (Li, 2010; Lyster & Saito, 2010; 

Russell & Spada, 2006). Overall the results show that corrective feedback is facilitative of 

L2 development. However, the meta-analyses have not conclusively demonstrated whether 

implicit feedback (e.g. clarification request, recasts) is more or less effective than explicit 

feedback (e.g. explicit correction, metalinguistic feedback). Li (2010) found that explicit 

feedback worked better than implicit feedback when acquisition was measured in immediate 

and short-delayed post-tests, but on long-delayed post-tests, implicit feedback was slightly 

the more effective. Lyster and Saito (2010) failed to find a significant difference between 

explicit correction and implicit feedback (i.e. recasts or prompts) in classroom studies. The 

results of these meta-analyses showed that the effect of corrective feedback is mediated by 

various other variables such as the research context, research setting, task type, treatment 

length, and individual learner differences.  

2.3.5. Intentional and incidental acquisition  

Incidental acquisition refers to the learning of one L2 feature without intention while 

attention is focused on some other aspect of the L2 such as semantic meaning. Incidental 

acquisition does not preclude the possibility of learners manifesting awareness of the forms 

they acquire incidentally. As Schmidt (1994) pointed out, incidental acquisition may require 

conscious attention to linguistic form. Thus, what distinguishes incidental and intentional 

language learning is not consciousness but the lack of any intention to learn. Also, the terms 

incidental/ intentional learning need to be distinguished from the terms implicit/ explicit 

learning. Implicit learning is “ acquisition of knowledge about the underlying structure of a 

complex stimulus environment by a process which takes place naturally, simply and without 

conscious operation” (N. Ellis, 1994, p. 1). Therefore, incidental learning must be defined in 

terms of a lack of intention to learn while implicit learning is defined as a lack of awareness. 

Incidental acquisition research is of pedagogical importance for two reasons. First, it is 

widely held that most of the features in the L1 as well as the L2 are acquired incidentally as 

it is not possible for learners to acquire an extensive lexicon and the full resources of the 

target language grammar through intentional learning. Language acquisition involves the 
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integration of various kinds of knowledge along with the ability to make use of it in 

communication. This constitutes a highly complex learning task which intentional learning 

by itself cannot easily achieve. This is not to say, however, that intentional learning is of no 

value – it clearly is – but simply that intentional learning is insufficient to ensure a high 

level of competence in an L2. Second, in one sense at least teaching is

Among the SLA theories and approaches I have discussed in this chapter, the early studies 

of both CBI and PBI, Audiolingualism, Skill Acquisition Theory, and Input processing, all 

involve intentional acquisition. The early CBI studies emphasised the importance of 

establishing form-meaning connections through input. The teaching techniques involved in 

these studies, e.g. Asher’s Total Physical Response or Gary’s comprehension-based 

activities, are directed at intentional learning through input. Audiolingualism, which sees 

the learning process as requiring the memorization and practice of target patterns through 

dialogs and drills, is also likely to evoke intentional learning. Skill-acquisition theory 

(DeKeyser, 1998; 2007) views practice as central to enabling learners to progress from a 

declarative stage of knowledge formation to a procedural stage. As realised through PPP, it 

likewise taps into intentional learning. Intentional learning is likely to occur when: 

 input. That is, when 

teaching is implemented through interaction it exposes learners to input. This input is a 

valuable source not just for intentional learning but also for incidental acquisition. Even in a 

lesson directed at intentional learning opportunities arise for incidental acquisition to take 

place through classroom interaction. As Eckerth (2008) showed when learners perform 

focused tasks ‘non-predicted learning’ as well as ‘task-specific gains’ is likely to occur. 

Thus, although studies have nearly always shown an advantage for intentional learning over 

incidental learning in the short term (e.g. Hulstijn, 1992; Laufer, 2006; Norris & Ortega, 

2000), it is clearly necessary to try to understand what and how learners learn incidentally in 

the classroom over time. 

(1)  the instructional approach involves selecting a specific linguistic feature to teach. 
This is typically based on a structural syllabus (i.e. a graded list of grammatical 
features) but can also follow a remedial approach (i.e. the feature selected 
constitutes an attested learning problem for the learners).  

(2)  learners are made aware of what the target feature is when they are provided with 
metalinguistic information about it.  
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(3)  the learner is engaged in being consciously focused on trying to process the target 
feature accurately.  

It might be argued that final production stage of the PPP section provides an opportunity for 

incidental acquisition but this is perhaps unlikely if the target feature has already been 

presented explicitly and practised in controlled exercises. It is more likely that the learner 

will orientate to the final production stage as also requiring a deliberate focus on correct 

usage. In other words, all three stages involve the learner in conscious attempts to learn the 

target feature.  

VanPatten’s Input processing focuses on the process of converting input to ‘intake’  through 

learner’s ‘noticing’ of the target feature (Schmidt, 1990), or more strictly ‘detection and 

rehearsal’ (Robinson, 1995). This might seem to encourage incidental learning. However, 

processing instruction clearly invites intentional learning of the target structures. The 

proposed PI procedures (i.e. explicit information of a specific linguistic form, information 

about a particular IP strategy, and structured input activities) surely invite intentional 

learning as these procedures correspond to points (1), (2) and (3) above. Although some of 

the IP studies relied entirely on structured input (e.g. VanPatten & Oikkenon, 1996), the 

nature of the activities was such that it can be argued that they still invited intentional 

learning. 

Incidental acquisition, on the other hand, is supported by the Input Hypothesis, the 

Interaction Hypothesis, the Output Hypothesis and the Noticing Hypothesis. The common 

premise of these theories is that second language acquisition takes place during 

communication where the learners’ attention is on meaning. The Input Hypothesis 

(Krashen, 1985) argues that simplified input fosters learners’ comprehension and thereby 

promotes learning. The Output Hypothesis suggests the importance of ‘pushed output’ in 

communicative tasks, and the Interaction Hypothesis claims that feedback and modified 

output promote acquisition when learners attempt to negotiate meaning in communication. 

The Noticing Hypothesis proposes that the conscious ‘noticing’ of specific L2 features in 

communicative input and interaction is a key condition for the acquisition of those features. 

All of these theories are premised on the assumption that the learner is primarily focused on 

trying to communicate and thus any attention to form that occurs will be incidental. 
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Incidental acquisition has been investigated in studies that expose learners to enriched input. 

In such studies, learners were required to comprehend input that included multiple 

exemplars of the target lexical items or linguistic forms. Incidental vocabulary acquisition 

has been intensively investigated through reading (Krashen, 1989; Nagy, 1997; S. Paribakht 

& Wesche, 1997; T. S. Paribakht, 2005). Swanborn and de Glopper (1999) conducted a 

meta-analysis of  studies of incidental vocabulary acquisition through reading. They 

concluded that incidental vocabulary acquisition takes place through reading but that there 

are multiple moderating factors that affect the learning outcome such as the particular 

research design, the learners’ proficiency level, the assessment instruments, and the choice 

of text and word materials (p. 276). A few studies have investigated incidental vocabulary 

acquisition through oral input (Christ, 2007; Elley, 1989; Yuksel & Tanriverdi, 2009). They 

show that young learners can learn words through listening to story readings (Elley, 1989) 

or daily exposure to teacher’s oral input (Christ, 2007) and that adult learners can learn new 

words while watching movie clips without captions (Yuksel & Tanriverdi, 2009). Ellis 

(1999a) reviewed grammar studies that had investigated enriched input. There were three 

types of studies: (1) studies designed to investigate whether the forms targeted in enriched 

input are noticed by learners (Jourdenais, Ota, Stauffer, Boyson, & Doughty, 1995); (2) studies 

designed to investigate whether enriched input promotes acquisition (e.g. Trahey & L. White 

1993), and (3) studies comparing the effects of enriched input with some other instructional 

option (e.g. J. White 1998). Ellis concluded that although those studies indicated that enriched 

input can promote the noticing of specific forms and can lead to acquisition, the effectiveness 

of enriched input compared with other instructional techniques is not clear. More recent studies 

indicate that enriched input is less effective than processing instruction (Marsden, 2006).  

Other studies investigated the acquisition of one grammatical feature while the learners’ 

attention was directed to another aspect (e.g. meaning or a different linguistic feature). The 

findings have been mixed. Hulstijn (1998) showed that learners learned the word order 

structures in L2 Dutch and an artificial language while they were shown sentences including 

the structures on a screen and asked to respond meaningfully to them. Robinson (1996) 

examined ‘hard’ and ‘easy’ rules of an artificial language and found that although 

intentional learning resulted in more accurate grammatical judgements than incidental or 

implicit learning in the case of the easy rule, incidental learning was just as effective as 

intentional learning in the case of the hard rule. Robinson (2005) investigated the incidental 
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acquisition of three Samoan grammatical rules by complete beginning learners. The 

participants were asked to understand the meaning of sentences incorporating the target 

structures and then answer some comprehension questions to which they received feedback. 

Results showed clear evidence of learning of all three target structures on ‘old items’ in a 

grammaticality judgement test (i.e. in the same sentences as in the training materials) but 

only for one of the structures (the locative particle) on ‘new items’. In a classroom study, 

Loewen, Erlam and Ellis’ (2009) investigated the incidental learning of the 3rd person -s. 

The learners’ attention was directed towards a different grammatical feature (the use of the 

indefinite article to express generic reference) but the input also contained a high frequency 

of 3rd person -s in sentences. The results of an elicited oral imitation test and an untimed 

grammaticality judgement test failed to show any incidental learning of 3rd person –s.  

Incidental language acquisition can also take place in production-based instruction. LaPierre 

(1994) investigated the ‘language-related episodes’ (i.e. occasions where students attended 

to and talked about some aspect of the language they were producing or attempting to 

produce) that arose while the learners were performing a dictogloss task (Wajnryb, 1990). 

LaPierre viewed ‘language-related episodes’ as evidence that the learners were 

demonstrating awareness of form. She identified 250 ‘language-related episodes’ and then 

designed tailor-made tests for the linguistic points addressed in these episodes. The results 

showed a 70-80 per cent correspondence with the solutions (right or wrong) the learners had 

reached in the language-related episodes they had reached. This suggests that incidental 

acquisition had taken place.  

Table 2 summarizes the relationship between the two types of learning (i.e. intentional and 

incidental), the instructional options (i.e. CBI and PBI) and the second language theories 

discussed in this chapter. 

 

Table 2: Types of Learning with the Supported Theories and Methodologies in Intentional and Incidental 
Learning 

Types Option Theories Conditions required for acquisition Instructional methodology 
Intentional 
acquisition 

CBI Early input studies Repeated form-meaning connection 
through input 

Total Physical Response (Asher) 
Input practice (Gary) 

Processing principles 
(VanPatten, 1996) 

Overcoming default processing 
strategies 

Processing instruction (VanPatten) 

PBI Audiolingualism Stimulus–response–reinforcement Audiolingual Method 
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Skill acquisition theory Procedurization and automatization Present-practice-produce 

Incidental 
acquisition 

CBI 
 

Input Hypothesis Comprehensible input Meaning-focused classroom 
 (e.g. immersion programme) 
Enriched input 

Early IH Modified (simplified) input 

Noticing Hypothesis Noticing Enhanced input 
Input-based tasks (Ellis, 2003) 

PBI Output Hypothesis Pushed output Production-based tasks 
Updated IH Reactive focus on form  

Proactive focus on form 

Sociocultural theory Scaffolding 

2.3.6. Conclusion  

This chapter has reviewed comprehension-based and production-based instruction, the 

various SLA theories that inform each type and the instructional methodologies that have 

been derived from these theories. It has also discussed intentional and incidental acquisition. 

This chapter has shown that CBI and PBI are not monolithic constructs but vary in how they 

can be implemented. The following table summarises the relationships between CBI/ PBI 

and intentional/ incidental language acquisition in terms of the various instructional 

methodologies. 

Table 3: CBI and PBI Methodologies for Intentional and Incidental Acquisition  

Type of learning CBI PBI 
Intentional acquisition Total Physical Response (Asher) 

Input practice (Gary) 
Processing instruction (VanPatten) 

Audiolingual Method  
Present-practice-produce 
 

Incidental acquisition Enriched input 
Enhanced input 
Input-tasks (Ellis, 2003) 

Meaning-focused classroom instruction 
(e.g. immersion programmes) 
TBLT involving production-based tasks 
 

Most of the studies that have compared the relative effectiveness of CBI and PBI have 

investigated intentional acquisition. Asher (1972) compared students in a TPR German 

course with those in a “standard” college course. A substantial number of studies compared 

processing instruction (PI) with traditional instruction (e.g.Benati & Lee, 2008; Morgan-

Short & Bowden, 2006; VanPatten & Cadierno, 1993a). Although some of the PI studies 

involved ‘meaning-based output instruction’ (e.g. Benati, 2005; Farley, 2001a), those 

studies provided explicit grammar explanation before the structured input phase and thus 

are likely to have promoted intentional learning. Koyanagi (1999) compared PI with the 

Audiolingual Method. A number of vocabulary acquisition studies that investigated the 

comparative effectiveness of receptive (comprehension-based) and productive (production-
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based) learning provided the learners with explicit definitions or translations of the target 

items followed by either receptive or productive practice (e.g. Mondria & Wiersma, 2004; 

Steinel, Hulstijn, & Steinel, 2007). These studies, too, are likely to have resulted in 

intentional learning. 

Some studies have compared CBI and PBI in terms of incidental learning. These studies 

typically involved input-based tasks for CBI and interactive tasks for PBI (e.g. De Jong, 

2005; Gass & Torres, 2005; Leeser, 2008; Song & Suh, 2008) without providing any 

explicit grammar explanation. For example, Gass and Torres (2005) investigated the effects 

of input and interaction on the acquisition of new words and two grammatical features 

(Spanish gender agreement and estar + location) by adult learners of Spanish. For treatment, 

the input group completed three sets of tasks: one vocabulary task that required the learners 

to classify the given target vocabulary items and two sets of listening-tasks which required 

the learners to process the target structures in meaningful oral input. The interaction group 

completed two tasks that required the learners to use the target structures: a ‘jigsaw task’ 

which the learners performed in pairs to identify the differences between two pictures and 

‘information-gap tasks’ that required the learners to describe a picture to the researcher so 

that the latter could draw it as accurately as possible. The results showed no significant 

differences between the two types of instruction in any of the features investigated. Izumi 

(2002) compared an input enhancement and text reconstruction task designed to provide 

opportunities for the acquisition of English relative clauses. He found that the adult ESL 

learners who completed the output task demonstrated greater learning. He found no effect 

for the input enhancement condition.  

As discussed above, incidental vocabulary learning takes place when learners’ attention is 

focused on the message of complete utterances/ sentences rather than on the semantic 

meaning of each word. A task, either comprehension-based or production-based, invites 

intentional vocabulary acquisition if the word meaning is explicitly provided in the initial 

stage of the instruction. A task invites incidental acquisition if it requires the learners to 

figure out the word meaning while completing the task. De la Fuente (2002) conducted a 

study that made use of tasks that catered to incidental acquisition in order to compare the 

effects of PBI (involving production tasks) and CBI (involving input-based tasks – 

incidental CBI) on adult learners of Spanish acquisition of vocabulary. The results showed 

that the production condition was more beneficial than the input condition.  
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Very few studies have compared the incidental and intentional acquisition of grammatical 

or pragmatic features. Takimoto (2009) compared structured input tasks with/ without 

explicit information (i.e. intentional CBI) and problem-solving tasks (incidental PBI). Some 

vocabulary acquisition studies (e.g. Ellis, 1997; Laufer, 2003) compared incidental 

acquisition from input-based tasks and intentional acquisition from production-based tasks. 

In Ellis & He the production-based tasks were communicative but they arguably invited 

intentional vocabulary learning because explicit definitions of the target words were 

provided before they performed the task. The input-based tasks involved premodified or 

interactionally modified input and clearly catered to incidental acquisition. Laufer (2003) 

compared the effects of reading with marginal glosses of the target words (CBI directed at 

incidental acquisition) with sentence writing tasks that required the learners to use the 

specific target word in each sentence (PBI directed at intentional learning). Both studies 

reported results that showed an advantage for the intentional learning conditions. 

A pedagogical issue here is that when PBI is directed at incidental acquisition learners need 

to be able to produce output using their own linguistic resources. This is possible in the case 

of advanced or intermediate level learners but not in the case of beginner level learners. 

This is, perhaps, one of the reasons why the majority of foreign language classroom 

syllabuses and textbooks for beginner level learners have relied on PPP. In other words, it is 

difficult to envisage how PBI can be conducted with beginner level learners in such a way 

that it caters to incidental acquisition. However, this is possible with CBI as this does not 

require learners to possess L2 resources. For example, enriched input can be provided with 

visual or other supporting information to help learners’ comprehension as demonstrated in 

Elley (1989) or Yuksel & Tanriverdi (2009). Input-based tasks are suitable because, as Ellis 

(2003) suggested, simple input-tasks can be performed by learners with zero competence in 

a teacher-centred classroom. In such tasks feedback on the learners’ comprehension of the 

input is made available and this fosters the cognitive processes (e.g. noticing and hypothesis 

testing) that underlie incidental acquisition.  

The study reported in this thesis investigates beginner learners of English as a foreign 

language. It seeks to compare the effects of CBI consisting of input-based tasks that have 

been designed to provide opportunities for incidental acquisition with PBI consisting of PPP 

activities designed to cater to intentional learning. In part, it is intended to test the claims 
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made on behalf of CBI and PBI. In part, it is intended to examine the theoretical issues 

associated with incidental and intentional language learning. 

In the next chapter I report a meta-analysis of studies that have made a direct comparison 

between CBI and PBI.  
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Chapter 3.  Comprehension-based versus production-based 

instruction: A meta-analysis of comparative studies 

3.1. Introduction  

In this chapter I review studies that have compared the effects of comprehension-based and 

production-based instruction by means of a meta-analysis. I elected to carry out the review 

in this way because I wanted to obtain a clear overall picture of what previous studies had 

shown about the relative effects of the two kinds of instruction and because I hoped that a 

meta-analysis would more clearly reveal where there were gaps in the existing research.  

I begin this chapter with some general comments about the two kinds of instruction and on 

the advantages of conducting a meta-analysis before moving on to present the methodology 

and results of the meta-analysis. 

3.2. Comprehension-based and production-based instruction 

Comprehension-based instruction (CBI) involves activities that require learners to 

demonstrate comprehension of target language features while they are exposed to oral 

and/or written input. Production-based instruction (PBI) requires learners to produce the 

target language features in an oral or written form in order to complete the instructional 

activities. Thus, the fundamental distinction between CBI and PBI is whether or not the 

instruction requires

In the case of grammar, the debate on the effectiveness of the two approaches was initiated 

by Krashen’s input hypothesis (1982, 1985, 1998), which claimed that production serves 

only for generating comprehensible input, and that output itself does not make a direct 

contribution to acquisition. The Interaction Hypothesis (Long, 1983) also saw acquisition as 

driven by input, at least in its early form. It claimed that the input that derives from the 

negotiation of meaning worked best for acquisition. This led to a number of studies that 

investigated the effects of ‘baseline input’, ‘premodified input’ and ‘interactionally 

modified input’ on both comprehension and acquisition (e.g. Loschky, 1994). Many of the 

recent studies comparing the effects of input-based and output-based instruction on the 

 the production of the target language. The debate over the merits of the 

two approaches for teaching both vocabulary and grammar has continued over three 

decades. 
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acquisition of L2 grammatical features have been motivated by claims derived from 

Processing Instruction (VanPatten & Williams, 2007). These studies have compared 

instruction designed to induce processing of grammatical features through exposure to 

structured input with various other types of instruction that required learners to produce the 

target features - such as traditional instruction (e.g. Benati, 2005), meaningful output-based 

instruction (e.g. Farley, 2001b), instruction based on dictogloss tasks (e.g. Qin, 2008) or 

present-practice-produce (PPP) instruction (e.g. Collentine, 1998).  

Other theories, however, make a case for production-based instruction. The Output 

Hypothesis, proposed by Swain (1985; 1995) suggests that “pushed output” contributes to 

acquisition by leading learners to notice L2 features and thereby modify their output. 

Researchers investigated the effectiveness of “pushed output” by comparing instruction that 

involved pushing learners to produce specific linguistics features with comprehension-based 

instruction (e.g. Izumi, 2002; Leeser, 2008). Some studies investigated the effects of 

‘noticing’ in output-based instruction and in instruction involving input enhancement. These 

studies were interested in the extent to which the two types of instruction resulted in 

“incidental acquisition” (e.g. Izumi & Bigelow, 2000; Izumi, et al., 1999). See the previous 

chapter for a discussion of incidental acquisition.  

 A somewhat different position on the two types of instruction can be found in Anderson’s 

(1993) skill acquisition theory. This makes no claim regarding the superiority of 

comprehension-based and production-based instruction but instead proposes that 

comprehension and production skills develop as a result of practice in the respective skills. 

That is, to develop comprehension skills, comprehension-based instruction is needed while 

to develop production skills, learners need to practise production. DeKeyser & Sokalski 

(1996; 2001) were motivated by skill learning theory to investigate the effects of production 

and comprehension practice on the development of comprehension and production skills.  

There are also competing theories in the case of vocabulary acquisition. The Interaction 

Hypothesis has informed a number of studies of vocabulary acquisition (e.g. R. Ellis, 1995; 

R. Ellis, Heimbach, Tanaka, & Yamazaki, 1999; Loschky, 1994). Drawing on a later 

version of this hypothesis (Long, 1996), some studies compared the relative effects of 

different kinds of input with ‘pushed output’ on the acquisition of new lexical items (e.g. de 

la Fuente, 2002; R. Ellis & He, 1999). Other comparative vocabulary studies involved 



42 
 

activities that required L2-L1 translation for receptive learning (i.e. CBI) and those required 

L1-L2 translation for productive learning (i.e. PBI). In general the results indicated that 

productive practice leads to better vocabulary learning (Steinel, et al., 2007). However, 

Webb (2009a) produced results that lend support to skill-learning theory. He reported that 

productive practice benefited productive knowledge and receptive practice benefited 

receptive knowledge.  

As we have seen, CBI-PBI comparative studies draw on very diverse SLA theories. They 

have also had very different foci and employed very different methodologies. Not 

surprisingly, then, they have produced very mixed results. This makes it difficult to reach 

any clear conclusions about the overall superiority of either instructional approach. 

However, the relatively large number of studies on vocabulary and grammar that have now 

accumulated make it possible to conduct a meta-analysis. This makes it possible to obtain 

an overall assessment of the relative effects of the two kinds of instruction and also to 

identify gaps in the existing research – the main goals of this chapter. 

3.3. Meta-analysis   

A meta-analysis (Glass, 1976) or “research synthesis” (Cooper & Headges, 1994) is defined 

as a quantitative research method which involves combining and synthesising the results of 

multiple studies to provide a macroscopic view of a particular research domain. Dornyei 

(2007) described it as a “quantitative literature review”. It affords a systematic and objective 

review of the existing literature. 

The purposes of the literature review is to identify patterns in findings and to identify gaps 

and methodological weaknesses in existing research. Norris & Ortega (2006) discuss the 

limitations of a traditional, narrative review as follows: 

The essential weaknesses include, foremost, a tendency to select the studies under 
consideration unsystematically and idiosyncratically, resulting in incomplete, biased, or 
simply unwarranted claims about the state of knowledge. In addition, traditional 
reviewers tend to distill generalizations, and to argue their positions, on the basis of 
theoretical predilections rather than inspection of the actual evidence that may be 
complied systematically across studies, including evidence regarding the extent to 
which study methodologies themselves may be influencing study results (p.6). 
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They advocated conducting a research synthesis in the form of a meta-analysis on the 

following grounds: (1) it always includes an explicit account of how the relevant literature 

was searched and how primary studies were selected for review, (2) it focuses on the actual 

variables, characteristics, and data reported in the primary studies, rather than on the study-

specific conclusions offered by primary researchers, and (3) it compiles findings, and seeks 

generalizations by examining categories of data and methodology that cut across studies, in 

order to create as systematic a depiction as possible about what we know, what we do not 

know, and why (Norris & Ortega, 2006, pp. 6-7).  

Norris & Ortega (2000) demonstrated how meta-analysis can be employed in second 

language research by investigating the effectiveness of various aspects of L2 instruction –  

in particular the contrast between focus on form/ focus on forms and implicit/explicit 

instruction. Following their pioneering study, several L2 studies have employed meta-

analysis to examine the effectiveness of particular types of instruction in SLA. Spada and 

Tomita (2010), for example, focused on the complexity of target grammatical features and 

investigated the effectiveness of implicit and explicit instruction. Jeon and Kaya (2006) 

focused on the effects of implicit and explicit instruction on L2 pragmatic development. 

Keck et al. (2006) investigated the effects of different types and ways of implementing task-

based instruction. Russell and Spada (2006) examined the effectiveness of different types of 

corrective feedback on grammar acquisition. Lyster and Saito (2010) focused on oral 

feedback in classroom interaction. While these studies all basically followed the approach 

used by Norris and Ortega, Li (2010) investigated the effects of different kinds of corrective 

feedback by introducing some different methodological features such as performing Q-tests 

and reporting results based on both the fixed-effects and random-effects models. However, 

despite growing popularity of meta-analysis in SLA research, no attempt has been made to 

compare the effects of comprehension-based and production-based instruction on either L2 

vocabulary or L2 grammar learning.  

As Norris and Ortega (2006) pointed out, a danger of employing meta-analysis is that it is 

“un-meta-analyzeable” (p.10)  because of the lack of empirical research on the same topics. 

In fact, nearly all published meta-analyses identified the need for more studies in the 

particular research domain they investigated (e.g. Jeon & Kaya, 2006). As discussed in the 

previous section, comparative studies on comprehension-based and production-based 

instruction have accumulated over years based on various theoretical approaches making it 
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feasible to carry out a meta-analysis. It was for this reason that I decided to conduct a meta-

analysis as my literature review to investigate the relative effectiveness of the two types of 

instruction. The meta-analysis sought answers to these two general questions:  

1. Is there any difference in the effect of comprehension-based and production-based 

instruction on the receptive and productive acquisition of vocabulary?  

2. Is there any difference in the effect of comprehension-based and production-based 

instruction on the receptive and productive acquisition of grammar?  

3.4. Methodology 

3.4.1. Selection of studies 

The following criteria were used to select studies for the meta-analysis: 

(1)  The studies had to be published between 1990 and 2010. This decision was made 

because although debate about the relative effectiveness of CBI and PBI started much 

earlier, there were few empirical studies prior to 1990 and those that did exist – such as 

Asher’s (1977) experiments with total-physical response (TPR) –  did not report sufficient 

data for the calculation of effect sizes. However, studies published in the last 20 years 

would be sufficient for the purpose of this meta-analysis, which is to identify gaps that I 

could address in the research for my thesis. 

(2)  Only those studies that compared CBI treatment with PBI treatment were selected. As 

noted earlier, the fundamental distinction between CBI and PBI is whether or not the 

instruction requires the production of the target language rather than whether or not 

production occurred during the instruction. 

To have included studies that involved either CBI or PBI would have necessitated a huge 

amount of time, which was not available for this project. Also including only comparative 

studies of the two approaches enabled the meta-analysis to focus on a narrow set of 

variables relating to the two approaches. Thus, for example, Ellis, et al. (1999) was not 

included because all three treatment groups in this study (baseline, premodified, and 

interactionally modified input) involved CBI and there was no PBI group. Ellis and He 
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(1999), on the other hand, was included as it had both a CBI condition (premodified and 

interactionally modified input group) and a PBI condition (output group).  

CBI treatment was defined as comprising any activity that required learners to comprehend 

oral or written L2 input to achieve the goal of the activity, but required no L2 production or 

only limited production (e.g. ‘yes’ or ‘no’). Production-based instruction was defined as 

comprising any activity that required learners to produce the specific target features in either 

oral or written form. Therefore, although “interactionally modified input” (R. Ellis, et al., 

1999) elicits learner production, it is classified as a CBI treatment as it does not require 

learners to produce the target features

(3)  Studies that involved control groups or comparison groups were included. The term 

‘control group’ refers to either a ‘true control group’ that did not receive any treatment or a 

‘non-focused group’ that received treatment but not with any focus on the specific linguistic 

feature being investigated (e.g. the “control group” in De Jong (2005) performed tasks that 

did not include the target structure). A ‘comparison group’ refers to a group that received an 

alternative treatment that was the focus of the comparison. However, in the case of the 

studies included in this meta-analysis, both experimental group and comparison group were 

classified as either CBI or PBI and they served as each other’s comparison groups. 

Although effect sizes for meta-analysis ideally contrast one experimental group and one 

‘true control group’, many SLA studies do not make this possible (see Norris & Ortega, 

2000) as they often lack a true control group. To maximise the number of studies in this 

analysis, any study that had 

 whereas the “output condition” in Ellis and He (1999) 

was classified as PBI because the learners were required to produce the target words in 

order to complete an information-gap task. A number of vocabulary acquisition studies that 

involved receptive learning (e.g. learning the meaning of L2 words through L2-L1 

translation) and productive learning (e.g. learning to express the meaning of L2 words 

through L1-L2 translation) were included. For example, Mondria & Wiersma (2004) 

compared the effects of receptive learning (i.e. L2-L1 translation practice) and productive 

learning (i.e. L1-L2 translation practice). In such studies, receptive activities were classified 

as CBI and productive activities as PBI as this accords with the above definitions of CBI 

and PBI.  

either a ‘control group’ or a ‘comparison group’ was included. 
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(4)  Only studies that involved measurements of either grammar or vocabulary acquisition 

were included. Grammar acquisition was operationalized as  L2 morphology, syntax, or 

pragmalinguistic features (e.g. Takimoto, 2009). Vocabulary acquisition could involve any 

aspect of vocabulary knowledge such as collocation (e.g. Webb & Kagimoto, 2009), 

orthography, the syntactical or grammatical function of a word, association (Webb, 2005, 

2009) as well as the meaning or form of a word. 

(5)  Only studies that provided enough statistical information for computing effect sizes 

were included. The detailed criteria for selecting studies that allow for this are considered 

below.   

The current meta-analysis did not include fugitive literature (e.g. unpublished doctoral 

dissertations and conference presentations). The literature search started with ten major 

SLA journals: Studies in Second Language Acquisition, Language Learning, Applied 

Linguistics, Language Teaching Research, System, The Modern Language Journal, The 

Canadian Modern Language Review, Language Awareness, Computer Assisted Language 

Learning, TESOL Quarterly. Electronic databases such as the Education Resources 

Information Center (ERIC) and the Linguistic and Language Behaviour Abstracts (LLBA) 

were used to extend the search. Some of the key words used in the database search were: 

input, output, comprehension, production, receptive, productive, comparative, comparison, 

classroom, vocabulary learning, and acquisition. As a result, some articles from other 

journals (Hispania, Second Language Research, Spanish Applied Linguistics, Foreign 

Language Annals, Applied Psycholinguistics, JALT journal and RELC Journal) and 

chapters from some books (Coady &  Huckin, 1997; Bogaards & Laufer-Dvorkin, 2004; 

VanPatten, 2004; Lee & Benati, 2007; Benati & Lee 2008; Benati, 2009) were identified 

and selected.  

When a single experimental study was reported in more than one published study, only one   

was selected for the meta-analysis. When a single study report presented more than one 

experiment, each experiment contributed an effect size in the meta-analysis. In other words, 

each experiment was treated as a separate study. As a result, 53 unique sample studies 

reported in 42 published studies were included in the meta-analysis. The selected studies 

consisted of 20 unique sample studies for vocabulary acquisition and 34 unique sample 

studies for grammar acquisition. The lists of the published studies are shown in Table 3. As 
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Gass & Torres (2005) examined the acquisition of both grammar (gender agreement and 

estar + location) and vocabulary, it was included in both categories. It is worth noting that 

out of 34 unique sample studies for grammar acquisition, 21 involved “processing 

instruction” (VanPatten & Cadierno, 1993b) 1. 

 
Table 4: Studies on Grammar and Vocabulary Acquisition for the Current Meta-Analysis 

Vocabulary acquisition studies (N = 13)   
Ellis and He (1999) 
de la Fuente (2002) 
Gass and Torres (2005)  
Griffin and Harley (1996) 
Hulstijn (2001) 
Keating (2008) 
Laufer (2003) 

Mondria and Wiersma (2004) 
Steinel, Hulstijn, and Steinel (2007) 
Webb (2005) 
Webb (2009a) 
Webb (2009b) 
Webb and Kagimoto (2009) 

Grammar acquisition studies (N = 30)  
Allen (2000) 
Benati (2005) 
Benati (2009) 
Benati and Lee (2008) 
Benati, Lee, and Houghton (2008) 
Benati, Lee, and Laval (2008) 
Collentine (1998) 
De Jong (2005) 
DeKeyser and Sokalski (1996) 
Erlam (2003) 
Farley (2001a) 
Farley (2001b) 
Farley (2004) 
Gass and Torres (2005)  
Izumi (2002) 

Koyanagi (1999) 
Lee and Benati (2007a) 
Lee and Benati (2007b) 
Leeser (2008) 
Morgan-Short and Bowden (2006) 
Nagata (1998a) 
Nagata (1998b) 
Qin (2008) 
Song and Suh (2008) 
Takimoto (2009) 
Tanaka (2001) 
Toth (2006) 
VanPatten and Cadierno (1993a) 
VanPatten and Wong (2004) 
VanPatten, Inclezan, Salazar, and Farley (2009) 

3.4.2. Coding 

A total of 53 unique sample studies were coded for independent, dependent and moderator 

variables. The independent variable was the treatment mode (i.e. CBI or PBI). A treatment 

was coded as ‘CBI’ if it required the learners to demonstrate comprehension of the target L2 

with no requirement to produce the target L2 features, whereas it was coded as ‘PBI’ if it 

required oral or written production of the target features. When a treatment required both 

comprehension and production of the target L2 features, it was coded as ‘PBI’ on the 

grounds that any kind of PBI provides opportunity for both input and output.  
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The dependent variable was the measure of vocabulary or grammar acquisition that was 

used to calculate effect sizes. The meta-analysis also included five moderator variables for 

the purpose of finding gaps in this research domain. The five moderator variables were: 

presence or absence of explicit instruction, mode of outcome measurement, time of outcome 

measurement, instructional setting, and the participants’ age. The operational definition of 

each moderator variable and the rationale for choosing it are provided below. 

Explicit instruction of target features. This variable was employed to investigate whether 

the learners’ primary focus (i.e. on meaning or on form) has any impact on the comparative 

effects of CBI and PBI. As the distinctions between ‘focus on form’ and ‘focus on forms’ 

(Long, 1991) and between ‘meaning-focused’ and ‘form-focused’ involve a high level of 

interpretation (see Norris & Ortega, 2000) the current meta-analysis examined a relatively 

low inference variable, namely presence or absence of explicit instruction. In the process of 

coding, it was found that it was necessary to operationalize this distinction differently for 

grammar acquisition and vocabulary acquisition studies. For gramamr acquisition studies, a 

treatement was coded as ‘+ explicit’ if the learner received a written or oral explicit 

explanation of the target feature as  part of the instruction or when the learners were directly 

asked to atttend to a particular lingusitic form. It was classified as ‘-explicit’ when a 

treatment did not involve any explicit instruction of the target feature. It was also coded as 

‘-explicit’ when the learners were provided with some explicit information but this was not 

directed at the target feature but was intended just to help the learners to perform the 

activity (e.g., providing the L2 words needed to perform the activity).  

For vocabulary acquisition studies, the distinction of ‘+/-explicit’ was not straightforward as 

meaning of the the words was sometimes provided only to help learners to perform the 

activity (e.g. reading a story with glosses) and the learners were not notified that the purpose 

of the activity was to learn the vocabulary. As the instruction directed the learners’ primary 

focus on meaning rather than on the form of the words, this might be considered to be  ‘-

explicit’. In order to resolve this problem, a coding decision was made regarding whether 

the treatment offered intentional learning (i.e. the instruction directed learners to learn the 

target words) or incidental learning (i.e. the instruction aimed at learning while the learner’s 

attention is focused on some other aspect of the L2). See Chapter 2 for a fuller account of 

this distinction. Thus, a treatment was coded as ‘+explicit’ when it required intentional 

learning and ‘-explicit’ when it catered to incidental learning. For example, it was coded as 
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‘+explicit’ when the target words meanings were provided prior to the instruction and the 

learners were informed that the goal of the treatment was to learn the vocabulary items. 

However, even if the meanings of target words were provided prior to the activity, it was 

coded as ‘-explicit’ if the learners were just asked to comprehend the input with the help of 

marginal glosses  (e.g. a written, audio or video story) or to reproduce an L2 text (as in a 

dictoglos task) with the help of a list of target words (e.g. Hulstijn & Laufer, 2001; Laufer, 

2003).  

Mode of outcome measurement. This variable was included because many studies have 

reported a strong relationship between the type of practice and the type of skills that are 

developed (e.g. Beretta & Davies, 1985; DeKeyser & Sokalski, 1996; 2001). The tests in 

each unique sample study were categorized as either ‘a receptive test’ or ‘productive test’. A 

receptive test refers to a test that requires the learners to comprehend oral or written L2 

input but does not require the production of the target features. A productive test refers to a 

test that requires the learners to produce the target L2 feature in oral or written form.   

Timing of outcome measurement. Some studies have reported that PBI results in more 

durable learning than CBI (e.g. de la Fuente, 2002) while others have found the opposite 

(e.g. VanPatten, Inclezan, Salazar, & Farley, 2009). In order to examine this issue, the 

durability of learning was investigated by examining when the post-test was administered. 

Each test was classified as either ‘an immediate post-test’ (i.e. it was conducted within one 

week after the treatment) or ‘a delayed post-test’ (i.e. it was conducted more than one week 

after the treatment). It should be noted that this classification did not always accord with 

how the tests had been originally labelled in the studies. For example, Song & Suh’s (2008) 

and Takimoto’s (2009) so-called ‘immediate post-tests’ were actually conducted more than 

one week after the treatment was concluded and were thus classified as ‘delayed’ for the 

purpose of this meta-analysis. 

Instructional setting. This variable was included in order to identify a possible gap in the 

existing studies. Instructional setting was coded as ‘second language setting’ and ‘foreign 

language setting’. It was expected that the majority of the studies had been conducted in a 

foreign language setting. 

Participants’ age group. The learners in each study were classified as belonging to one of 

the following age groups: (1) children (up tp 13 years old), (2) adolescents (14-17 years 



50 
 

old), (3) adults (18 years old or more), (4) age of participants not specified. Four unique 

sample studies in Benati (2009), de la Fuente (2002) and Laufer (2003) were categorised as 

(4). 

3.4.3. Data analysis 

The data analysis involved two steps: effect size calculation and effect size aggregation.  

3.4.3.1. Effect size calculation 

An effect size for meta-analysis is calculated by contrasting the test value of one treatment 

group with one baseline group. In the current analysis, the following criteria was set for 

identifying the baseline group. If a study involved a control group (i.e. a group receiving no 

instruction) or a non-focused treatment group (i.e. a group that had received instruction but 

had had no exposure to the target structure except in the pre-and post-tests), these groups 

were used as baseline groups. If the study did not involve any control or non-focused 

groups, the other experimental group was used as a baseline. When one study had multiple 

experimental groups that received the same type of instruction (e.g. two PBI groups, 

‘traditional instruction’ and ‘meaningful output instruction’, as in Benati, 2005), the one 

considered to be less focused (in this case ‘traditional instruction’) was used as the baseline 

group. As a result, out of the 30 grammar acquisition studies, the effect sizes of 18 studies 

were calculated with a control or non-focused group and 12 studies were calculated with the 

other experimental group. As only one of the 13 vocabulary acquisition studies involved a 

control, the effect sizes for 12 studies were calculated by contrasting one experimental 

group with the other.  

The following methods were employed for the calculation of effect sizes as they have been 

widely used in previous meta-analysis studies in SLA. Cohen’s d index was calculated 

when three statistical elements, group means, standard deviations and sample sizes were 

reported in a study. The following equation (Cohen, 1988) was adopted. 

𝑑 =
𝑀1− 𝑀2

σ𝑝𝑜𝑜𝑙𝑒𝑑
 

σ𝑝𝑜𝑜𝑙𝑒𝑑  =  
(𝑛1 − 1)𝜎1 + (𝑛2 − 1)𝜎2

(𝑛1 − 1) + (𝑛2 − 1)  
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where M1is the mean of the experimental or treatment group, M2 is the mean of the control 

or comparison group and σ is the pooled standard deviation of post-test scores, n is the 

group sample size.  

When the above elements were not reported but exact values for t or F comparisons 

between two groups, as well as group sample sizes were provided, d was calculated using 

the following equations .  

𝑑 =
t �(𝑛1 + 𝑛2)
�(𝑛1 + 𝑛2)

 

     

𝑑 =
√F �(𝑛1 + 𝑛2)
�(𝑛1 + 𝑛2)

 

3.4.3.2. Agregating effect sizes  

In a meta-analysis, one study ideally has one experimental group and one control group; 

thus, one study contributes a single effect size to the meta-analysis. However, as is evident 

in many meta-analytic studies (e.g. Li, 2010; Norris & Ortega, 2000), such studies are rare 

in SLA research. In the current meta-analysis, therefore, each experimental group 

contributed an effect size to the meta-analysis with the exception of Gass and Torres (2005), 

which contributed two effect sizes, one for vocabulary and another for grammar. As the 

current meta-analysis included studies involving both CBI and PBI groups, in many cases 

one study contributed two separate effect sizes – one for CBI and the other for PBI. 

However, a study contributed two effect sizes for one type of instruction if it had two 

treatment groups belonging to the same instructional type (e.g. Benati, 2005; R. Ellis & He, 

1999). In order to achieve one effect size for one experimental condition, if a study reported 

results based on different measures for the effects of one type of treatment (for example De 

Jong (2005) reported eight different test values representing eight grammatical features 

examined in a single test), the effect sizes for each value were averaged for the same 

independent variable. If a study reported combined scores for different measurements as 

well as separate test scores, the combined score was used to calculate the effect size.  
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In order to compare the effects of the two types of instruction on each variable, the effect 

sizes for each treatment group were aggregated. The averaged effect sizes were interpreted 

using Cohen’ (1988) criteria: .80 < d constitues a large effect size, .50 < d < .80 a medium 

effect size, and .20 < d < .50 a small effect size. The differences between variables were 

interpreted  with reference to the 95% confidence intervals which were computed according 

to the following formula.  

𝐶𝐼 = 𝑑 ± [(95%𝑡 = distribution at 𝑘 − 1 𝑑𝑓) �
𝑠𝑑
√𝑘
�] 

where d is the average effect size estimate, sd is the standard deviation of the average effect 

size estimate, and k is the number of study effect sizes. If the effect size falls within the 95% 

confidence interval, “the claim will be correct 95% of the time” (Rosenthal, 1995). 

3.4.4. Results 

An overview of the synthesized studies is presented first. Then the results and discussion of 

meta-analysis are presented for vocabulary and grammar acquisition separately.   

3.4.5. Research synthesis 

Altogether 53 studies published between 1990 and 2010 were retrieved ( Figure 1). While 

there were only a small number of related studies in the 1990s,  the past decade has seen a 

substantial growth in the amount of research in these types of instruction. Among the 

retrieved studies, 34 concern grammar and 20 pertain to vocabulary, which demonstrates an 

uneven representation of the two instruction types in the dataset (see Appendix B for 

detailed information about each included study). 
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Figure 1: Publication Frequency of Comparative Studies of CBI versus PBI 

 

3.4.6. Vocabulary acquisition 

This section reports the results of the meta-analysis of vocabulary studies. It starts with 

reporting the overall effects of the two types of instruction, followed by the results for each 

moderator variable.   

3.4.6.1. Overall results  

Table 5 summarizes the resutls of the meta-analysis by displaying the mean effect sizes, 

standard deviations, and confidence intervals with the number of unique sample studies and 

treatments that contributed to each mean effect size. Twenty unique sample studies 

investigated vocabulary acquisition by comparing the two types of instruction.  
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Table 5: Mean Effect Sizes for Vocabulary Instruction 

     95% CI 95% CI 

Variables n Mean d SD d Lower Upper 

CBI  20 -.87 1.21 -1.35 -.39 

PBI  20 1.03 1.21 .49 1.57 

n: number of unique sample studies contributing effect sizes. 

Table 4 shows that while PBI produced a large positive effect size (d = 1.03), CBI had a 

negative large effect size (d= -.83). The 95% CI values did not overlap, indicating that PBI 

was more effective than CBI for vocabulary acquisition. The negative effect size for CBI 

was caused by the fact that the effect sizes for this meta-analysis were mainly calculated by 

means of CBI- PBI comparisons rather than by treatment – non treatment comparisons. 

When calculating effect sizes that contrast two experimental groups, a positive effect size 

for one group results in a negative effect size for the other. In this meta-analysis 95 % 

(involving 19 unique sample studies), the effect sizes were calculated by contrasting an 

experimental group with some kind of comparison group with only one study (5%) having a 

true control group. Thus the negative effect size for CBI must be interpreted as showing that 

this type of instruction was less effective than PBI rather than as showing that CBI had a 

negative effect on vocabulary acquisition.  

3.4.6.2. Explicit instruction 

Table 6 shows the results of the meta-analysis for the explicit instruction variable (i.e. 

whether or not explicit instruction was provided). Out of 20 unique sample studies for 

vocabulary acquisition, 11 studies (55%) provided explicit instruction while 8 studies (45%) 

did not provide any. As one study (R. Ellis & He, 1999) involved a PBI treatment group 

with explicit instruction and two CBI groups without explicit instruction, this study 

contributed to the effect sizes of both variables using different groups.  
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Table 6: Mean Effect Sizes for Explicit Instruction in Vocabulary Instruction 

      95% CI 95% CI 

Variables  n Mean d SD d Lower Upper 

 + Explicit CBI 12 .03 1.07 -.65 .71 

  PBI  12 .27 1.03 -.39 .92 

 - Explicit CBI  10 -1.60 .74 -2.00 -1.18 

  PBI  10 1.95 .63 1.05 2.40 

n: number of unique sample studies contributing effect sizes. 

As Figure 2 shows, CBI and PBI treatments resulted in similar effect sizes when explicit 

instruction was provided (d = .03, CI = -.65 – .71 for CBI, and d = .27, CI = -.39 – .92 for 

PBI). The confidence intervals for both treatments crossed zero, which means that at the 

level of p = .05 the effect is not statistically significant as the effects were simply 

coincidental. However, when explicit instruction was not provided, PBI treatments showed 

a large effect size (d = 1.95, CI = 1.05 – 2.40) while CBI treatments showed a negative large 

effect size (d = -1.60, CI = -2.00 – -1.18), indicating that PBI was more effective than CBI 

when the treatments did not involve explicit instruction.   

Figure 2: Mean Effect Sizes of Studies with and without Explicit Instruction 
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3.4.6.3. Mode of outcome measures 

Ten of the 20 unique sample studies (50%) employed both receptive and productive tests, 

nine studies (45%) included only a receptive test and one study (5%) involved only a 

productive test. Griffin & Harley (1996) was not included in this meta-analysis as the results 

for receptive and productive tests were combined in its report. Most of the studies that used 

only receptive measurements involved a test that required L2-L1 translation or providing L2 

definitions of the target words (e.g. Laufer, 2003). The study that involved only a 

productive measure (Gass & Torres, 2005) gave the learners L1 translations of the target 

words and asked them to write the L2 words.  

As Table 7 shows, the PBI treatments resulted in a large effect size for receptive tests (d = 

.88, CI = .26 – 1.49) and a medium effect size for productive tests (d = .76, CI = .11 – 1.41) 

while the CBI treatments demonstrated a negative medium effect size for the receptive tests 

(d = -.73 , CI = -1.28 – -.19) and a negative large effect size for the productive tests (d = -

.82, CI = -1.33 – -.31).  

Table 7: Mean Effect Sizes for Test Mode in Vocabulary Instruction 

      95% CI 95% CI 

Variables  n Mean d SD d Lower Upper 

 Receptive test CBI 18 -.73 1.25 -1.28 -.19 

  PBI  18 .88 1.28 .26 1.49 

 Productive test CBI 11 -.82 .92 -1.33 -.31 

  PBI  11 .76 1.02 .11 1.41 

n: number of unique sample studies contributing effect sizes. 

Non-overlapping CI values in Figure 3 indicate that PBI was more effective than CBI in 

both the receptive and productive measures of vocabulary acquisition.  
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Figure 3: Mean Effect Sizes for Mode of Outcome Measurement 

 

3.4.6.4. Time of outcome measurements 

Nineteen unique sample studies (95%) included post-tests within one week and ten studies 

(50%) conducted post-tests eight days or later after the treatment. As Table 8 and  

Figure 4 show, PBI resulted in a greater gain than CBI irrespective of the time of the post-

treatment measurements. PBI achieved large effect sizes for both immediate (d = .96, CI = 

.44 – 1.49) and delayed (d = 1.25, CI = .66 – 1.84) post-tests while CBI showed negative 

large effect sizes for both immediate (d = -.85, CI = -1.32 – -.37) and delayed (d = -.98, CI = 

-1.39 – -.57) post-tests.  

Table 8: Mean Effect Sizes for Test Timing in Vocabulary Instruction 

      95% CI 95% CI 

Variables  n Mean d SD d Lower Upper 

 Immediate test CBI  19 -.85 1.20 -1.32 -.37 

  PBI  19 .96 1.18 .44 1.49 

 Delayed test CBI 10 -.98 .80 -1.39 -.57 

  PBI  10 1.25 1.02 .66 1.84 

n: number of unique sample studies contributing effect sizes. 
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Figure 4: Mean Effect Sizes for Immediate and Delayed Post-Tests 

 

Interestingly, the difference between CBI and PBI was wider in the delayed post-test. This 

suggests that PBI caters to more durable vocabulary acquisition than CBI.  

3.4.6.5. Instructional setting 

Table 9 shows the results of the meta-analysis for foreign language (FL) and second 

language (SL) settings. Out of 20 unique sample studies, 17 studies (85%) were conducted 

in a FL setting while only three studies (15%) were conducted in a SL setting.  

 
Table 9: Mean Effect Sizes for Instructional Settings in Vocabulary Instruction 

      95% CI 95% CI 

Variables  n Mean d SD d Lower Upper 

 Second language CBI 3 -.52 2.66 -24.44 23.40 

  PBI  3 .52 2.66 -23.40 24.44 

 Foreign language CBI 17 -.90 1.13 -1.36 -.43 

  PBI  17 1.08 1.20 .57 1.60 

n: number of unique sample studies contributing effect sizes. 

As Figure 5 shows, the widely dispersed confidence intervals for the SL setting, due to the 

small subset of studies (n = 3), indicates that a trustworthy comparison is not possible. 

However, there was a clear difference in the FL setting; PBI showed a large effect size (d = 
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1.08, CI = .57 – 1.60) while CBI showed a negative large effect size (d = -.90, CI = -1.36 – -

.43), indicating that PBI was more effective than CBI in a foreign language setting.  

Figure 5: Mean Effect Sizes for Studies Conducted in Second and Foreign Language Settings 

 

 

3.4.6.6. Participants’ age  

As Table 10 shows, most of the vocabulary acquisition studies that contributed to this meta-

analysis investigated adult participants. Thirteen studies (65%) involved adult participants 

while only two studies (10 %) investigated children and three studies (15 %) adolescent 

participants. 

 
Table 10: Mean Effect Sizes for Participant’s Age inVocabulary Instruction 

      95% CI 95% CI 

Variables  n Mean d SD d Lower Upper 

 Children (<13) CBI 2 -.11 .07 -.75 .53 

  PBI  2 .11 .07 -.53 .75 

 Adolescent (14-17) CBI 3 -1.44 2.46 -7.55 4.68 

  PBI  3 1.40 2.01 -1.80 4.60 

 Adult (>18) CBI 13 -.76 1.05 -1.27 -.26 

  PBI  13 .91 1.04 .31 1.51 

n: number of unique sample studies contributing effect sizes. 
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As Figure 6 shows, due to the small number of observations available, the comparisons 

involving adolescent participants were characterized by broad confidence intervals. 

Although the effect sizes for children were similar, a trustworthy interpretation is not 

possible as only two unique sample studies contributed each effect size. The only 

interpretable variable was adult participants; CBI showed a negative medium effect size (d 

= -.76, CI = -1.27 – -.26) while PBI showed a positive large effect size (d = .91, CI = .31 – 

1.51), indicating that PBI was more effective than CBI for adult learners.   

Figure 6: Mean Effect Sizes for Participants’ Age 

 

 

3.4.7. Discussion 

The first research question asked whether there is any difference in the effect of CBI and 

PBI on the receptive and productive acquisition of vocabulary. The summary of the meta-

analysis is shown in Table 11.  
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Table 11: Summary of Meta-analysis for Vocabulary Instruction 

Variables Effect size differences 

Explicit instruction + Explicit CBI < PBI 

– Explicit CBI <* PBI 

Test mode Receptive test CBI <* PBI 

Productive test CBI <* PBI 

Test time Immediate test CBI <* PBI 

Delayed test CBI <* PBI 

Settings SL Not interpretable due to the small sample sizes 

FL CBI <* PBI 

Participant’s age Children (<13) Not interpretable due to the small sample sizes 

Adolescent (14-17) Not interpretable due to the small sample sizes 

Adult (>18) CBI <* PBI 

*The difference is trustworthy with 95% CI. 

Overall PBI demonstrated larger effect sizes than CBI with 95% confidence intervals. None 

of the examined variables showed a larger effect size for CBI compared to PBI, indicating 

that PBI was generally more effective than CBI in vocabulary acquisition.  

The analysis has demonstrated a lack of studies investigating young learners and second 

language settings. This will be discussed after the results for the effects of the two types of 

instruction on grammar acquisition have been reported. 

The meta-analysis also raises some issues relating to the methodology of studies 

investigating the effects of instruction on vocabulary acquisition. Out of 20 unique sample 

studies, only one study (5%) involved a control group. Thus, 95% of the contrasts were 

calculated by comparing one experimental or comparison group with the other. Of the 95% 

without a control group, five studies (26%) involved learners with zero initial knowledge of 

the target vocabulary (i.e. the target words were nonsense words), and six studies (32%) 

checked the learners’ pre-experimental vocabulary knowledge before selecting the target 

words. However, 42% of studies did not provide any evidence of participants’ pre-

experimental knowledge of the target vocabulary. To ensure a reliable research synthesis for 

vocabulary acquisition, more studies with control conditions or pre-treatment measurements 

are needed. 
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3.4.8. Grammar acquisition 

This section reports the results for studies that compared the effects of CBI and PBI on  

grammar acquisition. It starts with a report of overall results, followed by those for each 

moderator variable. 

3.4.8.1. Overall results 

Thirty-four 34 unique sample studies in 30 published studies contributed to the meta-

analysis. The effect sizes of 20 unique sample studies (51%) were calculated by comparing 

an experimental group with a control group or a non-focused group. Fifteen (44 %) of them 

involved true control groups. The percentage of the comparisons involving true control 

groups was greater than that reported by Norris & Ortega (2000) (20%) or Keck, Iberri-

Shea, Tracy-Ventura, & Wa-Mbaleka (2006) (6%) in their meta-analysis reports.  

Table 12 shows the results for grammar acquisition. The results show that CBI treatments 

had a larger effect size than PBI. The mean effect size for CBI treatments was large while 

that for the PBI treatments was medium (d >.50). However, the difference in effect sizes for 

the two groups lay just outside the 95% confidence level.  

Table 12: Mean Effect Sizes for Grammar Instruction 

     95% CI 95% CI 

Instructional options n Mean d SD d Lower Upper 

CBI 34 1.73 1.71 1.17 2.29 

PBI  34 .63 1.95 .01 1.24 

n: number of unique sample studies contributing effect sizes. 

3.4.8.2. Explicit instruction 

Most of the grammar acquisition studies in this analysis included explicit instruction in their 

treatments. Out of 34 unique sample studies, 26 (76%) employed explicit instruction for all 

of the experimental groups, four (12%) did not provide any explicit instruction, and four (12 

%) employed +explicit or -explicit condition for different experimental groups. The results 

are shown in Table 13. 

. 
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Table 13: Mean Effect Sizes for Explicit Instruction in Grammar Instruction 

      95% CI 95% CI 

Instructional options  n Mean d SD d Lower Upper 

 + Explicit CBI 30 1.64 1.57 1.06 2.21 

  PBI  30 .52 1.83 -.13 1.16 

 – Explicit CBI 8 2.14 2.35 -.03 4.30 

  PBI  8 1.09 2.50 -1.00 3.18 

n: number of unique sample studies contributing effect sizes. 

As Figure 7 shows, the widely dispersed confidence intervals for the ‘-explicit’ studies 

indicates that the number of the studies for this category was too small for a reliable 

comparison. When the treatment involved explicit instruction, CBI showed a large effect 

size (d = 1.64, CI = 1.06 – 2.21) while PBI showed a medium effect size (d = .52, CI = -.13 

– 1.16). However, the difference between the two types of instruction was just outside the 

95 % CI level. Their confidence intervals overlap, so the difference is not significant.  

Figure 7: Mean Effect Sizes for Explicit Instruction 

 

 

3.4.8.3. Mode of outcome measures 

Izumi (2002) was excluded from this analysis as the scores of his receptive and productive 

tests were combined. Out of the other 33 unique sample studies, one (Gass & Torres, 2005) 
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involved only a receptive test and one (Leeser, 2008) used only a productive test, but all the 

other (31 studies, 94% of all) included both receptive and productive measurements. The 

results of the meta-analysis are presented in Table 14. 

Table 14: Mean Effect Sizes for Test Mode in Grammar Instruction 

      95% CI 95% CI 

Instructional options  n Mean d SD d Lower Upper 

 Receptive test CBI 32 2.43 2.48 1.16 3.24 

  PBI  32 -.08 2.58 -.89 .73 

 Productive test CBI 32 1.41 2.03 .77 2.06 

  PBI  32 1.56 1.98 .95 2.16 

n: number of unique sample studies contributing effect sizes. 

As Figure 8 shows, CBI (d = 2.43, CI = 1.16 – 3.24) resulted in a larger effect size in the 

receptive measures than PBI (d = -.08, CI =.89 – .73) with 95% CI. In the productive 

measures, on the other hand, PBI resulted in a slightly higher effect size (d = 1.56, CI =.95 – 

2.16 for PB) than CBI (d = 1.41, CI =.77 – 2.06). However, the overlapping confidence 

intervals indicate that a trustworthy comparison is not possible. 

Figure 8: Mean Effect Sizes for Mode of Outcome Measurement 
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3.4.8.4. Time of outcome measurement 

Table 15 shows the mean effect sizes for different time of outcome measurements. Out of 

34 unique sample studies, 32 (94%) involved post-tests conducted within one week (i.e. an 

immediate post-test) and 15 studies (44%) post-tests 8 days or later (i.e. a delayed post-test). 

For the immediate post-tests, CBI showed a large effect size (d = 1.64, CI = 1.05 – 2.23) 

while PBI showed a small effect size (d = .47, CI = -.13 – 1.07). For the delayed post-tests, 

both types of instruction showed large effect sizes (d = 1.11, CI = .30 – 1.92 for CB, and d = 

.97, CI = .35 – 1.59 for PBI). 

Table 15: Mean Effect Sizes for Test Timing in Grammar Instruction 

      95% CI 95% CI 

Instructional options  n Mean d SD d Lower Upper 

 Immediate test CBI 32 1.64 1.71 1.05 2.23 

  PBI  32 .47 1.83 -.13 1.07 

 Delayed test CBI 15 1.11 1.51 .30 1.92 

  PBI  15 .97 1.21 .35 1.59 

n: number of unique sample studies contributing effect sizes. 

As Figure 9 shows, the confidence intervals for immediate post-test overlapped only 

marginally, indicating that CBI was more effective than PBI when the post-test was 

conducted within one week. However, the difference between two groups was smaller in the 

delayed post-tests as shown by the widely overlapping 95% CI, indicating that the two types 

of instruction resulted in a similar gain when acquisition was tested 8 days or later after the 

treatment.  
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Figure 9: Mean Effect Sizes for Time of Outcome Measurement 

 

3.4.8.5. Instructional setting 

Most of the studies contributing to this meta-analysis were conducted in foreign language 

settings. As Table 16 shows, out of 34 unique sample studies, 29 (85%) were conducted in 

foreign language settings while only five (15%) were conducted in second language 

settings.  

Table 16: Mean Effect Sizes for Instructional Settings in Grammar Instruction 

      95% CI 95% CI 

Instructional options  n Mean d SD d Lower Upper 

 Second language CBI 5 1.54 1.81 -.14 3.22 

  PBI  5 1.45 1.86 -.50 3.40 

 Foreign language CBI 29 1.77 1.71 1.14 2.40 

  PBI  29 .49 1.96 -.19 1.16 

n: number of unique sample studies contributing effect sizes. 

The broad confidence intervals in SL settings (see Figure 10) indicate the lack of studies in 

this context so a trustworthy interpretation is not possible. In the case of FL settings, 
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however, the two types of instruction showed relatively clear differences. CBI showed a 

large effect size (d = 1.77, CI = 1.14 – 2.40) while PBI treatments showed a small effect 

size (d = .49, CI = -.19 – 1.16), and the confidence intervals overlapped only marginally, 

indicating that CBI resulted in a larger effect size than PBI in a FL setting.  

Figure 10: Mean Effect Sizes for Instructional Setting 

 

3.4.8.6. Participants’ age  

The majority of the studies investigated adult participants. As Table 17 shows, 27 unique 

sample studies (79%) involved adult participants (18 years old or more) while only two (6 

%) examined children (13 years old or less) and four (12 %) investigated adolescent 

participants (14-17 years old).  
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Table 17: Mean Effect Sizes for Participant’s Age in Grammar Instruction 

      95% CI 95% CI 

Instructional options  n Mean d SD d Lower Upper 

 Children (<13yo) CBI 2 1.84 1.48 -11.43 15.11 

  PBI  2 -1.65 1.08 -3.37 .06 

 Adolescent (14-17) CBI 4 1.31 1.00 -.28 2.90 

  PBI  4 .93 2.30 -2.81 4.67 

 Adult (>18) CBI 27 1.68 1.77 1.03 2.33 

  PBI  27 .75 1.88 .05 1.45 

n: number of unique sample studies contributing effect sizes. 

As Figure 11 shows, the widely dispersed confidence intervals for children and adolescent 

participants make reliable comparisons impossible due to the small numbers of studies. As 

for studies with adult participants, CBI treatments achieved a large effect size (d = 1.68, CI 

= 1.03 – 2.33) while PBI treatments showed a medium effect size (d = .75, CI = .05 – 1.45). 

However, the overlapping confidence intervals indicate that the result cannot be interpreted 

with confidence. 
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Figure 11: Mean Effect Sizes for Participants’ Age 

 

3.4.9. Discussion 

The second research question asked whether there is any difference in the effect of CBI and 

PBI on the receptive and productive acquisition of grammar. The summary of the results is 

shown in Table 18.  
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Table 18: Summary of Meta-Analysis Results for Grammar Instruction 

Variables Effect size differences 

Explicit instruction + Explicit CBI > PBI 

– Explicit Not interpretable due to the small sample sizes 

Test mode Receptive test CBI >* PBI 

Productive test CBI < PBI 

Test time Immediate test CBI > PBI 

Delayed test CBI > PBI 

Settings SL Not interpretable due to the small sample sizes 

FL CBI > PBI 

Participant’s age Children (<13) Not interpretable due to the small sample sizes 

Adolescent (14-17) Not interpretable due to the small sample sizes 

Adult (>18) CBI > PBI 

*The difference is trustworthy with 95% CI. 

In general CBI resulted in larger effect sizes than PBI for grammar acquisition except for 

one condition; PBI showed a larger effect size than CBI in production tests.  

Only one variable (i.e. receptive tests) showed a clear difference between CBI and PBI 

when 95% confidence intervals were considered. However, some other variables also 

showed relatively clear advantages for CBI with the difference in effect size lying just 

outside the 95% confidence interval: (1) + explicit, (2) immediate post-test, and (3) FL 

settings.  

There are some other findings that are worth pointing out. The results indicated that CBI 

was equally effective for developing both receptive and productive knowledge but PBI was 

more effective for productive knowledge than for receptive knowledge (see Table 14). 

These results lend some support to DeKeyser & Sokalski’s (2001) finding that the effect of 

the each type of instruction is most evident in the same modality as the instruction. 

The results also showed some gaps in this research area. Trustworthy comparisons were not 

possible due to the small sample sizes in ‘-explicit’, ‘SL’, ‘children’ and ‘adolescent’ 

variables. In the analysis for explicit instruction, only four unique sample studies (De Jong, 

2005; Gass & Torres, 2005; Izumi, 2002; Song & Suh, 2008) out of 34 were conducted 
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without explicit instruction. Of the four studies without explicit instruction, only Gass and 

Torres (2005) used oral tasks while the others used written activities in their treatments. The 

+/-explicit instruction variable was included in the meta-analysis in order to examine the 

effects of incidental and intentional learning in CBI-PBI comparisons. Considering the fact 

that the results also showed a lack of studies involving young learners, who are generally 

considered to be well-suited to learning incidentally, and also studies in a SL setting, where 

acquisition generally takes place incidentally, there is clearly very limited evidence to show 

what effect the two types of instruction have on incidental L2 acquisition. There is 

obviously a need for more studies that investigate this. This became a major aim of the 

studies reported later in this thesis.  

3.5. Conclusion 

This chapter examined the comparative effectiveness of CBI and PBI and identified gaps in 

this research area. The first section overviewed the various theories that have motivated 

studies of the effect of these two types of instruction on both grammar and vocabulary 

acquisition. I then proposed the use of meta-analysis as a way of conducting a systematic 

literature review. The next section described the methodology of the meta-analysis. The 

results of the meta-analysis were then reported separately for vocabulary and grammar 

acquisition. In each case, in addition to the results for the basic comparison of the two types 

of instruction, results for five moderator variables were reported. 

In vocabulary acquisition, PBI showed overall greater effect sizes than CBI. One 

explanation might be the level of involvement load. Laufer and Hulstijin (2001) argued that 

vocabulary learning is dependent on task-induced involvement as reflected in ‘need’, 

‘search’ and ‘evaluation’ (see Chapter 2 section 2.1). Laufer and Hulstijin evaluated the 

task-induced involvement of the tasks used in different vocabulary studies. The evaluation 

indicated that out of seven task types, three tasks – all of which involved writing – were 

evaluated as having greater involvement than the other four tasks that required only reading 

and comprehension (Laufer & Hulstijn, 2001, p. 18). This suggests that PBI activities 

generally provide opportunity for greater involvement than CBI activities and might be the 

reason for the larger effect sizes found for PBI. However, it raises an interesting question: 

Do PBI vocabulary activities necessarily lead to more involvement than CBI activities? In 
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the research reported in this thesis I set out to design CBI tasks that would have a high 

involvement load. 

In grammar acquisition, however, the analysis showed opposite results from vocabulary 

studies; overall CBI resulted in larger effect sizes than PBI with the exception of when 

acquisition was measured in terms of production, where there was no difference. A possible 

explanation might be learner’s processing capacity. VanPatten (2004) suggested that 

learners’ limited capacity for processing an L2 impedes the process of converting input to 

intake (i.e. ‘input processing’). He argued that forcing learners to produce in the L2 can 

interfere with their capacity to notice or attend to linguistic form. In contrast, Processing 

Instruction (see Chapter 2 section 2.2.3.1) can actually assist learners with these processes. 

Given the fact that most of the studies included in the meta-analysis were conducted in a FL 

context, it is likely that many of the studies involved participants with low proficiency 

levels who were therefore less likely to attend to form and meaning simultaneously as they 

had limited processing capacity. The PBI and CBI did not differ remarkably in SL settings 

where learners can be expected to possess stronger production skills and accordingly are 

better-equipped to process linguistics forms in PBI. Overall, the CBI may have enabled 

learners to attend to the form more easily than the PBI did, and thus was especially 

beneficial for EFL learners who have limited processing capacity.  

Why then do the vocabulary and grammar studies produce such different results? This 

might be because vocabulary and grammar instruction work in different ways. According to 

the computational model of second language acquisition (R. Ellis, 1997), the first step in the 

acquisition of an L2 feature involves converting ‘intake’ (i.e. attending to the feature in the 

input and rehearsing it in working memory). The next step involves ‘integration’ (i.e. 

incorporating the feature into long-term memory) and ‘accommodation’ (VanPatten, 1996) 

(i.e. restructuring of the interlanguage system to accommodate the new feature). The final 

stage is output where the learner accesses the new feature and uses it in speech or writing. 

However, some researchers (e.g. Swain, 1995) suggest that the accessing long term memory 

in output also fosters the development of the learner’s linguistic system. In vocabulary 

acquisition, the process of converting input to intake is relatively straightforward because 

the connection between form-meaning is direct. However, retaining the stored memory is 

more problematic because the meanings of lexical items are stored in explicit memory and, 

for this reason, may not be durable. Thus, learners might need more help in maintaining 
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their stored lexical knowledge. Task-involvement load theory suggests that the more aspects 

of a word the learner has to attend to the more beneficial for learning. If so, the instruction 

might be more effective if it helps learners to establish access to their long-term explicit 

memory. This might be best achieved by providing opportunities for learners to produce the 

target items. In contrast, problems in L2 grammar acquisition tend to occur at the ‘input 

processing’ stage (i.e. with noticing-the-gap between the input and the learners’ own 

interlanguage system). Once grammatical knowledge is established in the learner’s 

interlanguage system it does not atrophy easily as implicit knowledge, in contrast to explicit 

knowledge, is durable. Therefore, grammar instruction that helps learners convert input to 

intake (i.e. input-based grammar instruction) may be more effective than grammar 

instruction that requires learners to access their knowledge from long-term memory. In 

other words, which type of instruction works more effectively depends on whether learners 

need assistance in strengthening and maintaining what has already been internalized (as 

with vocabulary) or processing intake from input (as with grammar). This might explain 

why CBI is more effective for grammar acquisition and PBI more effective for vocabulary 

acquisition.   

The meta-analysis revealed a number of limitations and gaps in the research: 

Methodologically, many of the vocabulary acquisition studies were limited in that they did 

not include a control or non-focused condition or a pre-treatment measurement.  

While a number of vocabulary studies investigated the effects of instruction on incidental 

acquisition, very few (only 12%) did so for grammar. There is clearly a need for more 

studies that examine the effects of CBI and PBI on the incidental acquisition of grammatical 

features. 

There is lack of research with young learners. This may be one reason why PBI was found 

to be superior to CBI for vocabulary. Children have a capacity for ‘fast-mapping’ (Clark, 

1993) whereas this capacity disappears in older learners. It is possible, therefore, that CBI 

may prove as or more effective than PBI when teaching young children vocabulary. 

There is also a lack of studies conducted in second language settings.  
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The study reported in the subsequent chapters attempted to address the first three of these 

limitations/ gaps. Unfortunately, I was not able to address the lack of studies in a SL setting 

as I only had access to a FL setting.  

 

1  A decision was taken not to distinguish studies where the CBI involved ‘processing 

instruction’ or some other form of comprehension-based instruction. However, it is possible 

that results will differ depending on the type of CBI. This constitutes a possibility to 

investigate in a subsequent extension of this meta-analysis.   
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Chapter 4. Pilot Study 

The pilot study was conducted from September to November 2008.   

4.1. Research Questions for the pilot study 

The purpose of the pilot study was to assess feasibility of the research design and to trial the 

instructional instrument and testing materials. The pilot study also aimed at obtaining 

provisional results for the two experimental groups. The research questions that the pilot 

study addressed were as follows.  

RQ 1. Does participation in comprehension-based tasks enable young Japanese learners of 

English to acquire new vocabulary? 

RQ 2. Does participation in production-based activities enable young Japanese learners of 

English to acquire new vocabulary? 

RQ 3. Which instructional approach (comprehension-based tasks vs. production-based 

activities) results in more newly acquired words? 

RQ 4. Does incidental acquisition of plural -s occur when young Japanese learners of 

English participate in comprehension-based tasks? 

RQ 5. Does incidental acquisition of plural -s occur when young Japanese learners of 

English participate in production-based activities? 

RQ 6. Do comprehension-based tasks and production-based activities differ in the extent to 

which they promote the acquisition of plural -s by young Japanese learners? 

RQ 7. To what extent do the instructional processes arising in the comprehension-based 

tasks and the production-based activities differ?  

4.2. Participants 

Thirty-six Japanese learners of English aged between six and eight years old participated in 

this study. They were in six intact classes in a private language school in Japan which 

provided 90 minutes of lessons per week. Three classes of the six consisted of the first year 
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elementary students with four months prior experience of learning English, and the other 

three classes consisted of the second year students with 16 months experience of learning 

English. The classes were used to form three groups; each group involved in one first-year 

class (A class) and one second-year class (B class). The number of students in each class is: 

CBI-A class = 6 students, CBI-B class = 7 students, PBI-A class = 3 students, PBI-B class = 

8 students, Control-A class = 6 students and Control-B class = 6 students. The participants 

did not have any English instruction outside of the study during the project. The number, 

age and experience of the students in each class/ group is shown in Table 19. 

 Table 19: Number, Age, and Experience of the Participants for Each Group 

Groups (student number) Class (student number) ages experience 

CBI group (n = 13) 
CBI-A (n = 6) 6 - 7  4 months 

CBI-B (n = 7) 7 - 8  16 months 

PBI group (n = 11) 
PBI-A (n = 3) 6 - 7  4 months 

PBI-B (n = 8) 7 - 8  16 months 

Control group (n = 12) 
Control-A (n = 7) 6 - 7  4 months 

Control-B (n = 5) 7 - 8  16 months 

  

4.3. Research design  

The study employed a quasi-experimental design (Dornyei, 2007; Mackey & Gass, 2005) 

with three groups: the comprehension-based instruction (CBI) group, the production-based 

instruction (PBI) group and the control group. The CBI group received comprehension-

based tasks where the students were not required to produce output. The PBI group received 

production-based activities where the students were required to produce output. The control 

group received a set of three activities, English songs, Total Physical Response, and 

alphabet practice, without being exposed to any target words. As controlling time-on-task is 

one important factor for comparing different types of instruction (Ellis et al., 1994; 

Loschky, 1994, Ellis & He, 1999, de la Fuente, 2002), the lesson time for each group was 

set at approximately 30 minutes. All the lessons for the three groups were taught by the 

researcher, who has ten years of teaching experience.  

Six tests were designed and were conducted over two weeks. In order to avoid inter-test 

effects, the three production tests were administered prior to the three comprehension tests. 
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This testing regime was repeated three times as pre-test, post-test 1, and 2. The pre-test was 

conducted two weeks prior to the first lesson, the post-test 1 was conducted one week after 

the treatment round, and the post-test 2 was conducted four weeks after finishing the post-

test 1. The test data was analysed quantitatively by employing statistical procedures. All the 

treatment classrooms were video- and audio-recorded in order to investigate the process 

features. The overview of the research design is shown in Table 20. 

Table 20: Overview of the Research Design 

 CBI group PBI group Control group 
Week 1 Pre-test (3 production tests) 
Week 2 Pre-test (3 comprehension tests) 
Week 3 CBI lesson 1, 2 PBI lesson 1, 2 Control lessons 
Week 4 CBI lesson 3, 4 PBI lesson 3, 4 Control lessons 
Week 5 CBI lesson 5, 6 PBI lesson 5, 6 Control lessons 
Week 6 Post-test 1 (3 production tests) 
Week 7 Post-test 2 (3 comprehension tests) 
Week 8  
Week 9  
Week 10  
Week 11 Post-test 2 (3 production tests) 
Week 12 Post-test 2 (3 comprehension tests) 

 

4.4. Target features  

The pilot study investigated the acquisition of two linguistic features: vocabulary 

acquisition and incidental acquisition of the structural knowledge of plural -s. Twenty-four 

nouns were selected as target items. In order to select the target nouns, three familiar 

categories for Japanese children were chosen: animals, home appliances, and fruit and 

vegetables. Two criteria for selecting the items were used: 1) Japanese children had 

generally seen the real objects or pictures of the items, therefore the participants were 

assumed to be familiar with them, and 2) the items were not in the List of English 

loanwords in Japanese (Daulton 1999), avoiding the possibility of participants inferring the 

word meanings by using their L1 knowledge on the comprehension test. Eight items were 

selected for each category. In order to provide opportunities to expose participants to plural 

form, two items from each set were introduced in both singular and plural form. Thus there 
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were a total of ten words for each set (i.e., eight in singular form and two in plural form) as 

shown in Table 21. 

 

Table 21: Target Vocabulary Items for the Pilot Study 

Item A  
(10 items) 

camel, ostrich, crocodile, hippopotamus, squirrel, seal, polar bear, peacock,  
crocodiles, peacocks 

Item B  
(10 items) 

pan, ladle, chopsticks, cutting board, plate, soap, battery, toothbrush, batteries, 
toothbrushes  

Item C  
(10 items) 

green pepper, eggplant, chestnut, radish, leek, pear, mandarin, persimmon, pears, 
mandarins  

 

The 30 items were introduced differently to the two experimental groups. In the PBI group, 

the three sets of target items were introduced separately in each lesson: item A (10 items) 

for lessons 1 and 2, item B (10 items) for lessons 3 and 4, and item C (10 items) for lessons 

5 and 6. In the CBI group, on the other hand, all 30 target items were introduced each time 

in order to avoid the learners becoming aware of the linguistic goal by being exposed to just 

a small number of words many times in one lesson. Therefore, the same lesson consisting of 

the same activities was conducted six times with all the 30 items for the CBI group but with 

different item groups for the PBI group. In order to balance the time difference between 

exposures to the target items and the post-tests, the learners in the PBI group were given 

opportunities to review the previous target items in the last activity of each lesson. As there 

was no significant difference between the mean scores of the three item groups (10 items for 

each item group) attained by the PBI group, it is assumed that separating the items for the 

PBI group did not cause any imbalance in the learning of each item group.  

The target vocabulary items were planned to teach in the tasks in the CBI group and 

introduced in the activities in the PBI group. However, the form or meaning of plural -s was 

not planned to be taught in both CBI and the PBI lessons in order to allow only incidental 

learning to take place.    
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4.5. Instructional treatments 

4.5.1. Treatment materials and procedures for the CBI group 

Three tasks were designed in accordance with Ellis’s (2003) definition of tasks; that is, they 

included a gap, they required learners to focus primarily on meaning and to make use of 

their own linguistic resources, and they had a clearly defined outcome. They constituted 

what Ellis called input-tasks; that is, they were focused tasks that were designed in such a 

way that the outcome could only be achieved if the learners were successful in 

comprehending the input. Each task involved the participants listening to the teacher’s 

commands and responding to them. The three tasks were performed in each lesson by the 

researchers acting as the teacher and were repeated in each of the six lessons. At the 

beginning of each lesson, the goal and task procedures were explained to the participants 

using the learners’ first language (Japanese) if necessary. However, the teacher made every 

effort to use only English during the performance of the tasks. The three tasks are described 

below.  

Note that none of the tasks involved a “pre-task” phase, which in some studies (e.g. de la 

Fuente, 2002) served to pre-teach the vocabulary items used in the tasks. In other words, the 

CBI learners were initially required to perform the listen-and-do task with no prior 

knowledge of the target words. To assist them in comprehending the words, the teacher 

provided both verbal and non-verbal (e.g. the use of gesture) support (see Appendix E for 

example). 

Task 1: Help the zoo and the supermarket.  

Task 1 was a one-way information gap task where the teacher had the information and the 

students did not. The students needed to make use of their own resources (including their L1 

and L2 knowledge) to perform the task. The outcome of the task was to “help the zoo and 

the supermarket” by finding the correct picture cards from a set of cards. The learners’ 

primary attention was directed to the meaning by making sure that the students were 

focused on the task goal.  The learners were not told the linguistic goal (i.e. learning 

vocabulary or grammar). 
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The learners to listen to the teacher’s commands and find the cards with the target item/s. 30 

small flash cards for the 30 target items (including the six plural items), one three-sided 

board with 30 pockets to hold flash cards on the pictures of the “zoo” and the “supermarket”, 

and one small empty box for incorrectly answered cards were prepared for each participant. 

The participants were informed that the purpose of this task was to help the zoo or the 

supermarket by finding the right cards and placing them in a pocket in the holder. They 

listened to an instruction, found the card that matched the instruction, and then when told to 

do so by the teacher, they all displayed the card they had chosen. The teacher then gave the 

correct answer to all the participants. The participants who had chosen correctly placed the 

card in the pocket on the board, but the participants who had answered incorrectly replaced 

the card they had chosen on the table and then put the correct card in their ‘incorrect’ box. 

Care was taken to prevent the students from copying the other students’ performance in two 

ways: (1) the three-sided board was designed to keep each learner’s responses hidden from 

other learners and (2) the students were told to hide the card they had chosen in their hand 

until the teacher asked them to show it. After finishing the commands for all 30 items, each 

student counted the number of cards in his/her incorrect box. The student with the fewest 

cards was the winner.   

Task 2: Help the animals.  

Task 2 was also a one-way information gap task, It was made meaning-centred by 

informing the learners that the aim was to “help the animals” by finding the item(s) the 

animal(s) need. The outcome was to collect as many cards as possible in order to “help the 

animals”.   

The same 30 flash cards as in Task 1 were used.  Each student had a set of these cards. The 

teacher explained to the participants in their L1 that the goal of the task was to help the 

animals by finding certain cards. The participants were requested to find pairs of cards that 

corresponded to the teacher’s statements.  For example, if the teacher said ‘The polar bear 

needs the batteries’ they had to find the card showing a single ‘polar bear’ and the card 

showing two ‘batteries’. The students held up the pair of cards they had selected so that the 

teacher could indicate whether they had chosen the correct or incorrect cards. They were 

allowed to change their selections until they were able to hold up the correct cards. 

Altogether each student collected ten pairs of cards.  
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Task 3: Listening Bingo Game.  

This was a form of Picture Bingo. The meaning was created by employing a game that the 

students were very familiar with in their L1. The outcome of the task was to win the game.  

The participants began by choosing nine cards out of the ten cards they were given and laid 

them out in a 3 x 3 formation in front of them. The cards were the same as those used in 

tasks 1 and 2 and included some plural cards in each set. The teacher then called out a word 

naming one of the pictures. If a student had a card showing the picture of this word, he/she 

turned it face down. After six words were presented (some of which were singular and some 

plural), each participant’s Bingo score (the number of turned-over cards) was checked by 

the teacher. Between one and three rounds were played depending on the available class 

time.  

4.5.2. Instructional materials and procedures for the PBI group 

Prior to each PBI lesson, the goal of the activities – to learn new vocabulary – was made 

explicit to the students. Each lesson then consisted of five activities representing the three 

phases of the PPP (present- practice - produce). The first activity served as the ‘present’ 

phase, involving the participants’ repeating individual words. The second and the third 

activities, which served as the ‘practice’ phase, involved the participants’ saying the word 

shown on flash cards – both chorally and individually. The fourth and the fifth activities 

served as the ‘produce’ (i.e. free production) phase. Both activities involved participants’ 

saying the items on the flash-cards chorally while performing games which had their own 

outcomes. All five activities were carried out in each lesson and repeated six times with 

different sets of items. The researcher used English during the activities but Japanese was 

used to explain the procedures for each activity whenever necessary. The teacher made 

every effort to provide corrective feedback using recasts as previous research (e.g. Lyster 

and Ranta, 1997) has shown this is teachers’ favoured corrective strategy for addressing 

errors. Corrective feedback was provided both when the learners chose a wrong word (e.g. 

‘banana’ instead of ‘pear’) and also when they chose the wrong grammatical form (e.g. 

‘pear’ instead of ‘pears’) on the grounds that this constitutes standard practice in PBI 

lessons. Due to the fact that the participants had difficulty engaging in the task procedures 
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in the first few lessons, some of the activities were shortened by the teacher’s decision to 

finish the lesson within approximately 30 minutes. 

Activity 1: Listen and Repeat.  

Ten flash-cards representing eight target items plus two plural items were presented one by 

one to the participants. The teacher presented each flash-card in turn to the class, naming the 

item represented on the card. The participants were requested to repeat the word after the 

teacher chorally. Each flash-card was presented twice. The activity was then repeated one 

more time.  

Activity 2:  Guess the hidden items.  

The teacher asked all the participants, in English, to name each flash-card while displaying 

and placing it face up in a holder. After nine cards were placed in the holder, the teacher 

placed the last card face down in the holder and asked the participants to try to name the 

hidden item. The teacher provided feedback, indicating whether a student was correct or 

incorrect and recasting wrong answers. This activity was repeated four times. 

Activity 3:  Throwing dice.  

All the flash cards were placed on the holder face down. Each card was numbered. One of 

the participants threw a dice. The teacher then picked up the card corresponding to the 

number shown on the dice and asked the participant to name the item. If the answer was 

wrong, the teacher provided a recast and turned the card face down again. If the answer was 

correct, the card was left face up. This was repeated until each participant had had two 

turns. 

Activity 4: Production Bingo game.  

The students were instructed to choose nine cards from a set of ten cards, and to lay them 

out in a 3 x 3 formation in front of themselves. The teacher also had a set of cards. The 

teacher asked one of the participants to pick up one card from her set of cards and to show it 

to the other participants. Then all the participants named it chorally and turned over the 

same card from their own set. This was continued for six cards. Each participant’s Bingo 
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score (the number of turned-over cards) was checked by the teacher. Two or three rounds 

were played depending on the available class time.  

Activity 5:  Kim’s Game.  

This activity required the participants to produce all the vocabulary items. The six sets of 

flash-cards (a total of 60 cards) were spread randomly on the table face down. The 

participants took it in turn to turn over one of the cards and then they all said aloud the word 

shown on the card. When a student turned a card over that was the same as one of the cards 

already face up, he/she was allowed to keep the pair of cards. If the participants could not 

name it, or provided a wrong answer, the teacher provided feedback using recasts. After all 

the cards had been turned over, the number of pairs collected by each participant was 

counted.  

4.5.3. Control group materials 

Each lesson in the control group consisted of three activities: (1) practicing English songs, 

(2) practicing verb phrases with Total Physical Responses (Asher, 1977), and (3) tracing 

and copying the alphabet on worksheets. The songs were London Bridge, Mulberry Bush, 

and Twinkle Twinkle Little Star. These introduced the verb phrases get up, wash your face, 

get dressed, eat breakfast, go to school, go home, do your homework, eat dinner, watch TV, 

take a bath, go to bed, play soccer, play tag, sing a song, play tennis, and draw a picture. 

Care was taken to avoid using the target words in the classroom but the students were 

exposed to some plural -s items from the teacher’s utterances and the songs. However, as 

the test results show, no incidental acquisition of plural -s took place in this group.  

4.5.4. Recording and transcribing of lessons 

In the lessons, students sat around a square table with eight seats. One video-camera was 

focused on the students, positioned at one side of the classroom where the teacher mostly 

stayed during the lesson. The audio-recorder microphone was attached to the teacher. All 

the audio-recorded data was transcribed.  
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4.6. Test materials 

Studies indicate the importance of using multiple assessments (Beretta & Davies, 1985; R. 

Ellis, 2004, 2005; Laufer, 1998; Schmitt, 1994; Takimoto, 2009). For vocabulary 

knowledge, four tests were designed from two contrasted aspects (comprehension versus 

production) and using two methodologies (task-based versus discrete-item tests). Also, two 

tests were designed to measure learner’s comprehension and production knowledge of 

plural -s. The task-based vocabulary production test (Same or Different task test) was also 

used to examine the learners’ free use of plural -s by including plural items in the task. 

Areas measured by each test are shown in Table 22. 

 
Table 22: Areas Measured by Each Test 

 
Vocabulary knowledge Plural-s 

Receptive Productive Receptive Productive 

Task-based 
test Category task test Same or Different 

task test       – Same or Different 
task test 

Discrete-item 
test 

Multiple-choice 
word comprehension 
test 

Discrete-item 
word production 
test 

Plural -s 
comprehension 
test 

Wug test 

 

The two comprehension tests were administered to the participants in groups. The two 

production tests were administered to participants individually by the researcher. In the 

production tests, ample time was given to answer, and when the participants provided 

incorrect answers three times consecutively, the test was stopped. Descriptions of each test 

are as follows. 

Multiple-choice word comprehension test.  

This test required the participants to listen to an audio-recorded word and choose the 

appropriate picture from six pictures. The test contained 40 questions that included 24 target 

items together with 16 distractors. The 16 distractors, which had been selected from the List 

of English loanwords in Japanese (Daulton, 1999), were used to maintain participants’ 

motivation to complete the test. The test was administered to the participants in groups. Five 

seconds, which was predetermined to be enough for children aged 6-7 to answer, was given 
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for each question. The participants obtained one score for each item if they correctly chose 

the vocabulary item; the maximum score possible was 24. 

Category task test.   

A listen-and-do task was employed for this test. The test was administered to participants 

individually by the researcher. The participant was asked to listen to sentences and to decide 

in which of four given situations (fruit and vegetable shop, kitchen, bathroom, and zoo) 

each sentence had been said. The participants obtained one score for each item when they 

chose the correct category; the maximum score possible was 24. 

Discrete-item word production test.   

The test was also administered to participants individually by the researcher. In this test, the 

researcher asked the participant to name each flash-card for 24 target vocabulary items 

which were displayed in turn. The participants obtained one point for each item correctly 

provided orally, irrespective of morphological errors. Participants’ answers were considered 

to be correct when they provided the whole word even if there was a pronunciation error 

(e.g. “toobrush” for ‘toothbrush’ or “cuttin boar” for ‘cutting board’), but it was considered 

to be incorrect when they failed to produce the whole word (e.g. “bear” for ‘polar bear’ or 

“chops” for ‘chopsticks’). 

Same or Different task test.  

This test was intended to provide evidence of the learners’ ability to produce the target 

vocabulary with or without plural -s in oral communication. A two-way information-gap 

task called ‘Same or Different?’ was employed for this test. The test was performed by the 

researcher working individually with each participant. Each participant had a sheet showing 

24 pictures of objects. There were 12 pictures showing singular objects and twelve showing 

plural objects. Five out of the 12 plural objects represented items introduced during the 

treatment (i.e. crocodiles, batteries, mandarins, toothbrushes, squirrels). The other seven 

represented ‘new’ items (i.e. camels, peacocks, green peppers, pans, seals, chestnuts, 

radishes). The students were asked to name each object and the researcher then told the 

participant which picture she had.  If the participants’ and researcher’s pictures were the 

same they put a tick in the square showing the picture. If they were not the same they put a 
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cross. For measuring the learner’s vocabulary knowledge, the participants obtained one 

score for each item correctly provided orally. The criterion for correct production used for 

the Discrete-item vocabulary production test was also employed for this test. However, as 

for the knowledge of plural- s, the participants were not always able to label the pictures. 

For this reason, an obligatory occasion analysis was used to compute scores for plural -s.  

An obligatory occasion was created whenever a participant demonstrated they knew the 

word that labelled one of the plural pictures.  

Plural -s comprehension test.   

This was a multiple-choice test. Two of the words included in the treatment and three new 

words were included. Each word was tested in its singular and plural form. The students 

were given a test sheet consisting of ten pairs of pictures. Each set had two pictures (one 

representing the item in singular form and one in plural form). The test was administered to 

the participants in classes. The participants listened to an audio-recorded word and then 

indicated which picture corresponded to the word they had heard. They had five seconds to 

respond to each item. Care was taken to ensure the participants could not see other students’ 

test papers during the test. 

Wug test.   

This was adapted from Berko’s (1958) test for young L1 children. The test consisted of ten 

items. There were five items testing words that had been introduced in the treatment and 

five testing nonsense words. The test was administered to participants individually by the 

researcher. The researcher first provided the singular form orally while pointing to the 

single item picture (e.g. ‘This is a wug’), and then pointed to the plural item picture and 

elicited a plural noun orally from the participant (e.g. ‘There are two of them. There are two 

____’). The questions were provided in English first, but Japanese was used if a student did 

not understand the instructions. Ample time was given for the participants to answer. If a 

participant was unable to provide an answer or only said the singular form of a word for 

three consecutive items, the test was stopped. 
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4.6.1. Testing order 

In order to avoid inter-test effects, production tests were be administered prior to 

comprehension tests, and task-based tests will be administered prior to discrete-item tests. 

The order of the tests is shown in Table 23. 

Table 23: Testing Order 

 Test used in this study Objectives Types of test Modality 

1 Same or Different task test Vocabulary  Plural -s Task-based Productive 

2 Discrete-item word production test Vocabulary Discrete-item Productive 

3 Wug test  Plural -s  Discrete-item Productive 

4 Category task test  Vocabulary Task-based Receptive 

5 Multiple-choice word 

comprehension test 

Vocabulary Discrete-item Receptive 

6 Plural -s comprehension test Plural -s Discrete-item Receptive 

 

4.6.2. Reliability of testing materials 

Reliability of the testing instruments was estimated using the post-test scores for the CBI 

and the PBI group (n = 24). Cronbach’s alpha was calculated using an internal consistency 

approach. The reliability estimate was relatively high for all the vocabulary tests: α = .825 

for the discrete-item comprehension test, α = .793 for the Category task test, α = .895 for the 

discrete-item production test, α = .772 for the same or difference task test. The plural -s 

comprehension test showed a lower reliability estimate, α = .639, but the two plural -s 

production tests showed α = 1.000 as a result of the fact that two learners answered 

correctly for all the questions and all the others scored nil.  

4.7. Data analysis 

Descriptive statistics for the testing instruments in the pre-test and post-test 1 and 2 were 

calculated first, and then the following analysis was performed to answer each Research 

Question. The effect sizes were calculated using partial eta squared values and correlation 

coefficient (r) as appropriate. 
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In order to answer Research Questions 1 and 2, the test scores of the discrete-item 

vocabulary comprehension test and the discrete-item vocabulary production test were 

analyzed using a series of repeated measures ANOVAs and post hoc Bonferoni adjustments 

for within group multiple comparisons. As the Category task test and the Same or Different 

task test did not meet the assumption of morality, Whilcoxon Sined Ranks Test was used to 

determine if there was a significant gain between the pre-test and post-tests, and then the 

difference between the two experimental groups in post-test 1 and 2 was examined by 

repeated measures ANOVAs. In order to answer Research Question 3, the difference 

between the two experimental groups in post-test 1 and 2 were calculated by a series of 

repeated measures ANOVAs and post-hoc Bonferoni adjustments for between group 

multiple comparisons. Furthermore, in order to investigate the difference in acquisition of 

different parts of speech, the scores for nouns and adjectives were separately calculated by 

means of obligatory occasion analysis. For noun scores, a series of repeated measures 

ANOVAs and post-hoc Bonferoni adjustments was used to compare the two groups. For the 

adjective scores, as some test data were not normally distributed, Monn-Whitney U test was 

used. Alpha was set at .05 for parametric tests and .01 for non-parametric tests.  

In order to answer Research Questions 4, 5 and 6, the results of the plural -s tests in Study 1 

and 2 were classified as ‘acquired’ or ‘not acquired’, using 80% as the criterion level (Jia, 

2003), as the data were not normally distributed due to the fact that most of the students 

failed to show any improvement on the tests for plural-s or copula be The numbers of 

‘acquired’ and ‘non-acquired’ participants were counted and the difference between the two 

experimental groups was compared using the Chi-square test.  

In order to answer research question 7, the transcriptions of the classroom interactions were 

analyzed. As for Study 1, the target word tokens in Lesson 3 of the CBI and the PBI group 

were counted to examine the students’ L2 exposure and the opportunity for L2 production. 

Lesson 3 was chosen for qualitative analysis because it was the middle of the six lessons.  

Learners spoke very little in lessons 1 and 2. Also, due to technical problems with recording 

the lessons only the data for lesson 3 were complete. The tokens were further sorted in 

terms of those initiated by the teacher and the students. The students’ L2 utterances in 

Lesson 3 were also classified in terms of two types of interaction: IRF (i.e., initiate-respond-

feedback) exchange (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975) and negotiation of meaning (Long, 1983). 

The figures of class A and B were averaged and the difference between the CBI and the PBI 
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groups were compared using Chi-square test. Also a qualitative analysis of the nature of the 

comprehension and production errors of the students was made and the teacher’s feedback 

on these errors was carried out. 

4.8. Results 

The results for vocabulary acquisition is reported first followed by the results for incidental 

acquisition of plural -s.  

4.8.1. Vocabulary acquisition (Research Question 1-3) 

Table 24 presents the descriptive data for the scores of the four vocabulary tests. The 

maximum obtainable score was 24 for each test.  

Table 24: Descriptive Statistics for Vocabulary Tests 

Test Group Pre-test Post-test 1 Post-test 2 

  Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Multiple-choice  

listening test 

CBI group (n=13) 4.7 2.3 21.9 2.8 22.8 1.3 

PBI group (n=11) 4.2 2.2 19.9 4.0 21.1 2.9 

Cntl. group (n=12) 4.2 2.1 4.7 2.1 4.8 1.6 

Category task  CBI group (n=13) .0 .0 18.3 3.4 18.5 3.5 

PBI group (n=11) .0 .0 15.0 3.5 15.3 2.6 

Cntl. group (n=12) .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Discrete-item  

production test 

CBI group (n=13) .8 1.4 12.0 4.6 13.7 3.9 

PBI group (n=11) 1.2 1.2 14.1 6.8 13.6 6.3 

Cntl. group (n=12) 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.1 1.8 .8 

Same or  

Different task 

CBI group (n=13) .0 .0 8.5 2.7 10.5 3.4 

PBI group (n=11) .0 .0 11.1 5.6 11.1 6.1 

Cntl. group (n=12) .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

 

In order to answer Research Question 1 and 2, the scores obtained by the three groups at 

pre-test, post-tests 1 and 2 were analyzed using a series of Repeated-measures ANOVAs 

(within-subjects effects) with Bonferroni adjustment for pairwise comparisons. For the 

multiple-choice listening test, a significant effect was found (F (2, 66) = 579.615, p < .05, 

partial η2 = .966) and the following multiple comparisons test shows that the CBI and the 
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PBI groups significantly improved on the post-test 1from the pre-test and on the post-test 2 

from the pre-test, but there was no significant different between post-test 1 and post-test 2. 

There was no significant difference between the control group’s three repeated tests.  

The Category task test also showed a significant effect (F (2, 66) = 482.480, p < .05, partial 

η2 = .936). The pairwise comparison test shows that the CBI and the PBI groups performed 

significantly better on post-test 1 than on the pre-test and on post-test 2 than on the pre-test, 

but there was no significant difference between post-test 1 and post-test 2. There was no 

significant difference between the control group’s three tests: the mean scores remained at 

nil throughout the repeated tests.  

As for the discrete-item production tests, a significant effect (F (2, 66) = 137.747, p < .05, 

partial η2 = .807) was also found. The pairwise comparisons test shows that the CBI and the 

PBI groups improved significantly on post-test 1 from the pre-test and on post-test 2 from 

the pre-test. Furthermore, the CBI group performed significantly better on post-test 2 than 

post-test 1, while there was no significant difference between post-test 1 and 2 for the PBI 

group. There was no significant difference between the control group’s three tests.  

The Same or Different task also had a significantly different effect (F (2, 66) = 108.655, p < 

.05, partial η2 = .767). The multiple comparisons test showed that the CBI and the PBI 

groups achieved significantly higher scores in post-test 1 than in the pre-test and in post-test 

2 than in the pre-test. Furthermore, the CBI group performed significantly better on post-test 

2 than post-test 1 while there was no significant difference between post-test 1 and 2 for the 

PBI group. The mean scores of the control group remained at nil throughout the three tests. 

The summary of the results appears in Table 25. 
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Table 25: Between-test Differences for Vocabulary Tests 

 IB group PBI group Control gourp 

Tests 
Pre-
Post1 

Pre-
Post2 

Post1
- 2 

Pre-
Post1 

Pre-
Post2 

Post1- 
2 

Pre-
Post1 

Pre-
Post2 

Post1
- 2 

Multiple-choice listening test  sig. sig. n.s. sig. sig. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

Category task           sig. sig. n.s. sig. sig. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

Discrete-item production sig. sig. sig. sig. sig. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

Same or Different task sig. sig. sig. sig. sig. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

Pre-Post1: improvement from pre-test to post-test1  
Pre-Post2: improvement from pre-test to post-test2  
Post1-2: improvement from post-test1 to post-test2 

In order to answer Research Question 3, Repeated-measures ANOVAs (between-subjects 

effects) following the Bonferroni adjustment for multiple comparisons were conducted to 

compare the scores of the three groups. For the multiple-choice listening test, a significant 

time and group effect was found (F (2, 33) = 122.032, p < .05, partial η2 = .889), and the 

post-hoc multiple comparisons test showed that both of the CBI and the PBI groups 

significantly outperformed the control group in post-test 1 and 2, but there was no 

significant difference between the two experimental groups in post-test 1 and 2.  

For the Category task test, a significant time and group effect was also found (F (2, 33) = 

188.303, p < .05, partial η2 = .885). The multiple comparisons test shows that both of the 

CBI and the PBI groups significantly outperformed the control group in post-test 1 and 2, 

and also the CBI group significantly outperformed the PBI group in post-test 1 and post-test 

2.  

The discrete-item production tests showed a significant time and group effect (F (2, 33) = 

162.900, p < .05, partial η2 = .653). The post-hoc multiple comparisons test showed that 

both the CBI and the PBI groups significantly outperformed the control group in post-test 1 

and 2, but there was no significant difference between the two experimental groups in post-

test 1 and 2.  

For the ‘Same or Different’ task test, a significant time and group effect was found (F (2, 

33) = 33.248, p < .05, partial η2 = .630). The post-hoc multiple comparisons test shows that 
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both of the CBI and the PBI groups significantly outperformed the control group in post-test 

1 and 2, but there was no significant difference between the two experimental groups in 

post-test 1 and 2. The summary of the test results for between group differences is shown in 

Table 26. 

 
Table 26: Significant Differences between the CBI and the PBI Groups 

Same or Different task CBI group = PBI group 

Discrete-item production CBI group = PBI group 

Category task CBI group > PBI group 

Discrete-item comprehension CBI group = PBI group 

 

4.8.2. Acquisition of plural -s (Research Questions 4-6) 

4.8.2.1. Plural -s comprehension tests 

It should be noted that as this test required learners to choose one picture out of two to 

demonstrate understanding of the plural, a score of 5 out of 10 (50%) could be achieved by 

chance. As shown in Table 27, in the pre-test all three groups scored more or less at chance. 

In post-test 1 the control group continued to perform at the level of chance but both the CBI 

group and the PBI group achieved the criterion level of 80%. By post-test 2 the learners in 

the CBI were demonstrating total comprehension of plural -s (i.e. 100%) while the PBI 

group maintained their post-test 1 score. An repeated measures ANOVA (F (2,66) = 45.166, 

p <.016, partial η2 = .592) followed by pairwise comparisons also showed that the 

differences between pre-test and post-test 1 scores and between pre-test and post-test 2 

scores were statistically significant for both experimental groups at the .01 level. There were 

also significant time and group differences (F (2,33) = 9.105, p <.016, partial η2 = .518), 

with pairwise comparisons showing that both the CBI  and the PBI groups outscored the 

control group on both post-tests at the .01 level but that there was no significant difference 

between the comprehension scores of the two experimental groups.  
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Table 27: Descriptive Statistics for Plural -s Comprehension Test 

Groups (Number) Pre-test Post-test 1 Post-test 2 

 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

CBI group (n=13) 4.2 2.3 9.8 .4 10.0 .0 

PBI group (n=11) 5.9 3.4 8.5 2.3 8.4 2.6 

Control group (n=12) 4.9 2.3 4.8 2.6 5.1 2.5 

As each group actually consisted of two separate classes – one that had minimal prior 

classroom experience of English and the other 16 months, a further analysis comparing each 

class was conducted. It will be recalled that each group actually consisted of two separate 

classes – one with minimal prior classroom experience of English and the other 16 months. 

Table 28 shows the number of students who had acquired plural -s in the comprehension 

tests in each class in the CBI and PBI groups using the 80% level as the criterion for 

accuracy as in Jia (2003). There is a difference between the CBI and PBI learners who had 

had only four months experience. In the case of the comprehension-based instruction all six 

learners scored below 80% on the pre-test but at or above 80% on both post-tests. In 

contrast, none of the three learners in the PBI-A group achieved the 80% criterion level in 

post-test 1 and only 1 did so in post-test 2. The Fisher Exact Test shows the difference in the 

A-learners to be statistically significant in post-test 1 (p = .25) but not in post-test 2, 

possibly because of the very low sample size for PBI-A.  

Table 28: Number of Students Who Had Acquired Plural -s Form 

Groups (number) Class (number) experience Pretest Posttest 1  Posttest 2  

CBI group (n=13) 
CBI-A (n=6) 4 months 0 6 6 
CBI-B (n=7) 16 months 2 7 7 

PBI group (n=11) 
PBI-A (n=3) 4 months 0 0 1 
PBI-B (n=8) 16 months 4 8 8 

 

4.8.2.2. Wug test 

Table 29 shows the number of students who demonstrated some ability to produce plural -s 

in the Wug test. No student in the control group or the PBI-A and PBI-B groups succeeded 

in producing plural -s in the pre-test, post-test 1 or post-test 2, while the CBI-B did little 
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better than the PBI groups (only one student in the CBI-B group achieved a score above 0% 

without reaching the 80% level), two of the students in CBI-A were able to achieve the 80% 

criterion level in both post-tests.  

Table 29: Number of Students Who Were Able to Produce Plural -s in the Wug Test 

Groups  
 

Class  
 

Experience 
 

Pre-test 
 

Post-test 1  
 

Post-test 2 
  

CBI group (13) 
CBI-A (6) 4 months 0 2 (10,10) 2 (8, 9) 
CBI-B (7) 16 months 0 0 1 (2) 

PBI group (11) 
PBI-A (3) 4 months 0 0 0 
PBI-B (8) 16 months 0 0 0 

Control group (12) 
Control-A (7) 4 months 0 0 0 
Control-B (5) 16 months 0 0 0 

 

4.8.2.3. Task-based production test 

Statistically significant differences were found between the experimental groups and the 

control group (see Table 30). Both the CBI-B and the PBI-B groups demonstrated they 

could produce plural -s with both groups outperforming the control group. There were a 

number of differences between the two experimental groups. The CBI-A group 

demonstrated the ability to produce plural -s but PBI-A group, like the control group, scored 

zero in the two post-tests. PBI-B demonstrated greater accuracy in the use of plural -s than 

CBI-B. None of the differences between the two experimental groups reached statistical 

significance but only the CBI-A scored significantly higher than the control group on both 

post-tests.   

Table 30: Descriptive Statistics for Oral Task-Based Production Test 

Groups (number) 
Class 

(number) 
Experience 

Pre-test Post-test 1 Post-test 2 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

CBI group (13) 
A (6) 4 months .0 .0 31.7* 37.0 50.0* 47.4 

B (7) 16 months .0 .0 25.0* 15.2 26.4* 23.6 

PBI group (11) 
A (3) 4 months .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

B (8) 16 months .0 .0 26.8* 19.2 46.0* 36.9 

Control group (12) 
A (7) 4 months .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

B (5) 16 months .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

*significant difference from the pre-test. 
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4.8.3. Process features (Research Question 7)  

In order to answer Research Question 7, the classroom interaction transcription was 

analyzed. Firstly, the number of target word tokens produced by the teacher and the 

participants in one of the six lessons (Lesson 3) was counted. As Table 31 shows, the 

teacher provided 235 target word tokens in the PBI-A class, 202 in the PBI-B, 323 in the 

CBI-A and 328 in the CBI-B. The students provided 192 target word tokens in the PBI-A, 

252 in the PBI-B, 84 in the CBI-A and 62 in the CBI-B. The target word tokens for each 

class total 427 in the PBI-A class, 454 in the PBI-B class, 407 in the CBI-A class and 390 in 

the CBI-B class. The results of Chi-Square test showed that there were significant 

differences between the two groups in the number of teacher’s tokens (χ2 = 21.007, df = 1, p 

< .01), and in the students’ tokens (χ2 = 75.258, df = 1, p < .01). However, there was no 

significant difference in the total tokens between the two groups (χ2 = 2.100, df = 1, p < .01). 

 
 

Table 31: Teacher’s and Students’ Production of Target Words in Lesson 3 

 PBI group CBI group 

 Class A Class B Class A Class B 

 Teacher's target word tokens  235 202 323 328 

 Students’ target word tokens  192 252 84 62 

 Total target word tokens 427 454 407 390 

 

Table 32 shows the number of plural word tokens produced by the teacher in the different 

classes. Overall, there were 76 plural word tokens in the PBI classes and slightly more (88) 

in the CBI classes.  

Table 32: Teacher’s Plural -s Word Tokens in Lesson 3 

  PBI-A   PBI-B   CBI-A   CBI-B  

Teacher's plural -s word tokens 39 37 34 54 

Students’ target word tokens were further counted in terms of the words initiated by the 

teacher or by the students. ‘Teacher-initiated’ refers to target word tokens where the 

students repeated after the teacher and answered questions initiated by the teacher directly 

or indirectly. ‘Student-initiated’ represents target word tokens where the students produced 
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private speech or social speech. As Table 33 shows, 172 teacher-initiated tokens occurred in 

the PBI-A class, 229 in the PBI-B, compared to no occurrence in either of the CBI classes. 

As for student-initiated tokens, 20 tokens occurred in the PBI-A class, 23 in the PBI-B, 84 

in the CBI-A, and 62 in the CBI-B. The results of the Chi-Square test showed that there was 

a significant difference between the two groups in the number of the student-initiated tokens 

(χ2 = 27.379, df = 1, p < .01). 

 

 

Table 33: Students’ Target Word Tokens Initiated by Teacher/ Students in Lesson 3 

  PBI group  CBI group 

  Class A Class B Class A Class B 

Teacher-initiated 172 229 0 0 

Student-initiated 20 23 84 62 

 

In order to investigate the characteristics of the discourse in each group, the number of IRF 

episodes and negotiation of meaning sequences that took place in Lesson 3 were also 

counted. IRF episodes occurred when one student or the whole class responded to the 

teacher’s elicitation, as in this example: 

Teacher: What’s this? 

Students: Plate. 

Teacher: Good. Plate. 

(PBI-B Lesson 3) 

Negotiation of meaning takes place through the collaborative work which speakers 

undertake to achieve mutual understanding when there is some kind of communication 

problem (R. Ellis, 2008, p. 224). Negotiation sequences occurred when students attempted 

to negotiate the meaning of the target items, as in this example: 

Teacher: Please take the mandarin to the supermarket. 

Student: Fruit? Fruit? 

 (CBI-A Lesson 3) 
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Negotiation also occurred when students used L2 in conjunction with gestures, as in this 

example: 

Teacher: Turn over the radish. 

Student: [Holding and showing his ‘radish’ card] Radish? Radish?  

Teacher: Yes, yes. 

(CBI-A Lesson 5) 

Table 34 shows the number of IRF episodes and negotiation sequences occurring in each 

class. 65 utterances in IRF interactions occurred in the PBI-A class, 135 in the PBI-B, 6 in 

the CBI-A and 19 in the CBI-B. No negotiation occurred except in the CBI-A class where 

there were 25. The results of the Chi-Square test showed that there was a significant 

difference between the two groups in the number of IRF exchange episodes (χ2=66.982, 

df=1, p<.01). 

Table 34: Number of Students’ IRF Exchanges and Negotiation Sequences in Lesson 3 

 PBI group CBI group 

 Class A Class B Class A Class B 

IRF 65 135 6 19 

Negotiation 0 0 25 0 

Finally, all instances where the A-class students demonstrated a failure to comprehend a 

plural noun in the input or a failure to produce a plural form in obligatory contexts were 

examined. Table 35 shows the results of this analysis. All the errors in the PBI classes were 

errors of production while all the errors in the CBI classes involved a failure to comprehend 

the function of plural-s, reflecting the nature of the two different types of instruction. We 

then examined the teacher’s responses to these errors. The examination of Lesson 3 showed 

that in the PBI classes the teacher corrected all but one of the students’ production errors. 

However, on only one occasion did the teacher explicitly require a student to repeat the 

correct form, which the student successfully did. On all other occasions, the corrections 

took the form of recasts, which failed to elicit any student uptake. The feedback in the CBI 

class centred on students’ failures to comprehend plurality and on no occasion did any 

student produce a plural noun in these corrective episodes. Examples of the corrective 

episodes in the two classes will be presented in the discussion section that follows. 
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Table 35: Number of Comprehension/ Production Errors on Plural -s 

Errors PBI-A  CBI-A 

Comprehension 0 6  

Production 13 0 

In summary, the teacher produced significantly more target words in the CBI lessons 

whereas the students in the PBI group produced more target words than those in the CBI 

group. The total target word tokens were significantly more for the PBI group than the CBI 

group. The students in the CBI group produced more student-initiated tokens than those in 

the PBI group, while the teacher-initiated tokens predominantly occurred in the PBI group. 

IRF exchanges occurred more often in the PBI group than in the CBI group while 

negotiation sequences occurred only in the CBI group. The learners’ errors for the plural -s 

in the PBI classes involved errors of production while those in the CBI classes failed to 

comprehend the function of plural -s.  

4.9. Discussion 

4.9.1. Vocabulary acquisition 

Research question 1 and 2 asked whether young L2 learners were able to acquire new 

vocabulary through the comprehension-based and the production-based instruction. The 

CBI and the PBI groups made significant gains compared to the control group in post-tests 1 

and 2 on all tests. Both experimental treatments led to gains in both comprehension and 

production vocabulary knowledge. The results indicate that both types of instruction were 

effective, and the instructional materials for the two experimental groups were effectively 

designed and implemented. Interestingly, the CBI group significantly improved their scores 

on post-test 2 from post-test 1 on the production tests.  

Research question 3 asked which instructional approach (input-based tasks vs. production-

based activities) resulted in more newly acquired words. The overall achievement of the two 

experimental groups was very similar; no significant difference emerged between the CBI 

and the PBI groups on three out of the four tests (i.e., the multiple-choice listening test, the 

discrete-item production test, and the Same-or-different task test).  
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One possible explanation for the overall similar performance is that the level of explicitness 

of the instruction was similar. In the first activity for the PBI group, the target items were 

presented orally by the teacher with the pictorial images. The tasks for the CBI group also 

provided the learners with the opportunities to see the picture cards representing the target 

items and to hear the teacher naming the items, as the following example shows,  

Teacher: Please take the seal to the zoo, seal, seal. 

Student: Wakatta (I know). 

Teacher: Ready? Three two one, go. Yes, (showing the picture card) this is a seal, seal, 
seal. 

(CBI-B: Lesson 5) 

This may explain the same levels of achievement of the two groups.  

4.9.2. Acquisition of plural -s 

Research questions 4 and 5 asked whether young Japanese learners of English were able to 

acquire plural -s incidentally in the comprehension-based and the production-based lesson. 

It is important to distinguish the results for the class-As (the CBI-A and the PBI-A) that 

consisted of learners with no experience of learning plural -s structure, and the class-Bs (the 

CBI-B and the PBI-B) with some explicit knowledge of the target structure. As for the 

class-Bs, both CBI-B and PBI-B classes outperformed the Control group in the 

comprehension test and in the task-based production test on post-test 1 and post-test 2. 

However, in the CBI-A class, all six learners scored below 80% on the pre-test but at or 

above 80% on both post-tests while none of the learners in the PBI-A group achieved the 

80% criterion level in post-test 1 and only 1 did so in post-test 2. Thus, while all the learners 

in both groups with 16 months classroom experience were successful in acquiring an 

understanding of the meaning of plural -s incidentally, those with minimal prior experience 

of English benefited more from the comprehension-based lessons.  

However, the Wug test provided little evidence of any incidental acquisition of productive 

ability. As for the class-As, while the learners in the CBI-A class outperformed the Control 

group in the comprehension test and in the task-based production test on the two post-tests, 

the PBI-A class failed to improve in all tests comparing to the Control group. Furthermore, 

two of the learners in CBI-A were able to demonstrate productive ability of plural -s on the 

Wug test. In other words, the results indicated that, although incidental acquisition of plural 
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-s took place for those with and without explicit knowledge of plural -s in the CBI group, it 

took place only for learners with some explicit knowledge of the structure in the PBI group.  

Research question 6 addressed the differences in acquisition resulting from the two types of 

instruction.  The differences between the CBI and PBI groups in all three tests were all 

statistically non-significant with the exception of the difference between CBI-A and PBI-A 

in the comprehension test. However, as was discussed, if the Class-As were compared, it 

was evident that the CBI-A class outperformed the PBI-A class in all aspects.  

One explanation for the difference between the two groups might be the saliency of the 

feedback provided in the instruction. In the PBI lesson most of the teacher’s correction of 

the students’ production errors took the form of recasts, which failed to elicit any student 

uptake. The following exchange is typical of the type of correction that took place in the 

PBI classes:  

Teacher:  What are they? 

Student:  Tooth. Toothbrushi. 

Teacher: Yes, yes, toothbrushes. Okay, next. 

It would appear, then, that the corrections were not salient to the students, perhaps because 

they were focused on the target vocabulary items.  

The feedback exchanges in the CBI classes, which centred on the students’ failures to 

comprehend plurality, were very different from those in the PBI classes, as the following 

example illustrates: 

Teacher:  Okay, next one.  Please take the toothbrush. Toothbrush. 

Student 2:  One? 

Teacher:  Toothbrush. One toothbrush, two toothbrushes. 

Student 2:  Two? 

Teacher:  No, no, no. Toothbrush, toothbrush. 

Student 1:  (Indicating ‘two’ with fingers) two-thbrush? 

Teacher:   Not two. One toothbrush. 

Student 2:  Eh? One, two, brush? 

Teacher:  No, no (indicating ‘one’ with fingers) toothbrush. One toothbrush.  

     Ready, ready? Three, two, one. Go. One toothbrush. 
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All students:  (Showing correct cards). 

In this example, the students are at first unable to identify that ‘toothbrush’ is singular but 

after substantial assistance from the teacher, which includes repeating the singular noun, 

contrasting the singular and plural forms, and gesturing the singular meaning, all the 

students were able to select the correct card showing a single toothbrush. This example 

illustrates how the nature of the task itself forced them to attend closely to the form of the 

nouns in order to achieve the outcome.  

4.9.3. Process feature 

Research question 7 asked, to what extent the instructional processes arising in the input-

based and production-based interactions differed. Quantitatively, as Table 7 shows, the PBI 

group experienced substantial input and output in the classroom. The CBI group was also 

exposed to considerable input. Although the CBI group produced fewer target words than 

the PBI group, they still produced a substantial number (73 target tokens on average during 

a 30 minute lesson). It seems then that the amount of input and output that the two groups 

experienced was sufficient to improve their production of the target vocabulary items as 

well as their understanding of them.   

As for the quality of the process feature, the results showed that the learners in the CBI 

group experienced higher levels of discourse control than those in the PBI group. The 

participants in the CBI group exclusively produced target words initiated by the students 

whereas the PBI group students produced words mainly initiated by the teacher (Table 6). 

Various studies of first and second language learners (e.g. R. Ellis, 1999b; Ernst, 1994; 

Johnson, 1995; Wells & Montgomery, 1981) have produced evidence that acquisition is 

more likely to be fostered when learners have the opportunity to exercise some degree of 

discourse control.  

The two groups also differed in the occurrence of IRF exchanges and negotiation sequences. 

The results show that IRF interactions occurred mainly in the PBI group, while negotiations 

occurred only in one of the CBI classes. It has been shown that negotiation of meaning is 

profitable for comprehension, and may lead to greater acquisition than more restricted types 

of interaction such as IRF exchanges. Although the number of negotiated utterances was 

small (25 negotiated utterances out of 231 total utterances by students in the CBI group), 
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negotiation of meaning led to successful comprehension by the negotiator as well as by the 

other students, as Excerpt 1 shows. This student’s negotiation (line 4 and line 8) led to this 

learner’s successful comprehension as well as that of the other students in this class (line 

14).  

Excerpt 1 Comprehension of ‘ladle’ 2 (Lesson 2, 13:05 in CBI-A) 

1. Teacher: Please take the ladle to the supermarket.  

2. Student 2 and 3: Ladle? Ladle? 

3. Teacher: Yes. Can you find the ladle? 

4. Student 1: Fruit?  

5. Teacher: It’s not fruit.  

6. Student 2: Ladle? 

7. Teacher: It’s not fruit. Ladle... 

8. Student 1: Miso soup? Miso soup? (+) No? 

9. Teacher: When you eat miso soup, maybe you need a ladle. 

10. Student 1: Okay? 
11. Teacher: Maybe, yes. 

12. Student 1: Okay? 

13. Teacher: Okay? (++) I don’t know. Okay, ladle. (+) Three, two, one. 

14. All students: [showing the correct card]. 

15. Teacher: Ladle. Everyone is correct. 

This example of negotiation leading to successful comprehension is consistent with the 

findings of previous studies (de la Fuente, 2002; R. Ellis & He, 1999; R. Ellis & Heimbach, 

1997; R. Ellis, et al., 1994; Van den Branden, 2000). Although studies show a complex 

relationship between comprehension and acquisition, studies such as R. Ellis and He (1999) 

and de la Fuente (2002) indicate that the occurrence of negotiation leads to better 

vocabulary acquisition.  

Then, how did those young beginners learn those negotiated words, such as fruit in Excerpt 

1? How did they learn that those words were useful for negotiation? The following 

examples comprise the list of sentences including the word ‘fruit’ in Lesson 1 of the CBI-A 

class.  In the first lesson, the word ‘fruit’ was first used by the teacher about 22 minutes 

after the lesson started. Then about one minute later, in another episode, Student 1 used the 

word for negotiation (line 1). The teacher again used the word in her elaboration in another 
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episode (line 3). Then, again, in the different episodes, not only Student 1 but also Student 2 

used ‘fruit’ in their negotiation.  In Lesson 2, which was conducted 3 days later, the word 

‘fruit’ was used by participants for negotiation six times in different episodes. This indicates 

that the learners utilized the words used in the teacher’s elaborations.  

In Lesson 1 

1. T: Pears are also a kind of fruit (22:03).  

2. S1: Fruit, no? (22:54)  

3. T: Please take the mandarins, mandarins, mandarins. Do you remember? They are a 
kind of fruit (23:33).  

4. S1: Fruit, no? (24:19) 

5. S2: Fruit? (25:20) 

The word ‘fruit’ continued to appear in Lesson 3. Interestingly, all the words used for 

negotiation in Lesson 1 and 2 were in the List of English loanwords in Japanese (Daulton 

1999). It seems that the learners in the CBI group picked up those familiar words embedded 

in the teachers utterances and utilized them for negotiation.  

4.9.4. Issues and modification for Main study 

Methodological modifications were made to solve two issues identified in the pilot study. 

The first issue is the sample size. The CBI group improved their plural -s knowledge while 

the PBI group did not when only those with no explicit knowledge of this structure were 

compared. However, statistical significance in the difference between the two groups was 

found in only one test (post-test 1 of the comprehension test) due to the small sample size in 

the A classes (six in CBI-A and three in PBI-A). In order to solve this issue, the participants 

for the main study were limited only to those who had no experience of formal instruction 

of English.  

The second issue surrounds some vagueness of the Category task test. It was observed that 

some participants struggled with deciding categories due to their lack of ability to 

understand the whole sentences. For example, some sentences that included a food item 

seemed confusing for the participants to categorise either in “the fruit and vegetable shop” 

or “the kitchen”. This might be a reason for the relatively lower scores for item-C 

vocabulary (fruit and vegetables) than item-A vocabulary (animals) on this test. The mean 

score of the former was 5.7 while the latter was 6.7. Another issue for this test was that the 
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concept of category itself was difficult for some younger students. Some participants 

searched the situational pictures for the target items even though the researcher frequently 

informed the participants that the items might not be found in the picture. In order to solve 

this problem, the categories were changed into more distinctive categories, and all target 

items appeared pictorially in their related situational pictures. The four new categories were 

“the fruit and vegetable shop”, “the home appliance shop”, “the land animal enclosures of 

the zoo”, and “the aquatic animal enclosures of the zoo”.  

4.9.5. Expanding research questions 

The scope of the pilot study was expanded for the main study.  

4.9.5.1. Target features  

The pilot study indicated that both types of instruction led to successful learning of the 

target noun vocabulary. In L1 learning, young children learn the nouns labelling concrete 

objects rapidly and with fewer errors than they learn dimensional adjectives for the 

perceptible properties (Gasser & Smith, 1998). It was decided to include adjective items as 

the target vocabulary in the main study.  

The process feature analysis showed that the CBI provided the situation that the meaning of 

plural -s was salient, which resulted in better acquisition than the PBI group. The question 

arising here is whether the incidental acquisition takes place for another grammatical feature 

which is less salient in meaning such as copula be. In the pilot study lessons, the form of the 

copula be appeared frequently in the teacher’s utterances. It was decided, therefore, that the 

incidental acquisition of copula be was to be additionally investigated in the main study.  

In accordance with adding the two target features, treatment instruments and testing 

materials of the pilot study were modified for the main study. This will be discussed in 

detail in the next chapter.  

4.9.5.2. Instructional focus 

In the pilot study, it was discussed that although the two types of instruction were 

theoretically different, actual vocabulary learning that took place might have been similar. 

Both treatments directed learners’ attention to target lexis with pictorial images. Studies 
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indicate that visual support for target items leads to qualitative differences in the 

effectiveness of tasks for young learners (Chan, 2006). This similarity in input might have 

resulted in the similar levels of vocabulary acquisition. It was decided, therefore, to present 

target adjectives to the CBI group without providing pictorial supports. In the CBI 

instruction, the target adjectives were not focused on in the tasks but only appeared in the 

teacher’s elaborated description of the nouns; thus, the students had no opportunity to see 

the pictorial images of adjective items during the treatment regime. In the PBI group, on the 

other hand, the adjectives were introduced in the same way as the other nouns. That is, they 

were introduced and practiced orally by showing picture cards.  

In order to allow the teacher to use the target adjectives in her elaborations, it was decided 

the selection of the target adjectives would be prioritized by their usefulness in describing 

the target noun items. As a result, while all the noun items were not listed in the List of 

English Loanwords in Japanese (Daulton, 1999), nine out of 12 adjectives were from the 

list.  

The pilot study results also demonstrated that the young EFL learners aged six to eight were 

able to negotiate meaning by using their L2. Previous studies have reported children’s 

ability to negotiate meaning (R. Ellis & Heimbach, 1997; Oliver, 1998, 2002; Van den 

Branden, 1997, 2000) although most of these have investigated children in mid or late 

primary school, with the exception of Ellis and Heimbach (1997) who reported that some 

children aged five to six had difficulty with the negotiation of meaning in their L2. The 

present study indicates that six to eight year old children with very limited L2 skills can 

negotiate meaning. It should be noted, however, that only two students out of the 13 in the 

group were responsible for most of the negotiation. In order to specify the age, it was 

decided that the main study would limit the participants age to six at the start of the project. 

In the main study, the researcher observed the younger participants needed more time to 

start learning some linguistic items than those in the pilot study. This was presumably due 

to their age and the lack of experience of English instruction. Studies indicate that task 

repetition (M. Bygate, 2001) promotes increased use of the target language especially for 

young children (Pinter, 2005).  For this reason, it was decided that the number of lessons 

should be increased from six in the pilot study to nine in the main study. 
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4.9.5.3. Analysis of process features 

The pilot study revealed that the process features of the two types of instruction were 

markedly different. This was shown by counting different interactional features in the 

classroom (e.g. IRF exchanges). In the main study, however, it was decided to examine the 

process differences in greater detail by means of conversation-analysis (CA). CA constitutes 

a powerful tool for investigating interaction in the second language classroom (e.g. Markee, 

2005).  

The major modifications for the main study are shown in Table 36.
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Table 36: Major Modifications for Main Study 

    Pilot study  Main study 
1 Participants age 6-8 6 

experience 4 months/ 16 months formal 
instruction 

No experience of formal instruction 

2 Target feature Vocabulary  Nouns  Nouns + 
In the CBI group, the adjectives were introduced incidentally in 
the interaction which ensued when the teacher responded to the 
learners attempt to understand a command (i.e. not in pictorial 
images). In the PBI group the adjectives were taught explicitly 
by showing pictures and explaining the meaning of the items. 

adjectives 

Grammatical features Plural -s  Plural -s + copula be 
3 Testing materials Category-task test -item pictures did not appear in 

the situational pictures. 
-all item pictures appeared in the situational pictures. 

4 Process feature 
analysis 

 Quantitative Qualitatively using conversation-analysis 
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Chapter 5. Research Methodology 

5.1. Introduction 

The study reported in this thesis is a type of comparative method study. Thus, I will begin 

my description of the method of the study with a brief discussion of comparative method 

studies, which have a considerable history in L2 classroom research. 

Comparative method studies attempt to compare the effectiveness of two or more types of 

language instruction to decide which type is the more effective in promoting L2 learning. 

Ellis (forthcoming) classifies such studies into (1) ‘global studies’ which examine methods/ 

approaches for teaching a L2 over a long period of time and that assess learning outcomes 

in terms of general language proficiency or achievement and (2) ‘local studies’ which 

investigate methods/ approaches over a relatively short period of time and that assess 

learning outcomes in terms of the acquisition of specific linguistic features. Although global 

method studies were popular in the 1960s and 70s (e.g. Asher, 1972; Levin, 1972; Smith, 

1970), they generally failed to produce conclusive evidence of the superiority of one 

method over another. Ellis argued that ‘local studies’ have been more successful in this 

respect.  

The main problem with comparative method studies, particularly of the ‘global’ type, was 

the failure to establish that the instructional goal and techniques in the methods being 

investigated were implemented appropriately in the classroom. Method is a pedagogical 

construct. It is defined externally in terms of approach, method and technique (Anthony, 

1963). Methods are described in terms of workplans. However, as we saw in the previous 

chapter (see Chapter 2 section 2.3.3.3), it cannot be assumed that there will be a close match 

between a workplan and the activity that arises when the workplan is implemented in the 

classroom. Kumaravadivelu (2001) has rightly argued that teachers must necessarily 

interpret any externally defined specification of teaching in the process of making the online 

decisions that are part and parcel of the actual teaching. This is why Seedhouse (2005) 

emphasised the importance of examining tasks (one kind of workplan) in terms of their 

design features and how they are implemented in the classroom.  
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There were also a number of design problems with the global method studies. Ellis 

(forthcoming) identified six such problems: (1) the groups of learner being compared were 

not equivalent; (2) the teachers who taught the groups were not equivalent; (3) there was no 

observation of the actual teaching; (4) no account was taken of the individual learner 

differences; (5) many of the studies lacked control groups, and (6) many of the studies 

failed to guard against test bias. Ellis concluded that comparative method studies “are of 

value but only if they avoid the methodological pitfalls of the earlier method studies”.  

The current study was designed to avoid the pitfalls of method comparisons that Ellis 

referred to. The study was designed as a ‘local’ rather than ‘global’ comparison by selecting 

specific target features which were taught over a relatively short period of time (i.e. five 

weeks). To ensure that the methods differed not only in terms of their workplans but also in 

terms of actual teaching, the lessons were audio recorded and transcriptions prepared in 

order to document the process features evident in the teaching. This was undertaken using 

the methodology of conversation analysis. Great care was also taken to avoid the 

methodological problems that Ellis mentioned. The homogeneity of the learners in the 

experimental groups was ensured by setting strict criteria for the selection of the learners 

(i.e. in terms of their age and experience of learning English). I functioned as the teacher in 

all the treatment sessions for both experimental groups. The instructional methodology for 

each group was described in detail and strictly followed when conducting the lessons. To 

prevent test bias a battery of tests including tests that matched each type of instruction was 

developed.   

The main study was conducted from April to June 2009.  

5.2. Research Questions 

5.2.1. Vocabulary acquisition  

Three research questions were raised to investigate the effects of comprehension-based 

tasks and production-based activities on vocabulary acquisition.  

RQ 1. Does participation in comprehension-based tasks enable young Japanese learners of 

English to acquire new noun vocabulary? 
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RQ 2. Does participation in production-based activities enable young Japanese learners of 

English to acquire new noun vocabulary? 

RQ 3. Which instructional approach (comprehension-based tasks versus production-based 

activities) results in more newly acquired nouns? 

RQ 4. Does participation in comprehension-based tasks enable young Japanese learners of 

English to acquire new adjective vocabulary? 

RQ 5. Does participation in production-based activities enable young Japanese learners of 

English to acquire new adjective vocabulary? 

RQ 6. Which instructional approach (comprehension-based tasks versus production-based 

activities) results in more newly acquired adjectives? 

5.2.2. Incidental acquisition of grammatical features 

Six research questions were developed for analyzing the effects of comprehension-based 

tasks and production-based activities on incidental acquisition of two grammatical features: 

the plural-s and copula be.  

RQ 7. Does the incidental acquisition of the plural -s occur when young Japanese learners 

of English participate in comprehension-based tasks? 

RQ 8. Does the incidental acquisition of the plural -s occur when young Japanese learners 

of English participate in production-based activities? 

RQ 9. Do comprehension-based tasks and production-based activities differ in the extent to 

which they promote the acquisition of the plural -s by young Japanese learners? 

RQ 10. Does the incidental acquisition of the copula be occur when young Japanese learners 

of English participate in comprehension-based tasks? 

RQ 11. Does the incidental acquisition of the copula be occur when young Japanese learners 

of English participate in production-based activities? 

RQ 12. Do comprehension-based tasks and production-based activities differ in the extent to 

which they promote the acquisition of the copula be by young Japanese learners? 
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In this thesis, the term ‘activity’ is used as a generic term to refer to both ‘exercises’ (which 

cater for intentional language learning) and ‘tasks’ (which cater to incidental language 

learning).  The term ‘task’ is used to refer to a specific type of ‘activity’, namely one that 

meets the definition of a task’ (see Ellis (2003) and Chapter 2 section 2.1.3.2.). The 

production-based instruction involved both ‘exercises’ and ‘tasks’, whereas the 

comprehension-based instruction only involved ‘tasks’. 

5.3. Participants 

One month before conducting the main study, a total of 45 participants were recruited 

through advertising in a local free paper in Toyota City Japan. The criteria for the 

recruitment were Japanese children aged six with no prior experience of learning English. 

English is not usually used in daily discourse in Japan, and public primary schools currently 

provide English classes only from the third grade in Toyota City.  

The background and characteristics of the participants in the main study differed from those 

in the pilot study. Whereas the participants in the pilot study were students of a private 

English school with four to 16 months experience of learning English, those in the main 

study had no experience of formal English instruction. All participants in the main study 

were 6 years old when the project started while the age of those in the pilot study varied 

from six to eight. The participants’ ages were lower on average in the main study: 6.0 in the 

main study and 6.9 in the pilot study.  

The 45 participants were randomly divided into three groups of 15 members: two 

experimental groups and one control group. Each group was further divided into two classes 

of between six to nine participants. All groups met twice a week during the project and did 

not have any English instruction other than the treatment for this study. The number of 

students in each group or class is shown in Table 37. 
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Table 37: Number of Students in Each Group or Class 

Groups (student number) Class (student number) 

CBI group (n = 15) 
CBI-A (n = 6) 

CBI-B (n = 9) 

PBI group (n = 15) 
PBI-A (n = 7) 

PBI-B (n = 8) 

Control group (n = 15) 
Control-A (n = 8) 

Control-B (n = 7) 

5.4.  Research design 

The design of the research was built on that of the pilot study. The overview of the main 

study project is shown in Table 38. 

 
Table 38: Overview of the Research Design 

 CBI Groups PBI Groups Control Groups 
Week 1 Pre-test (4 tests) 
Week 2 Pre-test (4 tests) 
Week 3 CBI lesson 1, 2 PBI lesson 1, 2 Unrelated lessons 
Week 4 CBI lesson 3, 4 PBI lesson 3, 4 Unrelated lessons 
Week 5 CBI lesson 5, 6 PBI lesson 5, 6 Unrelated lessons 
Week 6 CBI lesson 7, 8 PBI lesson 7, 8 Unrelated lessons 
Week 7 CBI lesson 9 PBI lesson 9 Unrelated lessons 
Week 8 Post-test (4 tests) 
Week 9 Post-test (4 tests) 

Week 10  
Week 11  
Week 12  
Week 13 Delayed post-tests (4 tests) 
Week 14 Delayed post-tests (4 tests) 
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5.5. Target vocabulary items  

Thirty-six vocabulary items were introduced in the main study. In addition to the 24 nouns 

used in the pilot study, 12 adjectives comprising six colour adjectives and six dimension 

adjectives were additionally selected and allocated into the three item groups as shown in 

Table 39.  

Table 39: Target Vocabulary Items 

 Nouns Adjectives 
Item A  
(12) 

camel, ostrich, crocodile, hippopotamus, squirrel, seal, 
polar bear, peacock 
(+ crocodiles, squirrels) 

brown, gray, heavy, 
light 

Item B 
(12) 

pan, ladle, chopsticks, cutting board, plate, soap, 
battery, toothbrush 
(+ toothbrushes, batteries) 

black, blue, big, small 

Item C 
(12) 

green pepper, eggplant, chestnut, radish, leek, pear, 
mandarin, persimmon  
(+ pears, mandarins) 

purple, white, long, 
short 

 

Replicating the methodology used in the pilot study, the three sets of target items were 

separately introduced in each lesson for the PBI group but introduced as a single set for the 

CBI group. For the PBI group, item A was introduced in lessons 1, 2 and 7, item B in 

lessons 3, 4 and 8, and item C in lessons 5, 6 and 9. In order to balance the time difference 

between exposures to the target items and the post-tests, the PBI group practised the 

previous target items in each lesson. For the CBI group, all target words appeared in every 

lesson.  

For the PBI group, the target adjectives were introduced in the same way as the target 

nouns. Each adjective was symbolized in a picture card. The colour adjectives were 

represented by the coloured cards, and the dimension adjectives were pictorially symbolized 

by means of comparison of two items in a picture (e.g. a picture of two balloons of different 

size and an arrow pointing to the bigger balloon represented ‘big’). For the CBI group, both 

dimension adjectives and colour adjectives were introduced in the way that the teacher 

described the target nouns. The target adjectives were not focused in the tasks but only 

appeared in the teacher’s elaboration. The participants had, therefore, no opportunity to see 

any pictorial cards for the adjectives in the lessons.  
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While all the noun items were not listed in the List of English Loanwords in Japanese 

(Daulton, 1999), nine out of 12 adjectives were from the list. The three items not listed in 

Daulton’s list were purple, small, and short.  

Note that although the target words were carefully chosen to ensure that the referents were 

familiar to Japanese children of this age, there was a possibility that some students did not 

know the equivalent L1 word. Thus, the instruction might have involved some concept 

learning as well as learning the L2 vocabulary forms. 

Total of 42 picture cards were prepared to introduce the 36 target vocabulary with six plural 

cards. All the cards are shown in Appendix C.   

5.6. Target grammatical features 

The main study investigated incidental acquisition of two grammatical features: the plural -s 

and the copula be. The two grammatical features were not planned in the tasks for the CBI 

group. Also they were not explained or practised in the PBI group. The teacher reactively 

provided either feedback on the participants’ errors or answers to the participants’ queries of 

the grammatical features.  

In addition to the two tests for the plural -s structure, two tests for the copula be were newly 

designed with task-based and discrete item modalities. They were scored in two ways: 

productive use of the copula be and subject-verb agreement.  

5.7. Instructional treatments 

5.7.1. Instructional materials and procedures for the CBI group 

The main study employed the same materials and procedures used in the pilot study with the 

exception of two points. The teacher explained prior to each lesson that the participants 

were allowed to ask questions in English, and the teacher made every effort to use the target 

adjectives in her elaboration while conducting the tasks.  

In order to obtain the data for the students’ comprehension of task 1 with the CBI group, the 

teacher recorded the student’s performance on a checklist every time the students showed 

their chosen cards.   
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5.7.2. Instructional materials and procedures for the PBI group 

The instructional materials and procedures in the pilot study were slightly modified for this 

study. Twelve adjective cards were designed and introduced according to the item groups 

(see Table 39). In Activity 4 (Production Bingo game), the learners chose nine cards from a 

set of 14 cards for one activity while in the pilot study the students selected the nine cards 

from a set of ten cards.  

5.7.3. Control group materials 

The same materials and procedures were used as those applied in the pilot study. Care was 

taken to avoid using the target words in the classroom but the students were exposed to 

some plural -s items and the copula be from the teacher’s utterances and the songs.  

5.7.4. Recording and transcribing of lessons 

In the lessons, students sat around a square table with eight seats. One video-camera was 

positioned at one side of the classroom, focused on the students. The audio-recorder was 

placed on the table. All the audio-recorded data was transcribed. Every effort was made to 

identify individual student utterances by complemented use of the video-recorded data.  

5.8. Testing materials 

The main study involved eight tests. Four vocabulary tests were re-designed based on the 

pilot study. The two plural -s tests in the pilot study were used without modification. Two 

tests for the copula be were additionally designed. The modifications of the four vocabulary 

tests and the two new tests for the copula be will be discussed. All the test materials are 

shown in Appendix C). 

Multiple-choice word comprehension test.  

This test required the participants to listen to an audio-recorded word and choose the 

appropriate picture from six pictures. The test contained 36 questions for each of the 36 

target items. The test was administered to the participants in groups. For the dimension 

adjectives, pictures showing the size of different objects were used. For example, for the 

adjective ‘heavy’ the learners had to select a picture showing an elephant from a set of six 
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pictures the other five of which represented light objects (e.g. an ant). The target nouns were 

not used for testing the adjectives to avoid confusing the participants. Five seconds was 

given for each question. One score was assigned for each item if it was correctly chosen. 

The maximum score possible was 36. 

Category task test.   

In this test the learners were asked to listen to sentences and decide which specific situation 

each sentence containing a target noun related to. For example, the learners heard the 

sentence “A polar bear is walking slowly on the rock”, and were requested to point to the 

correct picture sheet out of four sheets representing different situations (i.e. ‘fruit and 

vegetable shop’, ‘home appliance shop’, ‘land area of the zoo’, and ‘sea area of the zoo’). In 

order to test the adjectives, each of the four picture sheets included a picture of a child 

holding or wearing one of four items (i.e. a balloon, a bag, a hat and a butterfly net) which 

had different colours or sizes. The learners listened to sentences such as “The boy has a blue 

balloon” and identified the relevant picture which contained a blue balloon. Definitions of 

the nouns used for the adjective questions were provided in both English and Japanese prior 

to the test. Thirty-six sentences including each target word were constructed and 

randomised. The participants obtained one point for each item when they chose the correct 

category (i.e. the correct picture). The maximum score possible was 36. 

Discrete-item word production test.   

This test required the participants to name the target vocabulary items on each flash-card. 

Twelve adjective picture cards were added. The six colour adjective cards created for the 

PBI lessons were used in this test. As for the dimension adjectives picture cards with 

different items from the ones used in the PBI lesson were prepared in order to avoid being 

biased in favour of the PBI group. The adjectives were tested after the noun items. The 

same criteria for scoring in the pilot study were employed.   

Same or Different task test.  

There were 12 pictures showing singular objects and twelve showing plural objects. Five 

out of the 12 plural objects represented items introduced during the treatment (i.e. 

crocodiles, batteries, mandarins, toothbrushes, squirrels). The other seven represented 
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‘new’ items (i.e. camels, peacocks, green peppers, pans, seals, chestnuts, radishes). The 

students were asked to name each object and the researcher then told the participant which 

picture she had. If the students’ and researcher’s pictures were the same they put a tick in 

the square showing the picture. If they were not the same they put a cross. The participants 

were awarded one point for each item they said correctly. The criterion for correct 

production used for the Discrete-item vocabulary production test was also employed for this 

test. The maximum score possible for vocabulary was 36. 

Task-based copula be production test: Tell-and-Do task test    

This test was newly designed for the main study. The aim of this test was to measure 

participants’ structural knowledge of the copula be by testing their ability to provide 

sentences that include the copula be while performing a task. A one-way information-gap 

task, tell-and-do task was employed for this test. Two different sheets for the participants 

and the researcher were prepared. The participant’s sheet had ten pictures of items (five are 

in singular form and five are in plural form) with various colours. The researcher sheet had 

the same ten pictures as the participant sheet with no colour. The participants were required 

to give directions to the researcher to colour the items with the same colours as were on the 

participant sheet. The ten items consisted of five target items and five items from the List of 

English loanwords in Japanese (Daulton 1999). The colours used in the test were selected 

from Daulton’s list but excluded the target adjectives. Flash cards representing all the items 

and colours were prepared to demonstrate the vocabulary to participants prior to the test.  

In the administration of the test, the researcher demonstrated the flash cards in English and 

Japanese first. Then the participants were given a participant sheet and instructed to give 

directions in English to the researcher to colour the researcher sheet. This test obtained 

scores in two aspects: production and accuracy. As for the former, participants obtained one 

point for each production if they provided the copula be with correct placement regardless 

of subject-verb agreement. For the latter, participants obtained one point for each item when 

they provided the copula be in the correct place with correct subject-verb agreement. The 

maximum score possible was 10 for each scoring.  
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Discrete-item copula be production test: Sentence production test    

 This test measured participants’ structural knowledge of the copula be by their ability to 

provide complement sentences that included the copula be by referencing discrete-item 

cards. A test sheet with pictures of 12 noun items (six are in singular form and six are in 

plural form) with various colours was prepared. The 12 items consisted of six target items 

and six items from the List of English loanwords in Japanese (Daulton 1999). The first two 

pictures (one in singular and one in plural form) were used to show example answers by the 

researcher. Flash cards representing all the items and colours to demonstrate the vocabulary 

to participants were also prepared. At first, the researcher showed the flash cards to confirm 

all the vocabulary used in this task. Then, the researcher gave the test sheet to the 

participant and showed examples of making complement sentences by using the first two 

pictures (singular and plural), (e.g., “The dog is red”). The participant was requested to 

make sentences for the rest of the six sets of pictures. The scoring methods are in 

accordance with the Tell and Do task test.  

5.8.1. Testing order 

The order of the tests is shown in Table 40. In order to avoid inter-test effects, production 

tests were administered prior to comprehension tests. The two new tests were implemented 

as the final part of the production tests (4 and 5). 

 
Table 40: Testing Order 

 Test used in this study Objectives Types of test Modality 
1 Same or Different task test Vocabulary  

(+ Plural-s) 
Task-based Productive 

2 Discrete-item vocabulary 
production test 

Vocabulary Discrete-item Productive 

3 Wug test  Plural -s  Discrete-item Productive 
4 Tell and Do task test Copula be  Task-based Productive 
5 Sentence production test Copula be  Discrete-item Productive 
6 Category task test  Vocabulary Task-based Receptive 
7 Multiple-choice word test Vocabulary Discrete-item Receptive 
8 Multiple-choice plural -s test Plural -s Discrete-item Receptive 
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5.9. Reliability of testing instruments 

Prior to the main study project, the two tests for the copula be were trialled with more 

experienced learner groups of older age in order to determine whether the students use the 

target structure. Seven students aged ten to twelve with three to five years of English 

experience took the tests. Table 41 shows descriptive statistics and reliability estimates for 

the two tests.  

Table 41: Descriptive Statistics and Reliability Estimates for the Tests for Copula Be 

Tests Test target Descriptive statistics Reliability estimates 

Mean SD α N 

Sentence production 

test 

Target structure use 8.571 3.779 1.000 10 

S-V agreement 6.000 5.033 .990 10 

Listen-and-do task test Target structure use 5.714 3.450 .933 10 

S-V agreement 4.428 4.353 .960 10 

 

The reliability estimate for all the measurements was high: the sentence production test 

showed α = 1.000 for production and α = .990 for accuracy; the listen-and-do task test 

showed α = .933 for production and α = .960 for accuracy. Based on the results, the two 

tests were considered to be a good measure of learners’ use and accuracy of the copula be.  

Reliability of the other testing instruments was estimated using the scores of post-test 1 for 

the CBI and the PBI group (n = 30). Cronbach’s alpha was calculated using an internal 

consistency approach. The reliability estimate was relatively high for all the vocabulary 

tests: α = .834 for the discrete-item comprehension test, α = .793 for the Category task test, 

α = .815 for the discrete-item production test, α = .782 for the same or difference task test. 

The plural -s comprehension test showed a lower reliability estimate, α = .667, but the two 

plural -s production tests showed α = 1.000. The two tests for the copula be also showed 

high reliability estimates: α = .988 for both the Listen and Do task test. Based on the results, 

it was considered the six tests were reliable.  

5.10. Data analysis 

Before analysing the test data, the process features of the two types of instruction were 

examined qualitatively using the methodology of conversation analysis. The interactions 
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that occurred in the CBI-A classes and the PBI-A were audio- and video-recorded and 

subjected to detailed analysis. The description of the procedures employed will be reported 

along with the results of the analysis in the next chapter. 

As for the test data, the same analyses in the pilot study were employed for the main study. 

The data for the additional elements were analysed using the following procedures.  

5.10.1. Data analysis for the vocabulary tests 

Descriptive statistics for the four vocabulary tests in the pre-test and post-test 1 and 2 were 

calculated. In order to answer Research Questions 1 and 2, the test scores of the discrete-

item vocabulary comprehension test and the discrete-item vocabulary production test were 

analyzed using a series of repeated measures ANOVAs and post hoc Bonferoni adjustments 

for within group multiple comparisons. As the Category task test and the Same or Different 

task test did not meet the assumption of morality, Whilcoxon Sined Ranks Test was used to 

determine if there was a significant gain between the pre-test and post-tests, and then the 

difference between the two experimental groups in post-test 1 and 2 was examined by 

repeated measures ANOVAs. In order to answer Research Question 3, the difference 

between the two experimental groups in post-test 1 and 2 were calculated by a series of 

repeated measures ANOVAs and post-hoc Bonferoni adjustments for between group 

multiple comparisons. Furthermore, in order to investigate the difference in acquisition of 

different parts of speech, the scores for nouns and adjectives were separately calculated by 

means of obligatory occasion analysis. For noun scores, a series of repeated measures 

ANOVAs and post-hoc Bonferoni adjustments was used to compare the two groups. For the 

adjective scores, as some test data were not normally distributed, Monn-Whitney U test was 

used. Alpha was set at .05 for parametric tests and .01 for non-parametric tests.  

5.10.2. Data analysis for the plural -s tests 

In order to answer Research Question 4, 5, and 6, the results of the plural -s tests were 

classified as ‘acquired’ or ‘not acquired’, using 80% as the criterion level (Jia, 2003), as the 

data were not normally distributed due to the fact that most of the students failed to show 

any improvement on the tests for plural -s or copula be. The numbers of ‘acquired’ and 

‘non-acquired’ participants were counted and the difference between the two experimental 

groups was compared using the Chi-square test.  
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The Same or Different task test was used as the task-based vocabulary production test and 

as the task-based plural -s production test. The test scores were counted in two ways: (1) the 

number of target words produced (i.e. the task-based vocabulary production test), and (2) 

the score on an obligatory occasion in producing a plural -s morpheme (i.e. the task-based 

plural -s production test). 

5.10.3. Data analysis for the copula be tests 

In order to answer Research Question 7, 8 and 9, the results of the copula be tests were 

classified as ‘acquired’ or ‘not acquired’, using 80% as the criterion level (Jia, 2003), as the 

data were not normally distributed due to the fact that most of the students failed to show 

any improvement on the tests for plural -s or copula be. The numbers of ‘acquired’ and 

‘non-acquired’ participants were counted and the difference between the two experimental 

groups was compared using the Chi-square test.  
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Chapter 6. The process features of the two types of instruction 

6.1. Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to validate the external description of the two approaches 

(comprehension-based language teaching and production-based language teaching) by 

examining transcripts of the actual lessons and investigating the process features that 

distinguish the approaches.  The chapter will seek an answer to this question: 

In what ways are the classroom process features of the comprehension-based and 

production-based classroom different? 

One criticism of comparative method studies has been that they have failed to find any 

difference in learning outcomes because although methods might be different in terms of 

their external descriptions they are not in fact different in terms of  actual classroom 

processes (R. Ellis, 2008). Researchers simply assumed that the methods were different and 

failed to examine what transpired when they were actually taught. 

I propose to examine the process features of the two types of instruction using conversation 

analysis (CA). CA was employed for this analysis because it has been increasingly used in 

second language acquisition (SLA) research and has been shown to be a strong tool to 

investigate interaction in detail (Markee, 2005). However, the current study differs from 

typical conversation analysis-for-second language acquisition (CA-for-SLA) (Markee, 

2005) where CA has been used to investigate key constructs in SLA (e.g. recasts, as in 

Hauser, 2005) or interaction in the task-based classroom (as in Seedhouse, 2004).  Instead, I 

have elected to use CA as a means of supplementing experimental research to provide an 

‘internal’ perspective on the different types of instruction. Although Seedhouse (2004b) 

used CA to examine classroom conversation, his purpose was to identify the different 

interactional patterns in different classroom contexts. No study, to my knowledge, has used 

CA to identify the differences in the process features of different methods.   

This chapter examines the interactions that occurred in the CBI-A classes that consisted of 

six students and received comprehension-based lessons, and in the PBI-A class that 

consisted of seven students and received the production-based lessons. These classes were 

the ones with complete beginners. The video-recorded data and the transcribed audio-
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recoded data of the 18 lessons (nine lessons for each class) were used for the analyses. The 

spoken data were transcribed following CA conventions (Jefferson, 2004, see Appendix F). 

Video-recorded data was used to identify the speakers’ nonverbal actions. The analysis 

focuses on three conversational features that have been frequently analyzed in CA-for-SLA 

research: turn-taking, repair and private speech. Some of the data were quantified by 

counting the occurrence of specific types of conversation patterns in one of the lessons – 

Lesson 5. Lesson 5 was chosen because this lesson was the middle lesson in the 

instructional treatment and because it was representative of the instruction that took place in 

all nine lessons. 

6.2. Turn-taking 

Turn-taking is “an organization of practices designed to allow routine achievement of what 

appears to be overwhelmingly the most common default ‘numerical’ value of speakership of 

talk-in-interaction: one party talking at a time” (Schegloff, 2000, p. 1). This section will 

examine how turn-taking was organized in each group and consider how this organisation 

relates to the pedagogic focus of the two types of instruction. 

6.2.1. The characteristic of turn-taking in the PBI lessons 

6.2.1.1. Turn structure 

The central turn structure identified by conversation analysts is the ‘adjacency pair’. An 

adjacency pair refers to two turns that are functionally related to each other in such a way 

that a first turn requires a second turn such as a question-answer pair (Sacks & Schegloff, 

1979; Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974). However, the turn structure that has been 

traditionally identified in the classroom is a three part structure, called the initiation – 

response – follow-up (IRF) exchange (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975). Seedhouse (2004b) 

showed that in a form-and-accuracy context, adjacency pairings consist of a teacher prompt 

followed by a student response, which in turn was followed by an optional evaluation turn. 

In this discussion of the turn structure, the term adjacency pair will be used to refer to 

interactions that involve pairs of turns, while IRF will be used to refer to the three part 

structure.  
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In the PBI group, IRF exchanges were frequently observed throughout the five activities. 

Two examples, from Activity 1 and Activity 5 are shown below. Activity 1 was designed as 

the presentation phase of the present-practice-produce (PPP) approach. This activity 

required the students to repeat the target word after the teacher when she had shown a 

picture representing the word. This led to the kind of exchange shown in Excerpt 1.  

 Excerpt 1 

1. T: ((shows a card to the class)) crocodile  

2. Ss: croco[di:] 

3. T:           [cro]codile  

4. Ss: crocodi: 

5. T : okay 

(Activity 1 in lesson 4, PBI) 

In turn 1 the teacher presents the target word form and in so doing requests the class to say 

the word. This led to chorus repetition by the students. The teacher’s second turn serves as a 

positive evaluation of the learners’ production and also as a request for further repetition by 

the class. The students respond by again producing the word in chorus and the sequence 

concludes with the teacher’s evaluation in turn 5.  

Activity 5 required the learners to turn over one card on the table and to match it with the 

card face up on the table. A learner was required to name the item on the card as he/she 

turned it over. Although this activity was designed as the last phase of PPP approach (i.e. 

free production practice), the actual conversation tended to fall into the typical IRF pattern 

as Excerpt 2 shows.  

Excerpt 2  

1. T: okay, your turn (3.0)  

2. S1: ((turns over one card on the table)) 

3. T: ((looks at the card)) what colour is this? ((looks at L1)) what colour is this?  

4.      ((takes the card from S1’s hand and shows it to S1)).  

5. S1: ((looks away))  

6. T: black. 

7. S1: bla[ck.] 

8. T:         [okay] ((puts the card on the table and looks at the next student)) your turn.  

 (Activity 5 in Lesson 4, PBI)  
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The teacher asked a question to S1 in turn 3 (i.e. initiation), and treated S1’s next turn (turn 

5) as a display of ignorance (i.e. response). In turn 6, the teacher says the word for the 

student, which led to the learner’s repetition of the word in turn 7, followed by the teacher’s 

evaluation in turn 8 (i.e. follow-up).  

Studies have shown that in IRF exchanges in second language classrooms teachers tend to 

involve display questions (i.e. questions where the answers are already known to the person 

asking them) rather than referential questions (i.e. questions where the answers are not 

known by the person asking them) (Brock, 1986; Long & Sato, 1983). The two examples 

above illustrate this phenomenon, which was common in the PBI group. 

However, the teacher sometimes used referential questions in Activities 4 and 5 when 

checking on how well the students were accomplishing the activities, as illustrated in 

Excerpt 3. Such sequences, however, still involved the familiar three-phrase exchange. 

Excerpt 3 

1. T: how many pairs have you got? 

2. S: one, two, three, four, (.) [five, six]   

3. T:                                        [five, six] six pairs (.) great.   

(Activity 5 in Lesson 7, PBI) 

 

There were also a few cases where a learner initiated a question to ask about or to confirm 

the meaning of a target word. This was almost always undertaken in Japanese (the L1), as 

shown in Excerpt 4.  

Excerpt 4 

1. S: crocodile tte wani? ((tr: does ‘crocodile’ mean crocodile?))  

2. T: yes. yes. 

(Lesson 1 in Activity 4, PBI) 

In order to investigate the different types of IRF exchanges in the PBI group, the exchanges 

were classified along two dimensions; (1) teacher-initiated versus student-initiated and (2) 

display versus referential questions. The frequency of these categories is shown in Table 42.  
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Table 42: Types of Question Turns in Lesson 5 in the PBI Groups 

Type of IRF exchanges Display questions Referential questions 
Teacher-initiated 425 25 
Student-initiated 0 1 

As Table 1 makes clear, IRF exchanges in the PBI classes generally involved teacher-

initiated display questions (425). There were relatively few referential questions (25). 

Student-initiated IRF exchanges occurred only once. On each occasion a student asked a 

referential question. 

6.2.1.2. Control of turn-taking 

Studies have shown that turn-taking in L2 classroom is characterized by a strict allocation 

of turns (Markee, 2000; McHoul, 1978; Seedhouse, 2004b). This is apparent in the above 

extracts. In Excerpt 1 the teacher’s turns in turns 1 and 3 constituted requests which set up 

the students’ choral responses which in turn created the interactional context for the 

teacher’s evaluation that closed the exchange. In Excerpt 2, the first teacher turn nominated 

S1 to perform the activity. The following teacher turns (turns 3, 4 and 6) requested S1 to 

produce the target word. Then the teacher nominated another student to respond in turn 8. 

There were no turns contributed by the other students during the exchange. In Excerpt 3, the 

first teacher turn (turn 1) allocated the following turn to one of the students. In Excerpt 4 

there was no teacher’s allocation of turn but this type of exchange occurred very rarely in 

this group as Table 42  shows. In other words, turn-taking in the PBI classes was almost 

entirely controlled by the teacher. 

6.2.1.3. Length and frequency of turns 

Studies have shown that in language classrooms teacher turns are longer than those of the 

students’ (e.g. Markee, 2000). In the PBI lessons, due to the learners’ proficiency level, 

student turns in the L2 were predominantly one-word utterances with the exception of one 

utterance involving counting cards (see Excerpt 3). The teacher’s turns, on the other hand, 

mostly consisted of multi-word utterances. Table 43 shows the frequency and the average 

length of turns in each activity in Lesson 5 in the PBI lessons. Non-verbal turns and L1 

turns were excluded from this analysis.   
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Table 43: The Frequency and the Length of Turns in the PBI lesson (Lesson 5) 

  Activity 1 Activity 2 Activity 3 Activity 4 Activity 5 

Teacher turns Number of turns 45.0 102.0 61.0 70.0 188.0 

 Mean length of turn 2.4 5.6 4.5 6.1 6.7 

Student turns Number of turns 42.0 76.0 32.0 22.0 95.0 

 Mean length of turn 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.3 1.5 

* The length of turn was calculated by counting the number of L2 words in one turn (not included L1 turns or 
non-verbal turns).  

The table shows that both the teacher and the students performed a substantial number of 

turns during the lesson. The teacher had more turns than the students, reflecting the fact that 

most exchanges were of the IRF type where the teacher typically took the first and the third 

turns while the students took only the second turn. The mean number of words per turn 

shows that the teacher talked much more than the students. However, the mean length of 

students’ turns increased in Activities 4 and 5 but only because there were frequent 

occasions where the learners were counting the number of cards they had collected (e.g. 

“one, two, three, four. four bingos”).  

6.2.1.4. Turns in chorus 

In the PBI lessons, students’ turns were frequently simultaneous. This occurred when the 

learners were requested to repeat after the teacher in Activity 1 as shown in Excerpt 1. 

Learner turns also occurred in chorus immediately after the teacher’s follow-up turn in IRF 

exchanges as shown in Excerpt 5.  

Excerpt 5 

1. T: ((shows a card to the class)) what is it?  

2. Ss: ((silence)) (2.0)  

3. T: squirrel.  

4. Ss: squirre:l 

(Activity 2 in Lesson 4, PBI) 

In turn 1, when the teacher found that the students could not produce the target word 

following her request, she said the word herself (turn 3), which led to the students’ choral 
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repetition in the next turn. The frequency of the students’ choral turns following a teacher 

request and a teacher follow-up move in Lesson 5 is shown inTable 44.  

Table 44: Frequency of Student Turns in Chorus in Lesson 5 in the PBI Group 

 Requested 

repetition 

Response to follow-up 

turn 

Turns in chorus 84 24 

There are 24 turns where learners produced choral turns in response to the teacher’s follow-

up utterances. This type of choral turn is typical of many classrooms (Markee, 2000; Van 

Lier, 1988). It is perhaps especially common in classrooms with very young learners for 

whom choral responses may be more acceptable than they are for older learners.  

6.2.1.5. Topic  

Seedhouse (2004) argues that topic does not apply to interactions in form-and-accuracy 

contexts (p.104). In the PBI lessons, the students’ production was generally a result of the 

requirement to display their knowledge as shown in the above excerpts. There was no 

opportunity for the learners to initiate or develop a topic.   

6.2.2. The characteristics of turn-taking in the CBI lessons  

6.2.2.1. Turn structure 

In the CBI lessons, adjacency pairs often consisted of a student question and a teacher 

answer. Follow-up turns rarely occurred. Several question-answer exchanges occurred 

simultaneously and involved more than two speakers. Excerpt 6 shows a typical sequence 

with these characteristics.  

Excerpt 6 

1. T:  okay (1.0) u::::m. okay (.) let’s go to the zoo (.) please take the (1.0) squirrel (.) 

         [squirrel] 

2. S1: [squirrel] 

3. S5: [squirrel] 

4. T: Yeah (.) [squirrel] 

5. S1:              [whito?]  



129 
 

6. S2: supermarketto? 

7. S1: whito?  

8. T: (.) no no no [no].   

9. S3:                   [zoo] (.) zoo [zoo].  

10. T:                                         [zoo] yeah (.) to the zoo (.) squirrel to the zoo.  

11. S1: whito? (.) [whito?] 

12. S2:                  [white?] 

13. T:                          [no] no no no (.) not [white].  

14. S4:                                                          [blue?] 

15. T: not blue ((looks at the card in her hand and smiles)) (2.0) brown.  

16. S2: brown?  

17. T: and very ((shows ‘small’ with her hand)) small. (1.0) [small and]   

18. S2: ((looks at the teacher with frowning face))                [brown tte nani?] ((trs: 
what’s brown?)) 

19. S4: brown tte nani? ((trs: what’s brown?)) 

20. S3: ((picks up one card from his set and looks at the teacher)) [one?] 

21. T:                                                                                                [brown?] ((walks to 
the wall to point something brown)).  

22. S3: ((shows his pointing finger to the teacher)) one? (1.0) [one?]  

23. S2:                                                                                        [brown?] 

24. T: ((shows her pointing finger)) one (.) yeah (.) very small ((gesture)). very small 
((gesture)) and brown (.) brown ((goes to the wall and points to brown)) and small (.) 
okay, three (.) two (.) [one (.) Go]    

24. S5:              [one (.) Go:] 

25. Ss: ((hold up their selected cards)) 

29. T: ((shows the correct card)) this is the (.) squirrel (.) squirrel, squirrel. Okay.  

(Task 1 in Lesson 4, CBI) 

In the first part of the sequence, two exchanges occurred. One of them was initiated by S1’s 

question (turn 5), which was repeated in turn 7 and turn 11 as his question was not 

answered. In turn 12, another student (S2) asked the same question in a louder voice and 

this was answered by the teacher in the next turn. The other exchange was initiated by S2’s 

question ‘supermarketto?’ in turn 6, which was answered by the teacher in turn 8. S5 

provided additional information (‘zoo’), and the teacher elaborated in turn 9. Both 

exchanges were initiated by students and responded to by the teacher and both involved 

more than one student.  
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The roles of the teacher and the students are made clearer in Table 44, where the question-

answer exchanges are analysed in terms of ‘initiation’ and ‘response’.  

 
Table 45: Initiation and Response Turns in the CBI Sequence 

Exchange Initiation Response 

1 

 

S1: whito?  

S1: whito? 

S1: whito? whito? 

S2: white? 

 

 

 

T: no no no not white.  

2 S2: supermarketto? 

 

T: no no no  

S3: zoo, zoo, zoo.  

T: zoo. to the zoo, to the 
zoo.  

3 S4: blue? T: not blue. brown.  

4 S2: brown?  

S2: brown tte nani? ((trs: 
what’s brown?)) 

S4: brown tte nani?  

((trs: what’s brown?)) 

 

 

T: brown? ((walking to 
the wall to point 
something brown)). 

5 S3: one? one?  T: one, yes. 
 

As Table 4 shows, all the question turns were initiated by the students and the answer turns 

were predominantly made by the teacher except on one occasion where S3 extended the 

previous teacher’s answer (Exchange 2).  

The above sequence also shows that the learners’ utterances functioned in various ways: 

they helped other students to provide an answer (turn 12), they repeated a question turn 

when it was not answered (turns 7 and 11), they answered a question posed by another 

student (turn 9), and they requested information from the teacher (turns 5, 6, 14, 18 and 20). 

However, the CBI lessons also involved a substantial number of teacher-initiated IRF 

exchanges. Such exchanges typically occurred when the teacher asked the students to state 

how they were performing in the task as in Excerpt 7. 

Excerpt 7 
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1. T: how many bingos have you got? 

2. S1: (1.0) one, two   

3. T: oh, only two? okay.  

(Task 3 in Lesson 7, CBI) 

All the question turns in Excerpt 6 and Excerpt 7 involved referential questions (i.e. they 

requested information that the interlocutors did not have). In order to investigate the 

different types of question turns in the CBI group, the question turns were analysed in terms 

of the same two dimensions  as for the PBI group (i.e. teacher-initiated versus student-

initiated and display versus  referential questions). The frequencies of these categories are 

shown in Table 46.  

Table 46: Types of Question Turns in Lesson 5 in the CBI Groups 

Type of IRF exchanges Display questions Referential questions 

Teacher-initiated 0 8 

Student-initiated 0 70 

As this table shows, the question turns in the CBI lesson were exclusively referential 

questions and initiated by students more often than by the teacher. This contrasts markedly 

with the question turns in the PBI class (see Table 41). 

6.2.2.2. Control of turn-taking 

The teacher’s allocation of turns did not occur very frequently in the CBI group. In Excerpt 

6, for example, although the sequence was initiated by the teacher’s command requesting 

the learners to choose appropriate cards (turn 1), the student turns were not assigned by the 

teacher. Table 45 clearly shows that all the initiation turns were contributed by the students. 

The teacher’s utterances were produced receptively in response to the students’ questions. 

Finally, in turn 24, the teacher took control of the interaction with her command, “okay, 

three, two, one, go”, which requested the students to show the cards they had selected. This 

shows that the teacher started and ended the sequence, but within the sequence the learners 

mostly controlled the turns. Seedhouse (2004) observes that in meaning and fluency 

classroom contexts, turn-taking is managed by students but eventually controlled by the 

teacher. The above sequence follows a similar pattern. 
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6.2.2.3. Length and frequency of turns 

In the CBI group, the teacher’s turns were generally longer than those of the students. Table 

47 shows the number and the length of turns in the tasks in Lesson 5. Non-verbal turns and 

L1 turns were excluded from the data. 

 
Table 47: The Frequency and the Length of Turns in the CBI lesson (Lesson 5) 

  Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 

Teacher turns Number of turns 57.0 91.0 32.0 

 Mean length of turn* 8.2 15.5 18.0 

Student turns Number of turns 117.0 12.0 11.0 

 Mean length of turn* 1.1 1.2 1.1 

* The length of turn was calculated by the number of L2 words in one turn (not included L1 turn or 
non-verbal turn).  

The table shows that the length and number of turns varies depending on the tasks. In Task 

1, the students’ turns were more frequent than the teacher’s turns as there were many 

occasions when more than one student contributed to an exchange in this task. The teacher’s 

turns in Task 1 were shorter than those in the other tasks because the teacher frequently 

gave short one-word answers in response to the students’ question turns. In Tasks 2 and 3, 

on the other hand, the teacher’s turns were more frequent than the students’ turns and also 

longer than in Task 1, indicating that there was less opportunity for student production in 

these tasks compared to Task 1. This was because Tasks 2 and 3 allowed the students to 

change their cards until they had found the appropriate card. For example, as Excerpt 8 

shows, in Task 2 the learners showed the card they had chosen to the teacher and waited for 

the teacher’s feedback rather than negotiating the meaning of the word in question. This 

inevitably led to the students’ L2 turns becoming less frequent and the teacher’s turns 

longer and more frequent than in Task 1. 

Excerpt 8 

1. T: peacock and the chestnut. peacock and a chestnut.  

2. S2: chestnut? 

3. T: yes, do you know? peacock. peacock. blue bird. blue bird. and the chestnut is very 
small. 

4. S1: ((shows the teacher the cards in his hand)) 

5. T: ((points to S1’s card)) that's a crocodile. peacock and a battery. 
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6. S2: ((shows the teacher the cards in his hand)) 

7. T: ((points S2’s card)) no. no, that's an ostrich, and a, a, an eggplant. peacock is a blue 
bird. blue bird 

8. S2: ((shows the teacher another card)) 

9. T: ((looks at the card)) yes. blue bird. peacock, blue bird, and a chestnut, a chestnut. 

10. S3: ((shows the teacher the cards in his hand)) 

11 T: ((looked at S3’s cards)) no no no. ((points to one of the cards)) it's okay. this is 
okay. no no no. okay. the peacock and, yes, peacock is okay, peacock is a blue bird 
right? chestnut is brown, small 

12: S4: ((shows the teacher another card)) 

13. T: ((looks at S4’s cards)) yes that's right. small, brown, vegetable. small brown 
vegetable. 

14. S1: ((shows the teacher another card)) 

15. T: ((points to S1’s cards)) yes that's right. small brown vegetable.  

16. S5: ((shows the teacher the cards in his hand)) 

17. T: ((points to S5’s cards)) yes that's right. ((points to S2’s cards)) no no no no. 
peacock is a blue bird.  
18. S2: ((changes his card)) 

19. T: yes (.) and the chestnut is ((point to a card on S2’s table)) this one (.) yes that's 
right. put it into the box.  

(Task 2 in Lesson 5, CBI)  

Seedhouse (2004) drew on an example of a learner-learner interaction resulting from an 

information gap activity to claim that there is a tendency towards minimalization and 

indexicality in learner language in a ‘task-based context’ because the learners are focused 

on  accomplishing the task. The learner production in Task 2 supports Seedhouse’s 

contention; the learners’ turns are manifestly constrained by the task design. However, as 

shown in Table 4, the learners’ turns in Task 1 served various purposes such as providing 

information to other students, helping other students to obtain information, and requesting 

information from the teacher in order to accomplish the tasks and this involved using the 

target vocabulary items. Considering the fact that these learners had no English learning 

experience prior to this project, Task 1 seems to have created a situation where they were 

pushed to use their L2 in a communicative way.  This task motivated the learners to achieve 

the task outcome. Also, if the language was ‘minimal’ it was not because of the task but 

because the linguistic resources available to these beginner learners was limited (see Ellis 

(2003) for a similar argument).  
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Finally, although the learners’ production in Tasks 2 and 3 can be described as ‘minimal’, 

Excerpt 8 shows that the exchanges afforded the learners rich contextualized input. The 

teacher’s turns in this extract helped the learners to complete the task by scaffolding the 

learners’ comprehension of the target items and thus enabling them to identify the correct 

cards. 

6.2.2.4. Topic 

Seedhouse (2004) claims that in a task-based context, learners focus on the successful 

completion of the task rather than on the topic or on expressing personal meaning. In the 

CBI lessons the learners did not initiate a new topic on any occasion, reflecting the fact that 

the lessons were teacher-fronted and the topic was controlled by the teacher. However, in 

some of the conversations the learners did engage in the development of the topic as 

Excerpt 9 shows. 

Excerpt 9 

1. T: please take the crocodile to the supermarket. 

2. S1: ((taking the ‘crocodile’ card from his table)) (2.0) supermarketto? 

3. T: oh, sorry, zoo, zoo. not supermarket.  

4. S2: crocodile, supermarket ((gestures)) 

5. T: yeah, it’s scary isn’t it, if a crocodile is in the supermarket. 

6. S1, S2: ((laugh)) 

(Task 1 in Lesson 9, CBI) 

S1’s first turn indicates that this student successfully identified the meaning of the word 

‘crocodile’. He then produced ‘supermarketto’ with a rising intonation with the intention of 

pointing out the teacher’s error. In turn 4, S2, who was sitting next to S1, playfully 

articulated the idea of a crocodile appearing in the supermarket, which the teacher then took 

up and extended causing the students to laugh. This indicates that although there was no 

opportunity for learners to initiate their own topics in the lessons, there were occasions 

when the learners engaged in the development of the topic that the task had created.  

6.2.3. Summary of the turn-taking in the two groups 

The preceding analyses reveal a number of differences in the organization of turns in the 

two groups. Table 48 summarizes these differences.  
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Table 48: Characteristics of Turn-Taking in the PBI and CBI Lessons 

 PBI lesson CBI lesson 

Sequence  Short sequences typically involving 
a single IRF exchanges.  

Turns did not overlap.  

Longer sequences involving several 
exchanges that involved overlapping. 

Types of learner turns were more 
varied than in the PBI group. 

Turn structure Predominantly initiated by the 
teacher with display questions 

Mostly initiated by the students with 
referential questions 

Control of turn-taking Tight control of turn-taking (i.e 
teacher decides who says what and 
when) 

 

Turn-taking often managed by 
students but the beginning and the 
end of the sequence were controlled 
by the teacher. 

Length and frequency 
of turns 

Turns by the teacher were longer 
than those by the students. 

 

Turns by the teacher were longer 
than those by the students. 

The learners’ turns were constrained 
by the task design and their limited 
L2 proficiency. 

Turns in chorus Learner turns were frequently 
produced in chorus.  

(98 turns in Lesson 5) 

The learners turns never occurred in 
chorus  

(0 turns in Lesson 5) 

Topic Topics were not developed. The 
interactions were focused on the 
learners’ accurate production of the 
target vocabulary items. 

 

Conversation was focused on the 
successful completion of the task. 
But there were some occasions when 
the learners’ initiated development 
of the topics that the task created.  

The sequences in the PBI lessons were shorter than those in the CBI group. PBI sequences 

typically involved simple exchanges while CBI sequence involved more complex 

exchanges. Also, the turns tended to overlap each other in the CBI sequences while this 

occurred only rarely in the PBI lessons. IRF exchanges in the PBI group were 

predominantly initiated by the teacher using display questions while those in the CBI group 

were mostly initiated by the students using referential questions. In the PBI lessons, turn-

taking was tightly controlled by the teacher whereas in the CBI lessons there were many 

occasions where the turn-taking was managed by students although sequences were 

controlled by the teacher. Although the teacher turns were longer than the student turns in 

both groups, there was a difference in the frequency of L2 turns in the two groups; while the 

teacher produced more turns than the students in all the PBI lessons, the ratio of teacher to 

student turns varied according to the task in the CBI lessons (i.e. the frequency of student 
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turns in the CBI group was affected by the task design). In the PBI lessons, learners’ turns 

frequently occurred in chorus but this never happened in CBI lessons. In the PBI group, talk 

was focused on the learners’ accurate production of the target vocabulary items. In the CBI 

group conversation was mainly focused on the successful completion of the task but there 

were some occasions where learners seized an opportunity to develop the conversation.  

Seedhouse (2004b) argued that the way in which the organization of interaction takes place 

varies according to context, and distinguished four different classroom contexts: (1) form-

and-accuracy contexts, (2) meaning-and-fluency contexts, (3) task-oriented contexts, and 

(4) procedural contexts (i.e. where the teacher explains how to carry out an activity). The 

characteristics of turn-taking in the first three of these are summarized in Table 49. 

Table 49: Characteristics of Turn-Taking in Different Contexts (from Seedhouse, 2004) 

 Form and accuracy contexts Meaning and fluency 
contexts 

Task-oriented contexts 

Sequence 
organization 

Adjacency pair consisting of 
teacher prompt and learner 
production, and optional 
evaluation and follow-up 

(IRF exchanges) 

Turn-taking sequences more 
varied than in form and 
accuracy contexts 

 

There is a tendency to 
minimalization and 
indexicality. 

Control of turn-
taking 

Tight control of turn-taking 
(who says what and when) 

 

Turn-taking managed by 
students but eventually 
controlled by the teacher 

 

The occurrence of 
student turns is 
constrained by the 
nature of the task.  

 

Topic Topic is not developed 

 

Interactional space is 
available to students to 
nominate and develop a topic 

Learners’ focus is on 
the successful 
completion of the task, 
not topic or meaning in 
the context  

 

The table shows that the characteristics of the turn-taking manifested in the PBI group 

correspond to Seedhouse’s ‘form and accuracy context’. On the other hand, those in the CBI 

lessons display a mixture of the characteristics observed in the ‘meaning and fluency’ and 

‘task-oriented’ contexts. Turn-taking in Task 1 can be characterized as typical of a ‘meaning 

and fluency context’; the turn-taking sequences were varied and there were many occasions 

where the students controlled the turn-taking. There was little evidence to show the kind of 
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restriction that Seedhouse argues is typical of a ‘task-oriented context’. However, as 

previously discussed, turn-taking in Tasks 2 and 3 did manifest restrictions.  

This analysis of the interactions in the two groups supports Seedhouse’s (2004) claim that 

there is a reflexive relationship between the pedagogical focus and the organization of turn 

taking (p.101). However, it has also shown that it is possible for the turn-taking in a ‘task-

oriented context’ to take on similar characteristics to those typical of the ‘meaning and 

fluency context’ if the task has been carefully designed.  

6.3. Repair 

‘Repair’ is defined as the “treatment of trouble occurring in interactive language use” (Van 

Lier, 1988, p. 183). The source of the trouble for repair can be a linguistic problem or a 

communication problem. Van Lier’s (1988) distinguishes ‘medium-oriented repair’ (i.e. 

repair that focuses on the form and function of L2) and ‘message-oriented repair’ (i.e. repair 

that focuses on the transmission of thoughts, information and feelings)1. The term ‘message’ 

involves both meaning and form. In other words, message-oriented repair focuses on 

problems that originate in meaning but also involve the link between meaning and form. On 

the other hand, medium-oriented repair only focuses on problems relating to language form.  

Seedhouse (1999) argues that “within each context a particular pedagogical focus combines 

with a particular organization of repair which is appropriate to that focus” (p. 60). In this 

section, organization of repair in the two different contexts (comprehension-based and 

production-based lessons) will be examined to see how this relates to the pedagogical focus. 

It will examine the occurrence of the four basic types of repair proposed by Schegloff, 

Jefferson and Sacks (1977): (1) self-initiated self-repair, (2) self-initiated other-repair, (3) 

other-initiated self-repair, and (4) other-initiated other-repair.  

Repairs were identified by using the three phases of repair organization proposed by 

Schegloff, Jefferson, & Sacks (1977): the trouble source or the repairable (R), the initiation 

of repair (IR) and the actual accomplishment of repair (AR). The following analysis focuses 

on repairs resulting from trouble sources originating in the learners’ production or 

comprehension (repairs relating to trouble sources in the teacher’s language were not 

considered). 
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6.3.1. The characteristics of repair in the PBI lessons 

The PBI lessons consisted of five activities reflecting the present-practice-produce (PPP) 

methodology. They focused on learner’s accurate production of the target items. The 

following analyses will show that the repair in this type of instruction tends to be medium-

oriented rather than message-oriented.  

6.3.1.1. Self-initiated self-repair 

In naturalistic settings, self-initiated self-repair occurs when a speaker rephrases his/her 

utterance because the speaker thinks the utterance caused incomprehension. None of the 

repairs observed in the PBI lessons fell into this category. Two factors might explain this: 

the teacher’s strong control of turn-taking and the participants’ proficiency level. In the PBI 

lessons, as discussed, the teacher tended to control the turn-taking. This might have 

prevented the learners from initiating and completing repair themselves, as shown in 

Excerpt 10.  

Excerpt 10 

1. T: ((points one of the two boys in a card)) this boy is? 

2. S1: smo[::] 

3. T:          [short] 

4. Ss: sho::  

5. T: short (.)short (.)short (.) Okay? 

(Activity 2 in Lesson 4, PBI) 

In turn 3, the teacher recast immediately reformulated S1’s erroneous utterance in turn 2. In 

turn 4 the whole class repeated after the teacher but not to the satisfaction of the teacher, 

which led her to provide another recast and then close the sequence by saying “okay?” This 

excerpt illustrates a general tendency – whenever learners produced an erroneous utterance 

it was subjected to the teacher’s immediate correction, thus depriving the students of an 

opportunity to self-correct their error.  

Another possible explanation for the absence of learner self-repair is the participants’ age 

and their proficiency level. Studies have shown that both age and L2 proficiency level affect 

the amount and nature of self-repair (Camps, 2003; Kormos, 1999; Verhoeven, 1989). The 
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participants were all aged six and had no experience of learning English prior to the project. 

They were all more or less complete beginners. 

6.3.1.2. Self-initiated other-repair 

In the PBI group, self-initiated other-repair occurred on a few occasions when the learners 

asked linguistic questions of the teacher. In this type of repair, question turns were 

exclusively made by the students in their L1 as Excerpt 11 shows.  

Excerpt 11 

1. T: this pencil is? (3.0) short. 

2. Ss: shor: 

3. T: short, short. 

4. S1: shor tte chiisai tteiu koto? ((tr: does ‘shor(t)’ mean small?)) 

5. T: uun, mijikai, mijikai (.) kore, nagai disyo. nagai, mijikai. ((tr: no, it means short. 
this is long, right? long, short)) 

(Activity 2 in Lesson 3, PBI) 

In turn 1, the teacher asked the question while showing a picture of a long and a short pencil 

with an arrow pointing at the short pencil. The teacher then produced the word ‘short’ as the 

students could not produce it. As S1 was not sure of the meaning of the word short (R, i.e. 

the repairable), she sought confirmation of her hunch about its meaning using her L1 (IR, 

i.e. the initiation of repair) in turn 4. This led to the teacher providing a translation in 

Japanese (AR, i.e. the accomplishment of repair). This repair was directed at establishing 

the connection between the form and meaning of the word; therefore, this is classified as a 

medium-oriented repair.  

Van Lier (1988) showed that self-initiated other-repair occurs frequently in L2 classrooms 

and noted it is a “special feature of L2 classrooms” (p.201). However, this type of repair 

only occurred in a few cases in the PBI lessons, as shown in the above example. This may 

be because the lesson did not require the learners to work out the meanings of the target 

words for themselves as the target items were presented with their pictorial images 

throughout the five activities. In the first activity, the meanings of the target words were 

shown pictorially and the teacher provided the phonological forms. Then in the following 

four activities, the learners were repeatedly requested to produce the phonological form 

when shown the pictorial images on cards. Thus, the learners did not need to ask the 
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meaning of the target word except on a few occasions where they failed to understand the 

meaning of the pictorial image as in Excerpt 11.  

6.3.1.3. Other-initiated self-repair 

This type of repair occurred frequently in the PBI group when the teacher saw that the 

students were unable to produce a target word and prompted its production by providing the 

first syllable of the word’s form as shown in Excerpt 12. 

Excerpt 12 

1. T: what’s this? 

2. S: ((gaze the teacher)) 

3. T: pi:  

4. S: peacock 

5. T: that’s right. peacock.   

(Activity 5 in Lesson 5, PBI) 

In turn 2 the student indicated that he was unable to produce the target word (R). This led 

the teacher to say the first syllable of the target word in turn 3 (IR). The student then 

produced the full form of the word ‘peacock’ in turn 4 (AR). As the teacher’s repair focused 

on the phonological form of the word, it is classified as medium-oriented repair.   

6.3.1.4. Other-initiated other-repair 

Other-initiated other-repair was the most common type of repair in the PBI lessons. As 

shown in Excerpt 13, this type of repair often occurred when the teacher provided the target 

word when a student failed to produce it.  

Excerpt 13 

1. T: ok, your turn.  

2. S: ((turns over one card on the table))  

3. T: what is it? 

4. S: ((gaze the teacher)) (2.0) 

5. T: eggplant 

6. S: eggplant 

7. T : ((looks away) okay, your turn. 
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 (Activity 5 in Lesson 2, PBI) 

The teacher took turn 4 as signalling that the students were not able to produce the required 

L2 form (R) and responded by producing it herself in turn 5 (IR and AR). The teacher’s turn 

in line 5 seems to function as a request for the learner’s production of the word as well as an 

accomplishemt of repair. This is evident in the student’s repetition in turn 6 and the 

following evaluation by the teacher (turn 7). This type of repetition after the teacher had 

supplied the target word occurred frequently in the PBI lessons, suggesting that it was a 

common feature of PPP (i.e.  the teacher’s production not only provides information but 

also invites the students to provide the second half of an adjacency pair). As the teacher 

focused on the form of the learner’s language, this repair is classified as medium-oriented 

repair. This also suggests that although Activity 5 was designed as the ‘free-production’ 

phase of PPP, which might be expected to involve message-oriented repairs, the actual 

repairs that occurred were still medium-oriented. 

Excerpt 12 and Excerpt 13 show how the teacher scaffolded the learners’ production of the 

target items in the PBI classroom. In Excerpt 13, the teacher provided overt scaffolding by 

presenting the full form of the target word, which enabled the learner to produce the word. 

In Excerpt 12, the scaffolding was covert but it successfully prompted the learner’s 

production of the full form of the word. According to the Vygotskyan sociocultural 

perspective, learners first rely on the assistance of experts to make an error correction 

(other-regulation) and eventually achieve independence and become self-regulated, 

correcting their own erroneous forms with little or no intervention (DiCamilla & Antón, 

2004). In the PBI lessons, it seems that other-initiated repairs tended to be ‘other-repairs’ 

when the scaffolding was overt and became ‘self-repairs’ when the scaffolding was covert.  

6.3.1.5. Summary 

Table 50 summarizes the characteristics of repair in the PBI lessons and shows the 

frequency of each type of repair in Lesson 5.  
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Table 50: Repair in the PBI Lessons 

Type of repair Medium-oriented Frequency in 

Lesson 5 

Self-initiated self-repair  0 

Self- initiated other-repair when a learner asked the teacher linguistic 

questions   

1 

Other- initiated self-repair when the students were unable to produce the 

target word and the teacher provided the first 

phonological part of the form to prompt 

learner’s production (covert scaffolding) 

7 

Other- initiated other-repair when the teacher provided the correct form 

following a student’s turn (overt scaffolding) 

65 

All repairs in Lesson 5 were classified as ‘medium-oriented repairs’. In other words, the 

repair that occurred in this group only focused on the learners’ linguistic problems, not on 

their communication problems. This supports Seedhouse’s (2004b) claim that the repair that 

occurs in form-and-accuracy contexts tends to be ‘didactic repair’. Even the last phase of 

the PPP lessons (i.e. the activities involving free production) created form-and-accuracy 

contexts rather than the meaning-and-fluency contexts, indicating that the repairs in the PBI 

lesson were strongly influenced by the pedagogical goal of the production-based instruction 

(i.e. the students’ successful production of the target words). 

In Lesson 5, the repairs were predominantly initiated by the teacher (other-initiated) except 

on one occasion where a learner asked the meaning of the target word. Other-initiated 

repairs were accomplished by the students (self-repairs) when the teacher prompted the 

students’ self-repair by providing the first syllable of a word (i.e. covert scaffolding) or by 

providing the correct form (i.e. overt scaffolding).  

6.3.2. The characteristic of repair in the CBI lessons  

Repair can address “troubles in speaking, hearing and understanding the talk” (Schegloff, 

1991). Therefore, it includes problems in comprehending a message as well as problems in 

producing a message. The CBI lesson consisted of listening-tasks that created a situation 

where the learners were required to understand the message which often resulted in 
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comprehension problems which were then repaired. This will become apparent in the 

analyses that follow.    

6.3.2.1. Self-initiated self-repair 

There were no occasions where the students demonstrated self-initiated self-repairs that 

focused on their own language (i.e. medium-oriented repairs). This might be because of the 

participants’ age and limited proficiency as discussed previously. However, self-initiated 

self-repair did occur when a student asked the teacher’s help in identifying the correct card 

and the teacher responded indirectly as in Excerpt 14.  

Excerpt 14 

1. T: crocodiles (.) crocodiles 

2. S1: one?  

3. T: crocodiles (1.0) okay 

4. S1: one? 

5. T: okay, listen listen listen(.) stop stop (.) listen lisetn listen. ((shows a card)) This is a 
crocodile, and ((shows another card)) crocodiles. one crocodile and three crocodiles. 
okay, now, please take the crocodiles to the zoo. okay? (1.0) three (.) two (.) one (.) go. 

6. S1: ((change his singular card to the plural card) 

7. Ss: ((show their selected cards)) 

8. T: crocodiles. only S1. Okay.  

(Task 1, Lesson 5, CBI) 

In this excerpt, S1 was unable to identify whether the target item was plural or singular (R, 

i.e. the repairable), so he asked the teacher ‘one?’ in order to identify the correct card (IR, 

i.e. the initiation of repair). However, instead of giving a direct answer, the teacher 

responded indirectly thus requiring the learner to work out the answer for himself. She 

demonstrated the difference between the plural and singular phonological forms (turn 5). 

This prompted the learner’s self-repair when the student changed the card in line 6 (AR, i.e. 

the accomplishment of repair). In this excerpt the learner is clearly initiating repair in order 

to complete the task. In the CA literature, when the teacher’s indirect answer prompts the 

student’s correct answer, it is classified as ‘self-repair’ (Seedhouse, 2004b; Van Lier, 1988). 

Thus, the repair in this excerpt was classified as a message-oriented self-initiated self-repair.  
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This repair sequence also indicates how the teacher provided scaffolding in the CBI group. 

Instead of providing the direct answer to the student’s question, she presented information 

to the whole class which enabled the learner to self-repair. This shows that the learners were 

able to conduct self-repair with the teacher’s support when they were focused on message.  

6.3.2.2. Self-initiated other-repair 

Medium-oriented repair of this type occurred when a student asked a question about a 

linguistic problem. It was observed only twice in the CBI group.  

Excerpt 15 is one of these. 

Excerpt 15 

1. S: ne: ne: (.) kore, mandarin? orange janaino ? ((tr : well, is this ‘mandarin’? isn’t it 
‘orange’?)) 

2. T: ah (.) orange wa marukute ookino ((gesture)) mandarin wa mikan. chiisai yatsu ne. 
((tr: ‘orange’ is the round and big one. ‘mandarine’ is mandarin, the smaller one)).  

3. S: fu:n. ((tr: I see)) 

The student asked the meaning of the word ‘mandarin’ as he confused it with the synonym 

‘orange’ in turn 1 (IR). This was answered by the teacher in Japanese (AR). 

Message-oriented repair, on the other hand, occurred frequently in this group. This type of 

repair was typically observed in Task 1 when the learners asked for information to enable 

them to accomplish the task and the teacher responded directly. The trouble source (R) was 

generally the learners’ non-comprehension or mis-comprehension of the teacher’s command. 

Excerpt 16 below includes five overlapping repair sequences.  

Excerpt 16 

1. T:  okay (1.0) u::::m. okay (.) let’s go to the zoo (.) please take the (1.0) squirrel (.) 

         [squirrel] 

2. S1: [squirrel] 

3. S5: [squirrel] 

4. T: Yeah (.) [squirrel] 

5. S1:              [whito?]  

6. S2: supermarketto? 

7. S1: whito?  
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8. T: (.) no no no [no].   

9. S3:                   [zoo] (.) zoo [zoo].  

10. T:                                         [zoo] yeah (.) to the zoo (.) squirrel to the zoo.  

11. S1: whito? (.) [whito?] 

12. S2:                  [white?] 

13. T:                          [no] no no no (.) not [white].  

14. S4:                                                          [blue?] 

15. T: not blue ((looks at the card in her hand and smiles)) (2.0) brown.  

16. S2: brown?  

17. T: and very ((shows ‘small’ with her hand)) small. (1.0) [small and]   

18. S2: ((looks at the teacher with frowning face))                [brown tte nani?] (what’s 
brown?) 

19. S4: brown tte nani? (what’s brown?) 

20. S3: ((picks up one card from his set and looks at the teacher)) [one?] 

21. T:                                                                                                [brown?] ((walks to 
the wall to point something brown)).  

22. S3: ((shows his pointing finger to the teacher)) one? (1.0) [one?]  
23. S2:                                                                                        [brown?] 

24. T: ((shows her pointing finger)) one (.) yeah (.) very small (gesture)). very small 
((gesture)) and brown (.) brown ((goes to the wall and points to brown)) and small (.) 
okay, three (.) two (.) [one (.) Go]    

24. S5:                                                  [one (.) Go:] 

25. Ss: ((hold up their selected cards)) 

29. T: ((shows the correct card)) this is the (.) squirrel (.) squirrel, squirrel. Okay.  

(Task 1 in Lesson 4, CBI) 

The five repair trajectories are described below. All repairs were initiated by the students 

and completed by the teacher except on one occasion where a student completed the repair 

(2). 

(1) S1 asked the colour of the target word in turn 5 (IR), which was repeated in turn 11 as 

the answer was not provided. S2 asked the same question in turn 12 and the teacher finally 

provided the answer in turn 13 (RA).  

(2) S2 asked where the card should be put in turn 6 (IR) and it was answered by the teacher 

in turn 8 (RA). This repair was further completed by S3’s utterence ‘zoo, zoo, zoo’ in turn 9 

(AR), which was elaborated on by the teacher in the next turn.  
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(3) S4 asked a question ‘blue?’ to identify the item in turn 14 (IR), which was immediatedly 

answered by the teacher in the next turn (AR).  

(4) However, in the teacher’s answer in turn 15, there was an unkown word (i.e. ‘brown’) 

which S2 did not know (R). Thus, S2 asked the meaning in her L1 in turn 18 (IR), which 

was repeated by another student in the next turn. The teacher responded both verbally 

(‘brown?’) and by pointing to a brown object in the classroom (AR).  

(5) In turn 20, S3 asked the number of the objects on the card (IR), indicating that at this 

point he was able to identify ‘squirrel’, but unable to distinguish the singular form from the 

plural form. He repeated his question twice until the teacher provided the information he 

needed in turn 24 (AR).  

All the repairs were aimed at obtaining the information needed to complete the task and 

therefore they are message-oriented repairs. However, some of them seemed to have more 

specific sub-goals such as the repair in (4) where the learner focused on understanding the 

meaning of the unknown word in the teacher’s utterence.  

Excerpt 6 also shows that the learners’ questions addressed various aspects of the target 

word  such as its descriptive features (e.g. whito), its category (e.g. supermarket) or its 

number (e.g. one). In other words, the learners were using the L2 resources at their disposal 

in a various ways in order to achieve the task goal. 

6.3.2.3. Other-initiated self-repair 

Other-initiated other-repair in this group was mostly message-oriented and only focused on 

the code occasionally. An example of medium-oriented repair is shown in Excerpt 17. In 

this repair the teacher encouraged students to use English rather than relying on Japanese. 

Excerpt 17 

1. T: okay the next. please take the camel.  

 2. S1: camel 

 3. T: camel to the zoo. the camel is also. 

 4. S2: black? 

 5. T: not black. not black. very big.  

 6. S3: omoi? (heavy?) 
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 7. T: yeah I think so. heavy and...  

 8. S4: pata pata suru (does it flap?) 

 9. T: Pata pata suru? that’s Japanese. that's Japanese.  

10. S3: heavy? 

11. T: uh? 

12. S3: heavy? 

13. T: I think so, heavy. and big. 

14. S2: blue? 

15. T: no no no.  

→ 16. S4: chairo? (brown?)  

→ 17. T: chairo is Japanese. do you remember? 

→ 18. S2: brown? 

→ 19. T:  brown yes. brown. brown, big, heavy. are you ready? camel. camel. three, two, 
one, go.  

20: all students: (showing their cards) 

21. T: okay. 

(Task 1 in Lesson 4, CBI) 

The teacher treated S4’s use of the L1 in turn 16 as a problem (R) and encouraged S4 to use 

her L2 in turn 17 (IR), which led to S4’s attempt to supply the L2 word in turn 18 (AR). 

This repair was initiated by the teacher to encourage the learner to use the L2. This is a 

medium-oriented other-initiated self-repair.  

Message-oriented repair, however, occurred frequently especially in Task 2 and Task 3 

when the teacher addressed the students’ comprehension problems and provided implicit 

information to support self-repair as Excerpt 18 shows.  

Excerpt 18 

1. T: ((looks at S’s cards)) no, that’s a persimmon (.) radish is the long one (.) white and 
green.  

2. S: ((picks up the correct card)) 

3. T: that’s right. 

(Task 3 in Lesson 5, CBI) 

In this extract, the teacher identified the student’s incorrect choice (R) and provided a 

description of the target word (IR), which enabled the student to choose the correct card 
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(AR). The teacher focused on solving the learner’s comprehension problem to help the 

learner to complete the tasks; thus, it was classified as a message-oriented repair.  

This type of repair did not occur frequently in Task 1 as this task did not require the teacher 

to evaluate a choice made by a learner. However, it occurred on a few occasions when the 

teacher provided an elaborative explanation to address a student’s miscomprehension as 

shown in Excerpt 19.    

Excerpt 19 

1. T: Okay, the next. Please take the toothbrush to the supermarket. 

2. S: Two dakara kore. (It’s ‘two’ so it’s this one). 

3. T: Please take the, please take the toothbrush. I didn’t say two. I didn’t say two. 
((shows one finger)) one toothbrush (.) ((shows two fingers)) two toothbrushes (.) okay?  

4. S: ((puts back the card in his hand and take the card with one ‘toothbrush’ on it)) 

(Task 1 in Lesson 8, CBI) 

In this example, turn 2 indicated that the student conceived the first syllable of ‘toothbrush’ 

as ‘two’ and selected the plural card instead of the singular card (R). The teacher 

demonstrated the difference between the plural and singular forms of ‘toothbrush’ (IR) 

which led to the student choosing the correct card in turn 4 (AR). Although the repair 

involved linguistic form (i.e. the distinction between the plural and singular forms), the 

problem originated in the difficulty in comprehending the teacher’s utterance. Therefore, 

this repair is classified as message-oriented.  

There was one occasion where a student’s utterance caused miscommunication but the 

student repaired his own utterance as shown in Excerpt 20. 

Excerpt 20 

1. T: chestnut is small  

2. S: bato?  

3. T: what?  

4. S: bato? 

5. T: black? (.) sorry? (1.0) it’s very small.  

6. S: big? big?  

7. T: not big, not big, not big. small. very small ((gesture)) 

(Task 1 in Lesson 7, CBI) 
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In this excerpt, the student’s turn 2 was incomprehensible to the teacher (R). The teacher 

requested clarification in turns 3 (IR) but could not solve the problem (‘black? sorry’) and 

so provided the correct word in turn 5 (AR). The student then corrected his utterance in turn 

6. The repair was initiated by the teacher but completed by the student; thus, it is classified 

as a message-oriented other-initiated self-repair. 

On a few occasions, other-initiated self-repairs were conducted by students when one 

student corrected another student’s miscomprehension as shown in Excerpt 21.  

Excerpt 21 

1. T: okay the next.please take the toothbrushes. please take the toothbrushes to the 
supermarket. toothbrushes. 

2. S1: nanko? nanko? ((tr: how many? how many?)) 

3. T: listen listen. please take the toothbrushes. 

4. S2: ((hold the card with one toothbrush on it)) ikko dayo ((tr: It’s one)) 

→ 5. S3: ((talk to S2)) sanko dayo ((tr: it’s three)) 

6. S2: ikko dayo ((tr: it’s one)) 

        → 7. S3: /z/ dayo ((tr: it’s /z/)) 

8. S2: ((changes his card to the card with three toothbrushes)) 

(Task 1 in Lesson 9, CBI) 

 

S3 identified a problem in S2’s turn in line 4 (R), and attempted to correct it in turn 5 (IR). 

As the next turn showed that repair was not completed, S3 provided further information to 

persuade S2 to correct the error (turn 7), which led S2 to correct his choice in turn 8 (AR). 

This repair involved S3 directing S2’s attention to form (i.e. “it’s /z/”) but the problem 

originated in the S2’s miscomprehension of the teacher’s direction. The repair was initiated 

by S3 but completed by S2 when he changed his card in line 8. Thus, it can be classified as 

a message-oriented other-initiated self-repair. 

6.3.2.4. Other-initiated other-repair 

There were no medium-oriented repairs of this type in the CBI lessons. This might be 

because in the CBI lessons, the teacher tended to ignore learners’ linguistic errors as 

Excerpt 22 shows. 
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Excerpt 22 

1. T: okay the next. please take the hippopotamus to the zoo. hippopotamus. 

2. S: hippopopomus 

3. T: yes, to the zoo. 

(Task 1 in Lesson 8, CBI) 

 

Although the student failed to produce the word correctly (turn 2), the teacher accepted the 

student’s utterance and continued her command in turn 3 presumably because the student’s 

error did not affect the completion of the task. Studies have shown that teacher’s feedback 

on learners’ grammatical errors occurs frequently in the language classroom compared to 

the conversation between NS/NNS in a naturalistic context (Chaudron, 1988; Chun, Day, 

Chenoweth, & Luppescu, 1982). Seedhouse (2004b), however, pointed out that incorrect 

linguistic forms are frequently ignored in ‘meaning and fluency contexts’ in the classroom 

unless they lead to a breakdown in communication. The above extract indicates that this 

happened in the CBI lessons.  

However, message-oriented repairs frequently occurred when the teacher corrected a 

learner’s card selection in Task 2 or Task 3 as these tasks allowed the students to change 

their selection of cards at any time while performing the task.  

Excerpt 23 

1. T: no no that’s a persimmon, mandarin is this one ((shows a picture card with a 
picture of ‘mandarin)) 

2. S: ((looks at the picture and turns over the correct card)) 

(Task 1 in Lesson 2, CBI) 

 

In this excerpt, the teacher identified the student’s incorrect choice (R) and corrected it by 

showing the correct card (IR and AR). The teacher was again focused on helping the learner 

to complete the task successfully; therefore, this repair was classified as a message-oriented 

repair.  

6.3.2.5. Summary 

Table 51 summarizes the characteristics of repair in the CBI lessons and shows the 

frequency of each type in Lesson 5.  
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Table 51: Repair in Lesson 5  

 Medium-oriented Frq. Message-oriented Frq. 

Self-initiated, 

self-repair 

 0 when a student asked the teacher’s help 

but the teacher provided only implicit 

information to foster the learner’s self-

repair  

5 

Self-initiated, 

other-repair 

when a learner asked linguistic 

questions of the teacher and the 

teacher provided a direct answer 

2 when a learner asked information to 

accomplish the task and the teacher 

provided a direct answer 

44 

Other-initiated, 

self-repair 

1) when the teacher encouraged 

students to use the L2 rather 

than the L1 

2) when a student’s utterance 

caused miscommunication that 

was then repaired  by the student 

3 when the teacher identified the student’s 

miscomprehension and provided indirect 

information to prompt the student’s repair 

  

22 

Other-initiated, 

other-repair 

  0 when the teacher corrected the students’ 

card choice 

 

5 

Total  5  76 

*Frq = Frequency of repair in Lesson 5 

Repairs in Lesson 5 for the CBI lesson were almost entirely message-oriented (93.8% of 

total repairs in Lesson 5). This was because most of the repairs were focused on the 

meaning of the teachers’ commands rather than on the learners’ language, reflecting the 

design of the instruction (i.e. tasks that required the learners to comprehend the teacher’s 

commands). Only five repair trajectories fell into medium-oriented type and none of them 

fell into the categories of self-initiated self-repair or other-initiated other-repair. 

The table shows that overall more self-initiated repairs (51) than other-initiated repairs (30) 

occurred in Lesson 5 in the CBI group. However, as Table 52 shows, self-initiated self-

repair mostly occurred in Task 1 while other-initiated self-repair generally occurred in 

Tasks 2 and 3.  
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Table 52: Type of Repair in Each Task  

Type of repair Task 1 Task 2/ Task 3 

Self-initiated self-repair 5 0 

Self- initiated other-repair 41 5 

Other- initiated self-repair 4 21 

Other- initiated other-repair 0 5 

This can be explained by the fact that in Task 1 the learners needed to ask the teacher 

questions to accomplish the task whereas in Tasks 2 and 3 the teacher provided implicit 

information to support the learners’ selection of the appropriate picture card.  

6.3.3. Difference between the two groups 

The occurrence of repairs in Lesson 5 in the two groups is shown in Table 53. 

Table 53: Number of Types of Repair in Lesson 5 in the Two Groups 

Focus of repair Type of repair PBI lesson CBI lesson 

Medium-oriented  Self-initiated, self-repair 0 0 

Self-initiated, other-repair 1 2 

Other-initiated, self-repair 7 3 

Other-initiated, other-repair 65 0 

Message-oriented Self-initiated, self-repair 0 5 

Self-initiated, other-repair 0 44 

Other-initiated, self-repair 0 22 

Other-initiated, other-repair 0 5 

Total  73 81 

 

There appears to be a fundamental difference in the way in which medium-oriented and 

message-oriented repair were conducted in the two types of lessons. In the PBI lesson, the 

vast majority of repairs focused on medium and it was predominantly other-initiated other 

repair. While in the CBI lesson, when medium-oriented repairs occurred, they were always 

self-initiated other-repair or other-initiated self-repair. Repair in the CBI lesson, was almost 

entirely message oriented. They were mostly of two types: self-initiated other-repair when 

the learners requested information to accomplish the task in Task 1 and other-initiated self-
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repair when the teacher provided implicit information to help the learners to complete the 

task in Task 2 and Task 3.  

Overall the results contrast the two groups in the three major characteristics of repair 

investigated in this study: medium or message oriented, self- or other-initiated, and self-or 

other-repair. The PBI lesson involved 73 medium-oriented repairs but no message-oriented 

repair while the CBI lesson involved five medium-oriented and 76 message-oriented 

repairs. In the PBI lesson, repair was ‘self-initiated’ on only one occasion while in the CBI 

lesson, repair was ‘self-initiated’ on 51 occasions. Repair was classified as ‘self-repair’ on 

seven occasions in the PBI lesson while it was classified on 30 occasions in the CBI lesson. 

The figures indicate repair in the CBI group tended to be message-oriented and it was 

initiated and/or completed more frequently by students compared to the PBI lesson.  

6.4. Private Speech 

Distinguishing private speech from social speech in classrooms is not always easy (Ohta, 

2001) as actions are always both social and psychological, with the focus varying  according 

to the situation (Wells, 1999). Ohta (2001) proposes three characteristics for identifying 

private speech: (1) reduced volume, (2) the speech was not in response to a 

question/comment directed specifically to the individual by the teacher or another student, 

and (3) it did not receive a response by the teacher or classmate (p. 38). However, in a 

classroom with young children, the volume of learners’ speech varies. Children sometimes 

speak to themselves in the same volume as they speak to others. Thus the first criterion 

might not be appropriate for young children. As for the third point, some researchers argue 

that private speech might receive a response when it matches the teacher’s intention at a 

particular moment (Ishii, 1997). In this analysis, therefore, only the second criterion of Ohta 

(2001) was used to identify private speech. In other words, private speech was defined as 

consisting of audible self-directed utterances with no intention of communicating 

interpersonally with another individual.  

Researchers have noted various functions of private speech. DiCamilla and Antón (2004) 

claim that learner’s private speech facilitated two fundamental cognitive operations: 

focusing attention and creating psychological distance. Frawley & Lantolf (1985) argue 

private speech, especially for adult learners, is employed in order to achieve self-regulation. As 
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Foley (1991) put it, ‘when an individual finds himself faced with a difficult task, he 

externalizes the inner order so that he may regulate himself’ (p. 63). Broner and Tarone (2001) 

saw private speech as a part of ‘language play’, which they distinguished as involving 

rehearsal or fun. However, identifying the function of private speech is not easy as it 

involves a presumption of the learner’s mental state.  

A more straightforward approach to categorizing types of private speech is to look at the 

way it occurs in conversation. Ohta (2001) identified three types of private speech in seven 

learners in a Japanese language classroom at a university in the US: repetition (learners 

repeated the utterance of the teacher or another learner), manipulation (learners manipulated 

linguistic forms in their private speech), and vicarious response (learners responded to 

teachers’ questions directed at the whole class or other learners). This section employs 

Ohta’s classification to compare the private speech that occurred in the PBI and CBI classes.  

Learners’ private speech was identified by analysing the transcribed audio-recorded data of 

Lessons 1, 5 and 9 for each group.  These lessons were selected to provide evidence of any 

changes in the way private speech was employed over the nine lessons. Private speech often 

occurs sotto voce. However, as the audio-recorder was not attached to individual 

participants it was not possible to capture variations in the volume of the learners’ private 

speech. 

6.4.1. Private speech in the PBI group 

6.4.1.1. Repetition 

In the PBI group, repetition was sometimes observed after the target item was presented 

either by the teacher or another student(s) as shown in the following excerpt. 

Excerpt 24 

1. T: what is this? 

2. Ss: hippopotamus 

3. S1: ((whispering)) hippopotamus 

(Activity 5 in Lesson 9, PBI) 

In this extract, the teacher requested the learners to produce the target word by asking “what 

is this?” in turn 1 and the whole class responded by producing the word in chorus in turn 2. 
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However, S1 repeated the target word with a low volume immediately after the choral 

production. As noted by Kuczaj (Kuczaj, 1983) and Saville-Troike (1988), learner’s 

repetition may be indicative of what they are working to acquire. As the PBI learners had 

been informed that the goal of the lesson was to learn the target words and they were 

repeatedly requested to produce the target items, S1 might have consciously tried to 

memorize the form of the target word by repeating it.  

Repetition in the PBI group also involved non-targeted words as Excerpt 25 shows.  

Excerpt 25 

1. T: S3, yatta? ((trs: have you done it, S3? )) 

2. S3: yattenai ((trs: I haven’t done yet)) 

3. T: yattenai? ((trs: haven’t you done yet?)) oh, sorry. 

4. S4: oh sorry, oh sorry.  

(Activity 5 in Lesson 9, PBI) 

In turn 4, S4 repeated the teacher’s utterance “oh sorry” which was a common phrase used 

by the teacher. This private speech does not seem to function as a memorization strategy nor 

as a means to achieve self-regulation. This might also be an example of ‘language play’ as 

fun.   

6.4.1.2. Other types of private speech  

One of the types proposed by Ohta (2001) that occurred in the PBI group was 

‘manipulation’.  

Excerpt 26 

    1. T: what is it?  

    2. S1: ((silence)) 

    3. T: leek (.) [leek] 

    4. Ss:             [leek] 

→5. S2: … leek, leek …. leeeeeeeeek 
(Activity 5 in Lesson 5, PBI) 

The teacher requested S1 to produce the target word leek but S2 was unable to produce it 

(turn 2), which led the teacher to present the form in turn 3 followed by the class repeating it 

in chorus in turn 4. S2, then, repeated the target word twice before playfully reproducing the 
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vowel sound in turn 5. This sequence indicates that S2’s production was not intended to 

answer a question or solve a problem but rather to play with the sound of a word in a safe 

way.  

Ohta (2001) claimed that ‘vicarious response’ is a typical form of private speech in the 

classroom. However, vicarious speech occurred only once in the PBI group.  

Excerpt 27 

1. S1: ((throws the dice)) 

2. T: four(.) one, two, three, four (.) ((looks at S1)) this pencil is? 

3. S2: ((with a low voice)) /sho:/ 

4. S1: /sho:/ 

5. T: short (.) that’s right.  

(Activity 3 in Lesson 5, PBI) 

Turns 1 and 2 indicate that S1 was nominated to say the target word ‘short’, but in turn 3, 

S2 said the word in an incomplete form “/sho:/” in a low volume. S1, then, picked up S2’s 

private speech and provided other-directed speech in turn 4, which led to the teacher’s 

follow-up turn in turn 5. Ohta (2001) argues that vicarious responses show the learner’s 

high level of engagement in the classroom as they provide a safe context for L2 use and 

experimentation (p.41). S2’s private speech in the above example suggests that S2 was 

consciously attempting to learn the target word form.   

There were some occasions where the private speech did not originate in another speaker’s 

utterance (i.e. as repetition or manipulation) or constitute a response to the teacher’s 

question (i.e. a vicarious response) but rather the learners used their own language 

resources. This appeared both in the L1 and the L2. The learners typically used their L2 

when a learner counted numbers aloud and they used their L1 when they were unable to 

express themselves in the L2. Both examples are shown in Excerpt 28.  

Excerpt 28 

1. T: okay, how many pairs have you got ?  

2. S1: ((counts the cards wiht lower voice)) one, two, three, four, five (.) seven, eight, 
nine   

3. S2: [three]  

4. S1: [ten] (1.0) okashiizo ((trs : something is wrong)) 
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(Activity 3 in Lesson 5, PBI) 

In turn 1 the teacher asked the students to tell her how well they had done in the task. In turn 

2, S1 counted the cards aloud in his L2. S2 reported his achievement to the teacher in turn 3. 

In turn 4, S1 completed counting his cards by saying ‘ten’ but then resorted to private 

speech in his L1 because he noticed that he had counted incorrectly. The L2 private speech 

(turn 2) seems to serve an attention-controlling function but the L1 private speech (turn 4) 

seems to serve a problem-notifying function.  

6.4.2. Private speech in the CBI group 

6.4.2.1. Repetition 

Most of the private speech in the CBI group involved learner’s repetition of some part of the 

teacher’s utterance as Excerpt 29 shows.  

Excerpt 29 

1. T: okay, the next, please take the radish to the supermarket (.) radish 

2. S: ((looking at her cards on the table)) radish 

3. T: radish is also a kind of vegetables 

(Task 1 in Lesson 5, CBI) 

Following the teacher’s command (turn 1), the student repeated the targeted word radish as 

private speech in turn 2. Repetition in the CBI group often occurred immediately after a 

teacher’s command and the learners usually repeated only the target word in the teacher’s 

utterance as in this example. As Ohta (2001) argues, language learners do not repeat 

everything they hear. DiCamilla and Anton (2004) stated that repeating in private speech 

helps learners to focus their attention on the task at hand and to solve problems. This extract 

indicates that the student identified the target word in the teacher’s utterance and attempted 

to achieve self-regulation to complete the task.  

Although repetition sometimes occurred with rising intonation or received the teacher’s 

response, it was still private speech when it was evident that it was self-directed rather than 

other-directed as in the following example.  

Excerpt 30 

1. T: okay next. listen the next. the peacock 
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2. S1: peacock 

3. T: yes, the peacock wants to eat the chestnut.  

4. S1: chestnut 

5. T: yeah, the peacock wants to eat the chestnut.  

6. S1: ((looks at the cards on the table)) chestnut? 

7. T: peacock and the chestnut. peacock and a chestnut.  

8. S2: ((looks at the cards on the table)) chestnut? 

(Task 1 in Lesson 6, CBI) 

Although turns 2 and 4 received responses from the teacher (i.e. “yes” in turn 3 and “yeah” 

in turn 5), they were classified as private speech as the video data showed that these two 

students were looking for the correct cards on their table and gave no nonverbal signal that 

they were requesting clarification from the teacher. As Ishii (1997) points out, teachers 

respond to learners’ private speech when it matches their instructional aim as in the above 

example. Thus although turns 6 and 8 were spoken with rising intonation, they were still 

classified as private speech based on the children’s nonverbal behavior. All of the students’ 

turns involved repeating the key words while working on the task, suggesting that the 

students were using private speech to achieve self-regulation.   

Repetition also occurred in a situation where the learner was not working on completing a 

task, as shown in the following example. 

Excerpt 31 

1. T: please take the hippopotamus to the zoo. hippopotamus to the zoo. okay? the 
hippopotamus is big and heavy (.) and gray. ((gesture)) big, heavy and gray. three, two, 
one, go.  

2. Ss: ((show their selected cards)) 

3. T: ((shows the correct card)) hippopotamus is this one. 

4. S1: ((imitates the teacher’s voice)) hippopotamus is this one 

(Task 1 in Lesson 5, CBI) 

In this example, the teacher presented the correct card for the task (turn 3) after the students 

had shown their cards in turn 2. S1, then, repeated the teacher’s utterance by imitating the 

teacher’s voice in turn 4. As the students’ achievement of the task had already been 

evaluated by the teacher in turn 3, this speech does not seem to be aimed at achieving self-

regulation in order to complete the task. S1’s manner of speech indicates that it functioned 
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as ‘language play’ for fun (Broner & Tarone, 2001). This type of repetition occurred 

frequently in the CBI group but less so than the repetition used to self-regulate when 

working on the tasks.   

6.4.2.2. Other types of private speech  

In the CBI group ‘manipulation’ and ‘use of learners own linguistic resource’ occurred with 

similar functions to the PBI group. An example of ‘manipulation’ is shown in the following 

excerpt. 

Excerpt 32 

     1. T: take the peacock to the zoo.  

     2. Ss: peacock? 

     3. T: peacock to the zoo. peacock to the zoo. 

     4. S1 : atta atta atta ((trs: I found it, I found it, I found it)) 

     5. S2: blue 

     6. T: blue, yes. blue, yes. that’s right. .  

     7. S3: ((stands up and go to point  to something blue)) 

     8. T: you don’t have to. that’s green. sit down (1.0) are you ready? three, two, one 
go. [yes, everyone is correct] 

     9. S4: peacock, peacock, peacock 

→10. S3: /pi:kan/  /pi:kan/ 
(Task 1 in Lesson 9, CBI) 

In turn 10, S3 repeated S4’s utterance in turn 9 but modified the sound to “/pi:kan/”. As this 

turn occurred after the task had been evaluated (in turn 8), its function is not likely to be that 

of self-regulation. It seems that S3 was playing with the sound by modifying the second 

syllable of the word. Ohta (2001) shows that manipulation serves to break down or build up 

compound words and to play with sounds. Interestingly, manipulation did not appear in 

Lesson 1 but occurred five times in Lesson 5 and nine times in Lesson 9. This might be 

because the learners were more relaxed and able to use the L2 to ‘play’ as the learners’ 

familiarity with the tasks increased.  

Excerpt 33 shows an example of private speech involving ‘use of own linguistic resources’. 

Excerpt 33 
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1. T: okay next. please take the crocodile to the zoo. 

2. S1: crocodile?  

3. S2: zoo dakara kocchida ((trs: she said ‘zoo’ so it should be this))  

2. T: crocodile to the zoo.  

(Task 1 in Lesson 9, CBI) 

S2’s private speech in turn 3 elaborates the learner’s cognitive process of completing the 

task, which was only possible in his L1. This example seems to be another example of 

achieving self-regulation. 

Excerpt 34 shows an example of use of the L2 resources.   

Excerpt 34 

1. T: please check the rabbish box (.) how many cards do you have?  

2. S1 roku, roku ((trs: six, six)) 

3. T: six (.) six (.) great 

4. S2: ((counts in a low volume)) one, two, three, four, five, six (.) ((turns to the teacher 
with a higher volume)) six. 
5. S3: six, six, six. 

6. T: okay, six. that’s great.  

(Task 1 in Lesson 5, CBI) 

In turn 4, S2 employed private speech while counting his cards and then he directed his 

speech to the teacher by saying “six”. This student seems to know the English number 

words and employed them to count his cards. Counting aloud is a typical behavior of young 

children that helps them to focus their attention on the objects. The example shows that this 

student was able to employ his L2 in his private speech.   

To sum up, most of the private speech in the CBI group occurred as ‘repetition’. Mostly it 

occurred while the learners were working on completing the tasks and its function seems to 

be self-regulation. Repetition also occurred when the learners were not working on the tasks 

when its function was ‘language play’ as fun. The other types of private speech in this group 

involved ‘manipulation’ and ‘use of own linguistic resource’ which occurred in both L1 and 

L2.   

To sum up, ‘repetition’ in the PBI group usually appeared after the presentation of the target 

word by the teacher or another student, and it usually functioned as a strategy for 
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memorizing the target words. Private speech also occurred when a learner repeated some 

part of the teacher’s frequently used phrase as a form of language play’ for fun. Overall the 

characteristics of private speech were similar to those of the CBI group except for one 

‘vicarious response’ in Lesson 5.  

6.4.3. Summary of private speech 

Table 54 shows the frequency of the different types of private speech identified in the two 

groups in Lesson 1, 5 and 9.  

 
Table 54: Frequency of Different Types of Private Speech in the Two Groups 

Characteristics of PS CBI PBI 

L1 L5 L9 L1 L5 L9 

Repetition  41 83 32 0 8 7 

Other types Vicarious response 0 0 0 0 1 0 

 Manipulation 0 5 9 0 1 3 

 Using own L2 resources 1 6 3 1 7 3 

 Using own L1 resources 6 6 6 0 1 0 

Total   47 100 50 1 18 13 

One significant difference between the two groups was the number of repetitions. The CBI 

group frequently repeated a key word in the teacher’s command while the PBI group 

repeated the target word in the teacher’s follow-up move or following other students’ choral 

repetition. The difference between the two groups becomes very clear when the repetition 

was categorized in terms of whether it occurred within the task (i.e. the CBI learners 

choosing the correct cards or the PBI learners attempting to produce the correct word form) 

or outside of the task.  
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Table 55: Occurrence of Repetition in the Two Groups 

Occurrence of repetition CBI PBI 

L1 L5 L9 L1 L5 L9 

Within task 36 77 28 0 0 0 

Outside of task 5 6 4 0 8 7 

Total   41 83 32 0 8 7 

 As the table shows, most repetition in the CBI group occurred while the learners were 

working on the task, where, as we have seen, it often functioned as a means for achieving 

self-regulation. None of the repetition in the PBI group occurred when the learner was 

attempting to produce the required vocabulary items, probably because PBI learners were 

shown the pictorial image when they were asked to produce a target vocabulary form and so 

were not faced with the need to solve any problem.  

There were some similarities in the two groups reflecting the nature of the particular 

participants in this study. Manipulation occurred more in the later lessons in both groups. 

The frequency of manipulation increased as the lessons were repeated. The learners used 

both their L1 and L2 in their private speech. The results differed from the findings of 

Burdelski (2001) who reported that primary school students in Japanese immersion 

classrooms in the USA rehearsed what they wanted to say and vicariously responded to the 

utterances of teachers or other students as well as manipulating sounds or forms of words. 

This might be because the participants’ proficiency level in this study was too limited to 

rehearse what they wanted to say or to produce vicarious responses. In the beginning stages 

of language learning, it is repetition that serves as the primary means for accomplishing 

private speech. 

6.5. Conclusion 

The research question that this part of the study addressed, was “In what ways were the 

classroom process features of the comprehension-based and production-based classroom 

different”. The analyses of three aspects of classroom conversation (i.e. turn-taking, repair 

and private speech) showed various differences in the two groups.  
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Turn-taking manifested in the PBI group corresponded to Seedhouse’s (2004) ‘form and 

accuracy context’. The conversations in the PBI group typically involved short sequences 

consisting of single IRF exchanges, frequent occurrence of teacher-initiated display 

questions, teacher’s tight control of turn-taking, and frequent turns in chorus. Topics were 

not developed because the interactions were focused on the learners’ accurate production of 

the target vocabulary items. Turn-taking in the CBI group, on the other hand, displayed 

features of Seedhouse’s ‘meaning and fluency context’ and ‘task-based context’. It entailed 

longer sequences with several exchanges that involved overlapping, frequent occurrence of 

student-initiated referential questions, students’ control of turn-taking, and no occurrence of 

turns in chorus. The types of learner turns were more varied than in the PBI group and there 

were some occasions when the learners’ initiated development of the topics that the task 

created. Some of the limitations of a ‘task-based context’ that Seedhouse pointed out (e.g. 

minimalization and constrained occurrence of student’s turn) appeared only in Task 2 and 3 

but not in Task 1, indicating that careful design and implementation of the tasks can engage 

learners in more communicative and authentic conversation.  

The repair that occurred in the PBI lessons was almost entirely medium-oriented, and 

initiated and completed by the teacher. The characteristics of repair in the PBI group also 

corresponded to Seedhouse’s (2004) ‘form-and-accuracy context’, where, as Seedhouse 

notes, it is “the teacher who evaluates the accuracy of the learner’s forms and who therefore 

predominantly initiates the repair (p. 147)”. However, in the CBI group, repair tended to be 

message-oriented and it was often initiated and/or completed by students. Researchers argue 

that self-initiated repair promotes learning by inducing noticing and attention. The analyses 

indicate that the CBI lessons provided opportunities for noticing and attention to a greater 

extent than the PBI lessons did. Interestingly, the types of repair in the CBI lessons were 

different depending on the tasks. Task 1 involved mostly ‘self-initiated other-repair’ 

whereas Task 2 and Task 3 involved ‘other-initiated self-repair’, indicating that the 

occurrence and the type of repair are dependent on the design and implementation of the 

task.  

Private speech in this study involved repetition, manipulation, vicarious response or use of 

own language resources. Although repetition was the most common feature of private 

speech in both lessons, the function of repetition seemed to be fundamentally different in 

the two groups. In the CBI group repetition mostly occurred while the learner was working 
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on the task (i.e. within the task) whereas in the PBI group repetition only occurred when the 

learner was not attempting to produce the required vocabulary items (i.e. outside of the 

task). The examination of the conversation further indicated that the private speech in the 

CBI lessons often functioned as a means for achieving self-regulation but that in the PBI 

lessons it did not. This might be because PBI lessons provided all the information needed to 

complete activities (i.e. through the pictorial images of the target words) and did not require 

the learners to solve any problems. In contrast, the CBI lessons seemed to demand self-

regulation by the learners, resulting in the frequent occurrence of private speech. 

Overall, the interactions in the PBI group corresponded to the kinds of classroom 

conversation reported in previous studies whereas the CBI lessons resulted in more 

naturalistic and meaning-focused interactions. This supports Seedhouse’s claim that 

classroom conversation varies according to context. The analyses have also shown that the 

design and implementation of tasks in the CBI group influenced the occurrence and types of 

conversation, indicating that tasks can create contexts that involve meaning-focused and 

authentic conversation when they are designed and implemented carefully.    

One strength of this study is that it investigated the teacher-class interactions involving 

young beginner learners. There is little CA research that has dealt with this. The analyses 

have shown that the nature of the classroom conversations is reflected in the limited 

proficiency and low age of the participants – for example the student’s one-word turns, the 

absence of medium-oriented self-initiated self-repair and the occurrence of repetition rather 

than other types of private speech. Students’ choral turns in the PBI lesson are another 

typical characteristic of classroom interaction with young children. However, the analyses 

also showed that young children with no experience of L2 learning were able to initiate 

conversation using their limited L2 and to conduct ‘self-initiated’ repair when a 

comprehension-based task required them to do so. As Ellis (2003) notes, simple listening 

tasks can be devised that can be performed with zero competence in the L2.  

The purpose of this part of the study was to establish to what extent the processes of the two 

types of instruction were similar or different by adopting an internal as opposed to an 

external perspective on the instruction. The analysis has revealed a difference between the 

external perspective and the internal perspective afforded by the analyses of the classroom 

interactions. The essential difference between CBI and PBI in terms of the external 
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perspective is that the former aims to teach through input and the latter though output. In 

fact, when the CBI was implemented, the learners engaged frequently in output, albeit on a 

voluntary rather than a required basis. However, the nature of learner output in the two 

instructional conditions was clearly different. Overall, the differences in the process features 

can be summarized as follows; whereas the interactions that occurred in the PBI classroom 

were essentially ‘pedagogic’, those in the CBI group classroom were primarily 

‘conversational’. This reflected the fundamental difference between ‘tasks’ and ‘activities’ 

(see 5.2.2. for the definitions). Tasks invite incidental acquisition where learners engage in 

conversation and the target language is used as a tool for communicating while activities 

involve intentional acquisition where the L2 is treated as an object to be learnt. It is now 

possible to examine whether these differences had any impact on the learning outcomes of 

the two types of instruction. 

 

1 Van Lier (1988) also talks about ‘activity-oriented repair’ (i.e. repair that focuses on the 

organization and structure of class environment), but I found only one instance in all the 

data where a student clarified the procedure of a task in L1. Therefore, I did not include this 

type in the discussion in this study. 
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Chapter 7. Vocabulary acquisition 

7.1. Introduction 

This chapter presents the results and discussion for research questions 1 to 6. It reports the 

relative effectiveness of the comprehension-based tasks and the production-based activities 

on vocabulary acquisition. Results for both the nouns and adjectives introduced in the 

activities will be examined. It should be noted that whereas the production-based lessons 

were planned to introduce both nouns and adjectives, the comprehension-based materials 

were planned to introduce only nouns; adjectives arose only incidentally in the process of 

performing the different activities. Given this difference in the way the lessons were 

planned, a decision was taken to examine the effects of the two types of instruction 

separately for nouns and adjectives. The six research questions that this chapter addresses 

are: 

RQ 1. Does participation in comprehension-based tasks enable young Japanese learners of 

English to acquire new noun vocabulary? 

RQ 2. Does participation in production-based activities enable young Japanese learners of 

English to acquire new noun vocabulary? 

RQ 3. Which instructional approach (comprehension-based tasks versus production-based 

activities) results in more newly acquired nouns? 

RQ 4. Does participation in comprehension-based tasks enable young Japanese learners of 

English to acquire new adjective vocabulary? 

RQ 5. Does participation in production-based activities enable young Japanese learners of 

English to acquire new adjective vocabulary? 

RQ 6. Which instructional approach (comprehension-based tasks versus production-based 

activities) results in more newly acquired adjectives? 

The scores of the four vocabulary tests were analysed using PASW version 18. Descriptive 

statistics for nouns and adjectives will be presented first. The test scores were then 

compared first to establish what effect time had and secondly whether there were any group 
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differences. A series of non-parametric tests  were applied (i.e. Kruskal-Wallis test with 

post-hoc Mann-Whitney U tests and Friedmann Test with post-hoc Wilcoxon Signed Rank 

tests) for the noun scores in the two production tests as the scores in these tests did not meet 

the assumption of normality. For all the other test scores, a series of parametric analyses 

were undertaken (i.e. repeated measures analyses of variance (ANOVA) with pairwise 

comparisons using Bonferroni adjustments and one-way ANOVAs with pairwise 

comparisons using Bonferroni adjustments). Table 56 shows whether a non-parametric or 

parametric statistical test was used to investigate the scores from the four tests used to 

measure learning at the three times (pre-test, post-test 1, and post-test 2) and for the three 

groups (comprehension-based instruction, production-based instruction and control). The 

effect sizes were calculated using partial eta squared values and correlation coefficient (r) as 

appropriate. 

Table 56: Statistical Tests for Comparative Analysis for Vocabulary Scores  

Vocabulary tests Noun scores Adjective scores 

Same or different task test Non-parametric Parametric 

Discrete-item production test Non-parametric Parametric 

Category task test Parametric Parametric 

Multiple-choice listening test Parametric Parametric 

7.2. Results              

The results of the noun scores are presented first followed by the adjective scores in terms 

of three different aspects (descriptive statistics, changes over time, and difference between 

groups).                                                                                          

7.2.1. Noun scores 

7.2.1.1. Descriptive statistics for the noun scores 

Table 57 shows the descriptive statistics of the test scores for the nouns with the number of 

participants (n) on the four tests. The maximum score possible for each test was 24. As the 

table shows, both the CBI group’s and the PBI group’s scores increased from pre-test to 

post-test 1. In the two production tests (i.e. the Same or Different task test and the discrete-

item vocabulary production test), the CBI group continued to increase their scores from 
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post-test 1 to post-test 2 whereas the PBI group did not increase their scores. For both 

groups, there is no evidence of an increase from post-test 1 to post-test 2 in the two 

comprehension tests (i.e. the Category task test and the multiple-choice listening test). The 

control group did not show any notable increase in their scores.  

Table 57: Descriptive Statistics for the Target Nouns 

Test Group Pre-test Post-test 1 Post-test 2 

  Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Same or different 

task 

CBI group (n=15) .20 .56 5.07 2.52 6.33 2.74 

PBI group (n=15) .20 .56 7.87 4.05 7.20 3.97 

Cont. group (n=15) .13 .35 .20 .56 .20 .56 

Discrete-item  

production test 

CBI group (n=15) .20 .56 6.53 2.64 7.93 2.02 

PBI group (n=15) .20 .56 8.40 3.74 8.93 4.20 

Cont. group (n=15) .20 .56 .27 .59 .40 .74 

Category task test CBI group (n=15) .80 .94 13.13 3.09 13.53 3.27 

PBI group (n=15) 1.47 1.25 10.53 3.27 10.60 3.36 

Cont. group (n=15) 1.67 1.05 1.60 1.35 2.67 1.67 

Multiple-choice 

listening test 

CBI group (n=15) 5.20 3.41 15.33 4.12 15.13 4.19 

PBI group (n=15) 4.40 2.56 16.60 4.39 16.33 4.05 

Cont. group (n=15) 4.00 2.00 3.73 1.91 3.73 1.91 

 

7.2.1.2. Changes over time of the noun scores 

For the Same or Different task, the Friedman Test showed that there is no significant 

difference between the three repeated tests for the control group (χ2 = .667, df = 2, p> .01).  

The Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test showed that the CBI groups improved their scores 

significantly on post-test 1 from the pre-test (z = -3.411, p < .01, r = .80), and on post-test 2 

from the pre-test (z = -3.413, p < .01, r = .84), and also the PBI group significantly 

improved on post-test 1 from the pre-test (z = -3.411, p < .01, r = .80), and on post-test 2 

from the pre-test (z = -3.417, p < .01, r = .78). A paired t-test showed that the CBI group 

significantly improved from post-test 1 to post-test 2 (t = 3.413, df = 14, p < .05, r = .23), 

but the PBI group did not (t = 1.429, df = 16, p = .05, r = .08).   

For the discrete-item vocabulary production test, the Friedman Test showed that there is no 

significant difference between the three repeated tests for the control group (χ2 = 1.400, df = 



169 
 

2, p > .01). Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test showed that the CBI groups improved their scores 

significantly on post-test 1 from the pre-test (z = -3.419, p < .01, r = .86), and on post-test 2 

from the pre-test (z = -3.419, p < .01, r = .93), and also the PBI group significantly 

improved on post-test 1 from the pre-test (z = -3.474, p < .01, r = .84), and on post-test 2 

from the pre-test (z = -3.475, p < .01, r = .82). A paired t-test showed that the CBI group 

significantly improved from post-test 1 to post-test 2 (t = 2.941, df = 14, p < .05, r = .29), 

but the PBI group did not (t = .717, df = 16, p > .05, r = .07).   

In the Category task test, a repeated measures ANOVA for the three groups in the three 

repeated tests shows there was a significant main effect of the test (F (1.224, 51.424) = 

276.747, p = .000 < .05, partial η2 = .868) and a significant interaction effect of the test and 

the group (F (2.449, 51.424) = 69.304, p < .05, partial η2 = .767). The sequential Bonferroni 

adjustment was applied for multiple comparisons (Table 58), showing that the CBI group 

and the PBI group significantly improved their scores from the pre-test to post-test 1 and 

from the pre-test to post-test 2 but there was no significant improvement between post-test 1 

and post-test 2. The control group did not show any significant improvement.  

Table 58: Between Tests Comparisons for the Nouns in the Category Task Test 

Dependent Variable Treatment (I) Treatment (J) Mean Difference (I-J)  Std. Error Sig. 

CBI group Pre-test Post-test 1 -12.333 * .725 .000 

 Pre-test Post-test 2 -12.733 * .744 .000 
 Post-test 1 Post-test 2 -.400  .281 .487 
PBI group Pre-test Post-test 1 -9.067 * .725 .000 
 Pre-test Post-test 2 -9.133 * .744 .000 
 Post-test 1 Post-test 2 -.067  .281 1.000 

Control group Pre-test Post-test 1 .067  .725 1.000 
 Pre-test Post-test 2 -.600  .744 1.000 
 Post-test 1 Post-test 2 -.667  .067 .067 
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
       

 As for the multiple-choice listening test, a repeated measures ANOVA showed a significant 

main effect of the test (F (1.369, 57.502) = 194.977, p < .05, partial η2 = .823) and a 

significant interaction effect of the test and group (F (2.738, 57.502) = 53.649, p < .05, 

partial η2 = .719). As can be seen inTable 59, the Bonferroni multiple comparisons test 

showed that both the CBI and the PBI group significantly improved from the pre-test to 

post-test 1 and from the pre-test to pos-test 2 but there was no significant difference 

between post-tests 1 and 2. The control group did not show any significant improvement.  
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Table 59: Between Tests Comparisons for the Nouns in the Multiple-Choice Listening Test 

Dependent Variable Treatment (I) Treatment (J) Mean Difference (I-J)  Std. Error Sig. 

CBI group Pre-test Post-test 1 -10.133 * .833 .000 
 Pre-test Post-test 2 -9.933 * .819 .000 
 Post-test 1 Post-test 2 .200  .424 1.000 

PBI group Pre-test Post-test 1 -12.200 * .883 .000 
 Pre-test Post-test 2 -11.933 * .819 .000 
 Post-test 1 Post-test 2 .267  .424 1.000 
Control group Pre-test Post-test 1 .267  .883 1.000 
 Pre-test Post-test 2 .267  .819 1.000 

 Post-test 1 Post-test 2 0  .424 1.000 
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
       

Table 60 provides a summary of the analysis of changes over time for each group. The CBI 

group significantly improved in all tests in post-test 1 and post-test 2 compared to the pre-

test. This group further improved in post-test 2 from post-test 1 in the two production tests 

(i.e., the Same or Different task test and the discrete-item production test). The PBI group 

also improved in all tests in post-test 1 and post-test 2 compared to the pre-test, but failed to 

show improvement in any of the tests from post-test 1 to post-test 2. The control group did 

not show any significant improvement in the three repeated tests.  

Table 60: Changes over Time in Noun Scores 

 CBI group PBI group Control group 

Tests Pre-
Post1 

Pre-
Post2 

Post1-
Post2 

Pre-
Post1 

Pre-
Post2 

Post1-
Post2 

Pre-
Post1 

Pre-
Post2 

Post1-
Post2 

Same or different task sig. sig. sig. sig. sig. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Discrete-item production sig. sig. sig. sig. sig. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Category task sig. sig. n.s. sig. sig. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Multiple-choice listening  sig. sig. n.s. sig. sig. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

Pre-Post1: improvement from pre-test to post-test1  
Pre-Post2: improvement from pre-test to post-test2  
Post1-Post2: improvement from post-test1 to post-test2 

7.2.1.3. Differences between groups for the noun scores 

In order to compare the three groups, acquisition of target nouns, the test scores for nouns in 

pre-test, post-test 1 and post-test 2 were analyzed.  

The Kruskal Wallis Test showed that there was no significant difference between the three 

groups in the pre-test on the Same or Different task (χ2= .007, df = 2, p >.01). However, 
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there was a significant difference in the three groups in post-test 1 (χ2= 31.573, df = 2, p 

<.01) and post-test 2 (χ2= 29.798, df = 2, p <.01). The post-hoc Mann-Whitney U showed 

that there was no significant difference between the CBI and the PBI group in post-test 1 (U 

= 66.500, p >.01, r = .38) or in post-test 2 (U = 108.500, p >.01, r = .13) but there were 

significant differences between the CBI group and the control group in post-test 1 (U = 

1.300, p <.01, r = .80) and post-test 2 (U = 1.300, p <.01, r = .84). Also there were 

significant differences between the PBI group and the control group in post-test 1 (U = .000, 

p <.01, r = .79) and post-test 2 (U = .000, p <.01, r = .78). 

As for the discrete-item production test, the Kruskal Wallis Test showed that there was no 

significant difference between the three groups in the pre-test (χ2= .000, df = 2, p >.01). 

However, there was a significant difference in the three groups in post-test 1 (χ2= 31.040, df 

= 2, p <.01) and post-test 2 (χ2= 29.967, df = 2, p <.01). The post-hoc Mann-Whitney U 

showed that there was no significant difference between the CBI and the PBI group in the 

post-test 1 (U = 79.500, p >.01, r = .28) or in the post-test 2 (U = 106.000, >.01, r = .15) but 

there were significant differences between the CBI group and the control group in post-test 

1 (U = .000, p <.01, r = .85) and post-test 2 (U = .000, p <.01, r = .86). Also there were 

significant differences between the PBI group and the control group in post-test 1 (U = .000, 

p <.01, r = .81) and post-test 2 (U = .000, p <.01, r = .86). 

A one-way ANOVA was used for the Category task test scores. In the pre-test, there was no 

significant difference among the three groups (F (2, 42) = 2.623, p > .05). However, there 

were significant effects in post-test 1 (F (2, 42) = 74.599, p < .05, partial η2 = .789) and 

post-test 2 (F (2, 42) = 62.159, p < .05, partial η2 = .770). Bonferroni pairwise comparisons 

test (Table 61) showed that both the CBI and the PBI group outperformed the control group 

in post-tests 1 and 2. Furthermore, the CBI group outperformed the PBI group in both post-

tests 1 and 2.  
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Table 61: Between Group Comparisons for the Nouns in the Category Task Test 

Dependent Variable Treatment (I) Treatment (J) Mean Difference (I-J)  Std. Error Sig. 

Pre-test CBI group PBI group -.667  .396 1.000 
 CBI group Control group -.867  .396 .700 

 PBI group Control group -.200  .396 1.000 
Post-test 1 CBI group PBI group 2.600 * .991 .036 
 CBI group Control group 11.533 * .991 .000 
 PBI group Control group 8.933 * .991 .000 
Post-test 2 CBI group PBI group 2.933 * 1.048 .023 

 CBI group Control group 11.267 * 1.048 .000 
 PBI group Control group 8.333 * 1.048 . 000 
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
       

As for the multiple-choice listening test, a one-way ANOVA showed there was no 

significant effect between the three groups in the pre-test (F (2, 42) = .759, p > .05) but 

there were significant effects in post-test 1 (F (2, 42) = 56.788, p < .05, partial η2 = .688) 

and post-test 2 (F (2, 42) = 57.922, p < .05, partial η2 = .718). A Bonferroni pairwise 

comparisons test (Table 62) showed that both the CBI and the PBI group outperformed the 

control group in both post-tests, but there was no significant difference between the CBI and 

the PBI groups in either post-test 1 or 2.  

Table 62: Between Group Comparisons for the Nouns in the Multiple-Choice Listening Test 

Dependent Variable Treatment (I) Treatment (J) Mean Difference (I-J)  Std. Error Sig. 

Pre-test CBI group PBI group .800  .992 1.000 

 CBI group Control group 1.200  .992 .700 
 PBI group Control group .400  .992 1.000 
Post-test 1 CBI group PBI group -1.267  1.331 1.000 
 CBI group Control group 11.600 * 1.331 .000 
 PBI group Control group 12.867 * 1.331 .000 

Post-test 2 CBI group PBI group -1.200  1.292 1.000 
 CBI group Control group 11.400 * 1.292 .000 
 PBI group Control group 12.600 * 1.292 . 000 
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
       

The results of the between group differences for the noun scores are summarized in Table 

63. In the pre-test, there was no significant difference between the three groups in all tests, 

but in the post-tests 1 and 2, the CBI and the PBI groups outperformed the control group. 

There was no significant difference between the CBI and the PBI groups in three of the post 

tests (the Same or Different task test, the discrete-item production test and the Category task 

test), but the CBI group outperformed the PBI group on the Category task test both in post-

tests 1 and 2.  



173 
 

Table 63: Differences between Groups for Acquisition of Nouns 

 Pre-test Post-test 1 Post-test 2 

 
CBI-PBI-

Cntl. 

CBI-

Cntl. 

PBI-

Cntl. 

CBI-

PBI 

CBI-

Cntl. 

PBI-

Cntl. 

CBI-

PBI 
Same or Different task n.s. sig. sig. n.s. sig. sig. n.s. 

Discrete-item production n.s. sig. sig. n.s. sig. sig. n.s. 

Category task n.s. sig. sig. sig.* sig. sig. sig.* 

Multiple-choice listening n.s. sig. sig. n.s. sig. sig. n.s. 

*The CBI group significantly outperformed the PBI group 

7.2.2. Adjective scores 

7.2.2.1. Descriptive statistics for the adjective scores 

Table 64 shows the descriptive statistics for the target adjectives. The maximum score 

possible for all tests was 12. Both the CBI group and the PBI group increased their scores 

for all tests from the pre-test to post-test 1 while the control group did not show much 

difference. The CBI group consistently scored higher than the PBI group in post-tests 1 and 

2. There is no notable improvement for all groups from post-test 1 to post-test 2. 

 
Table 64: Descriptive Statistics for the Target Adjectives 

Test Group Pre-test Post-test 1 Post-test 2 

  Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Same or different 

task test 

CBI group (n=15) .60 1.30 4.47 2.77 4.87 3.14 

PBI group (n=15) .67 1.45 1.67 1.80 1.67 1.76 

Cont. group (n=15) .60 1.24 .73 1.58 .67 1.40 

Discrete-item  

production test 

CBI group (n=15) 1.73 1.53 5.53 2.95 6.53 2.75 

PBI group (n=15) 1.47 1.06 3.27 2.43 3.00 2.17 

Cont. group (n=15) 1.40 .91 1.13 .99 1.07 .96 

Category task 

test 

CBI group (n=15) 1.73 1.94 8.07 3.17 8.60 3.02 

PBI group (n=15) 1.40 1.96 5.53 2.77 5.67 2.85 

Cont. group (n=15) 1.00 1.31 1.60 1.50 1.60 1.59 

Multiple-choice 

listening test 

CBI group (n=15) 3.40 2.35 10.13 1.19 10.60 .99 

PBI group (n=15) 2.53 2.20 7.27 2.66 7.20 2.48 

Cont. group (n=15) 2.67 1.95 2.53 2.00 3.13 1.55 
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7.2.2.2. Changes over time of the adjective scores 

In the Same or Different task test, a repeated measures ANOVA for the three groups in the 

three repeated tests shows a significant test effect (F (1.485, 62.351) = 44.653, p < .05, 

partial η2 = .515). The Bonferroni multiple comparisons showed that the CBI group 

improved from the pre-test to post-test 1 and from the pre-test to post-test 2. There was no 

significant difference between the post-tests 1 and 2. The PBI group improved from the pre-

test to post-test 1 but there was no significant difference between the pre-test and post-test 2 

and between post-tests 1 and 2. The control group did not show any significant 

improvement between any of the three tests (Table 65).  

Table 65: Between Tests Comparisons for the Adjectives in the Same or Different Task Test 

Dependent Variable Treatment (I) Treatment (J) Mean Difference (I-J)  Std. Error Sig. 

CBI group Pre-test Post-test 1 -3.867 * .389 .000 
 Pre-test Post-test 2 -4.267 * .436 .000 
 Post-test 1 Post-test 2 -.400  .241 .312 

PBI group Pre-test Post-test 1 -1.000 * .389 .042 
 Pre-test Post-test 2 -1.000  .436 .081 
 Post-test 1 Post-test 2 .000  .241 1.000 
Control group Pre-test Post-test 1 -.133  .389 1.000 
 Pre-test Post-test 2 -.067  .436 1.000 

 Post-test 1 Post-test 2 .067  .241 1.000 
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
       

 As for the discrete-item vocabulary production test, a repeated measures ANOVA showed 

a significant test effect (F (2, 84) = 38.163, p < .05, partial η2 = .476). As Table 66 shows, 

the Bonferroni multiple comparisons test showed that both the CBI group and the PBI group 

significantly improved both from the pre-test to post-test 1 and from the pre-test to post-test 

2, but there was no significant difference between the two post-tests. The control group did 

not show any significant improvement throughout the testing period.  
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Table 66: Between Tests Comparisons for the Adjectives in the Discrete-Item Production Test 

Dependent Variable Treatment (I) Treatment (J) Mean Difference (I-J)  Std. Error Sig. 

CBI group Pre-test Post-test 1 -3.800 * .450 .000 
 Pre-test Post-test 2 -4.800 * .435 .000 
 Post-test 1 Post-test 2 -1.000  .418 .064 
PBI group Pre-test Post-test 1 -1.800 * .450 .001 
 Pre-test Post-test 2 -1.533 * .435 .003 

 Post-test 1 Post-test 2 .267  .418 1.000 
Control group Pre-test Post-test 1 .267  .450 1.000 
 Pre-test Post-test 2 .333  .435 1.000 
 Post-test 1 Post-test 2 .067  .418 1.000 
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
       

In the Category task test, a repeated measures ANOVA for the three groups using scores 

from the three repeated tests shows a significant test effect (F (1.262, 52.990) = 109.946, p 

< .05, partial η2 = .741). The post-hoc multiple comparisons (Table 67) showed that both the 

CBI group and the PBI group significantly improved their scores both from the pre-test to 

post-test 1 and from the pre-test to post-test 2, but there was no significant difference 

between the two post-tests for either group. The control group showed no significant 

improvement.    

 
Table 67: Between Tests Comparisons for the Adjectives in the Category Task Test 

Dependent Variable Treatment (I) Treatment (J) Mean Difference (I-J)  Std. Error Sig. 

CBI group Pre-test Post-test 1 -6.333 * .618 .000 
 Pre-test Post-test 2 -6.867 * .566 .000 
 Post-test 1 Post-test 2 -.533  .252 .071 
PBI group Pre-test Post-test 1 -4.133 * .618 .000 

 Pre-test Post-test 2 -4.267 * .566 .000 
 Post-test 1 Post-test 2 -.133  .252 1.000 
Control group Pre-test Post-test 1 -.533  .618 1.000 
 Pre-test Post-test 2 -.333  .566 1.000 
 Post-test 1 Post-test 2 .200  .252 1.000 
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
       

 As for the Multiple-choice listening test, a repeated measures ANOVA showed a 

significant test effect (F (1.720, 72.222) = 188.702, p < .05, partial η2 = .818). The 

Bonferroni multiple comparisons test (Table 68) showed that both the CBI group and the 

PBI group significantly improved both from the pre-test to post-test 1 and from the pre-test 
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to post-test 2, but there was no significant difference between the two post-tests. The control 

group did not show any significant improvement.  

Table 68: Between Tests Comparisons for the Adjectives in the Multiple-Choice Listening Test 

Dependent Variable Treatment (I) Treatment (J) Mean Difference (I-J)  Std. Error Sig. 

CBI group Pre-test Post-test 1 -6.733 * .447 .000 
 Pre-test Post-test 2 -7.200 * .446 .000 

 Post-test 1 Post-test 2 -.467  .314 .436 
PBI group Pre-test Post-test 1 -4.733 * .447 .000 
 Pre-test Post-test 2 -4.667 * .446 .000 
 Post-test 1 Post-test 2 .067  .314 1.000 
Control group Pre-test Post-test 1 .133  .447 1.000 

 Pre-test Post-test 2 -.467  .446 .905 
 Post-test 1 Post-test 2 -.600  .314 .190 
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
       

Table 69 provides a summary of the comparative analysis of changes over time for each 

group. The CBI group significantly improved in all tests in post-test 1 and post-test 2 

compared to the pre-test. This group further improved in post-test 2 from post-test 1 in the 

two discrete-item tests (i.e., the discrete-item production test and the discrete-item 

comprehension test). The PBI group also improved in all tests in post-test 1 and post-test 2 

compared to the pre-test, but did not show any significant improvement from post-test 1 to 

post-test 2 in any of the tests. The control group did not show any significant improvement.  

 
Table 69: Changes over Time in Adjective Scores 

 CBI group PBI group Control group 
Tests Pre-

Post1 
Pre-
Post2 

Post1-
Post2 

Pre-
Post1 

Pre-
Post2 

Post1-
Post2 

Pre-
Post1 

Pre-
Post2 

Post1-
Post2 

Same or Different task sig. sig. n.s. sig. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Discrete-item production sig. sig. n.s. sig. sig. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Category task sig. sig. n.s. sig. sig. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

Multiple-choice 
 

sig. sig. n.s. sig. sig. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Pre-Post1: improvement from pre-test to post-test1  
Pre-Post2: improvement from pre-test to post-test2  
Post1-Post2: improvement from post-test1 to post-test2 

7.2.2.3. Differences between groups for the adjective scores 

In order to compare the three groups on acquisition of target adjectives, the test scores for 

adjectives in post-test 1 and 2 were analyzed using One-way ANOVAs.  
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For the Same or Different task, a one-way ANOVA showed there was no significant effect 

between the three groups in the pre-test (F (2, 44) = .013, p > .05) but there were significant 

effects in post-test 1 (F (2, 44) = 12.650, p < .05, partial η2 = .552) and post-test 2 (F (2, 44) 

= 14.551, p < .05, partial η2 = .468). The Bonferroni pairwise comparisons (Table 70) 

showed that the CBI group outperformed the PBI group and the Control group in post-tests 

1 and 2. There was no significant difference between the PBI group and the control group in 

either post-test 1 or 2.  

Table 70: Between Group Comparisons for the Adjectives in the Same or Different Task Test 

Dependent Variable Treatment (I) Treatment (J) Mean Difference (I-J)  Std. Error Sig. 

Pre-test CBI group PBI group -.067  .486 1.000 
 CBI group Control group .000  .486 1.000 
 PBI group Control group .067  .486 1.000 
Post-test 1 CBI group PBI group 2.800 * .773 .002 
 CBI group Control group 3.733 * .773 .000 

 PBI group Control group .933  .773 .701 
Post-test 2 CBI group PBI group 3.200 * .813 .001 
 CBI group Control group 4.200 * .813 .000 
 PBI group Control group 1.000  .813 . 677 
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
       

For the Discrete-item production test, a one-way ANOVA showed there was no significant 

effect between the three groups in the pre-test (F (2, 44) = .325, p > .05) but there were 

significant effects in post-test 1 (F (2, 44) = 11.378, p < .05, partial η2 = .318) and post-test 

2 (F (2, 44) = 26.216, p < .05, partial η2 = .348). The Bonferroni pairwise comparisons 

(Table 71) showed that both the CBI and the PBI group outperformed the control group in 

both post-tests. Furthermore, the CBI group outperformed the PBI group in both post-tests.  

Table 71: Between Group Comparisons for the Adjectives in the Discrete-Item Production test 

Dependent Variable Treatment (I) Treatment (J) Mean Difference (I-J)  Std. Error Sig. 

Pre-test CBI group PBI group .267  .437 1.000 

 CBI group Control group .333  .437 1.000 
 PBI group Control group .067  .437 1.000 
Post-test 1 CBI group PBI group 2.267 * .833 .028 
 CBI group Control group 4.400 * .833 .000 
 PBI group Control group 2.133 * .833 .042 

Post-test 2 CBI group PBI group 3.533 * .766 .000 
 CBI group Control group 5.467 * .766 .000 
 PBI group Control group 1.933 * .766 . 046 
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
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The Category task test one-way ANOVA showed there was no significant effect between 

the three groups in the pre-test (F (2, 44) = .651, p > .05) but there were significant effects 

in post-test 1 (F (2, 44) = 25.557, p < .05, partial η2 = .445) and post-test 2 (F (2, 44) = 

30.699, p < .05, partial η2 = .501). The Bonferroni pairwise comparisons (Table 72) showed 

that both the CBI and the PBI group outperformed the control group in both post-tests. The 

CBI group also outperformed the PBI group in both post-tests. 

Table 72: Between Group Comparisons for the Adjectives in the Category Task Test 

Dependent Variable Treatment (I) Treatment (J) Mean Difference (I-J)  Std. Error Sig. 

Pre-test CBI group PBI group .333  .644 1.000 
 CBI group Control group .733  .644 .783 

 PBI group Control group .400  .644 1.000 
Post-test 1 CBI group PBI group 2.533 * .947 .032 
 CBI group Control group 6.533 * .947 .000 
 PBI group Control group 4.000 * .947 .000 
Post-test 2 CBI group PBI group 2.933 * .933 .009 

 CBI group Control group 7.267 * .933 .000 
 PBI group Control group 4.333 * .933 . 000 
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

As for the multiple-choice listening test, a one-way ANOVA showed there was no 

significant effect between the three groups in the pre-test (F (2, 44) = .691, p > .05) but 

there were significant effects in post-test 1 (F (2, 44) = 53.212, p < .05, partial η2 = .665) 

and post-test 2 (F (2, 44) = 65.833, p < .05, partial η2 = .715). The Bonferroni pairwise 

comparisons (Table 73) showed that both the CBI and the PBI group outperformed the 

control group in both post-tests. The CBI group also outperformed the PBI group in both 

post-tests. 

Table 73: Between Group Comparisons for the Adjectives in the Multiple-Choice Listening Test 

Dependent Variable Treatment (I) Treatment (J) Mean Difference (I-J)  Std. Error Sig. 

Pre-test CBI group PBI group .866  .794 .844 
 CBI group Control group .733  .794 1.000 

 PBI group Control group -.133  .794 1.000 
Post-test 1 CBI group PBI group 2.867 * .744 .001 
 CBI group Control group 7.600 * .744 .000 
 PBI group Control group 4.733 * .744 .000 
Post-test 2 CBI group PBI group 3.400 * .652 .000 

 CBI group Control group 7.467 * .652 .000 
 PBI group Control group 4.067 * .652 . 000 
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
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The summary of the test results for the differences between the three groups on adjective 

scores is shown in Table 74. In the pre-test, there was no significant difference between the 

three groups in all tests. In post-tests 1 and 2, the CBI group outperformed the control group 

in all tests. The PBI group outperformed the control group on three tests but failed to 

outperform the control group in the Same or Different task test in post-tests 1 and 2. The 

CBI group outperformed the PBI group in both post-test 1 and 2 on all the tests.  

Table 74: Differences between Groups for Acquisition of Adjectives 

 Pre-test Post-test 1 Post-test 2 

 
CBI-
PBI-Cntl. 

CBI-
Cntl. 

PBI-
Cntl. 

CBI-
PBI 

CBI-
Cntl. 

PBI-
Cntl. 

CBI-
PBI 

Same or Different task n.s. sig. sig. sig.* sig. n.s. sig.* 

Discrete-item production n.s. sig. sig. sig.* sig. sig. sig.* 

Category task n.s. sig. sig. sig.* sig. sig. sig.* 

Multiple-choice listening n.s. sig. sig. sig.* sig. sig. sig.* 
* The CBI group significantly outperformed the PBI group  

7.3. Discussion 

7.3.1. Acquisition of nouns  

Research question 1 asked whether young L2 learners were able to acquire noun vocabulary 

through comprehension-based instruction. The answer to this question is yes. The CBI 

group made significant improvement from the pre-test to post-test 1 in all tests while the 

control group did not. The between group comparison analysis showed that there was no 

significant difference between the CBI group and the control group in the pre-test, but the 

CBI group constantly outperformed the control group in all post-tests. The results further 

support previous findings that comprehension-based instruction fosters the acquisition of 

both receptive and productive lexical knowledge (De Jong, 2005; de la Fuente, 2002; R. 

Ellis & He, 1999).  

Interestingly, the results showed that the participants continued to develop their production 

skills after post-test 1. The CBI group significantly improved on the two production tests 

(i.e. the Same or Different task test and the discrete-item word production test) from post-

test 1 to post-test 2. The individual test scores show that participants demonstrated only 

receptive knowledge of some items in post-test 1, but successfully showed both receptive 
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and productive knowledge of the same items in post-test 2. There were some items which 

were answered correctly on the multiple-choice listening test but not on the discrete item-

production test in post-test 1. However, the acquisition of these items was evident in both 

the listening and production tests in post-test 2. The number of such items averaged 3.47 

(SD = 2.10) for the CBI group and 1.87 (SD = 1.73) for the PBI group. A t-test showed that 

the CBI group demonstrated acquisition of significantly more items than the PBI group (t = 

2.279, df = 28, p < .05, r = .38). In other words, the learners in the CBI group first 

developed receptive knowledge and subsequently developed productive knowledge whereas 

the PBI group did not develop in such a way. The results are consistent with the pilot study, 

further supporting the claim that learners first acquire receptive vocabulary knowledge and 

subsequently develop productive knowledge (Nation, 2001).  

Research question 2 asked whether young L2 learners were able to acquire noun vocabulary 

through production-based instruction. The answer to this question is also yes. The PBI 

group made significant improvement from the pre-test to post-test 1 in all tests while the 

control group did not. The between group comparison analysis showed that there was no 

significant difference between the PBI group and the control group in the pre-test, but the 

PBI group constantly outperformed the control group in the post-tests. The results lend 

further support to the previous findings that production-based instruction results in the 

acquisition of both receptive and productive knowledge (e.g. N. Ellis & Beaton, 1993).  

Research question 3 asked which instructional approach (comprehension-based tasks vs. 

production-based activities) resulted in more nouns being acquired. The results show an 

overall similar achievement in noun acquisition. There was no significant difference in the 

Same or Different task, the discrete-item production test or the multiple-choice listening test. 

However, in the Category task, the CBI group achieved significantly higher scores than the 

PBI group. These results resembled those of the pilot study. 

The similar amount of input may explain the similar levels of acquisition. In order to 

examine this, the teacher and the student noun tokens during the nine lessons for the two 

experimental groups were counted. A student token was counted as one when more than one 

student chorally stated a word. In the two CBI classes, the teacher produced 5,888 target 

noun tokens and the students produced 52 tokens. As the students were exposed to the target 

language produced by other students as well as the teacher, student tokens were added to the 
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teacher tokens to estimate the total amount of input, resulting in 5,940 in total, 330 per 

lesson on average. As for the PBI group, the teacher produced 3,264 target noun tokens and 

the students produced 2,766 tokens. The total input was 6,030, 335 per lesson on average. 

Chi-square shows that there was no significant difference between the two groups (χ2 = 

.677, df = 1, p >.01), indicating that both groups were exposed to similar amounts of 

vocabulary input during the lessons. Studies indicate that frequency of exposure is one of 

the major factors for vocabulary learning (e.g. Elley, 1989; Palmberg, 1987). The similar 

amount of exposure may explain the similar achievement of the two groups in the tests.  

It should be noted, however, that the amount of output does not explain the similar test 

results for production knowledge. The amount of output for the CBI group, estimated by the 

student target noun tokens, was 52 in total, 2.9 per lesson on average while the PBI group 

produced 2,766 tokens, 153.7 per lesson. Chi-square shows that the quantity of output in the 

PBI group was significantly higher than that of the CBI group (χ2= 2613.838, df = 1, p 

<.01).  

A question here is why the CBI group managed to perform at the same levels in the two 

production tests as the PBI group despite their fewer opportunities for production in the 

lessons. One clear difference between the instruction the two groups received was how the 

meaning of the target words was handled. In the PBI, the meaning of the target vocabulary 

was provided in the learners’ L1 at the beginning of the lessons, and then the learners were 

repeatedly asked to produce the words on the picture cards during the lessons. Thus the 

meaning of the target words was constantly presented to the learners. In the CBI group, on 

the other hand, the learners were required to comprehend the oral form of the target words 

and choose appropriate cards from the given selection of picture cards. The CBI learners 

needed, therefore, to search for the word meaning while the PBI learners did not. Laufer and 

Hulstijn (2001) and Hulstijn and Laufer (2001) argue for the importance of ‘search’ (i.e. the 

learner searches the form of vocabulary to express or comprehend the meaning) for 

effective vocabulary learning. The CBI created the situation where the learners attempted to 

find the meaning of an unknown word, which may have involved a deeper cognitive 

processing. Clearly, therefore, it is not necessary for learners to practice production of target 

items in order to develop productive knowledge of them.   
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Only the Category task test showed a significant difference between the two groups. A 

possible explanation for this may be the kind of listening strategy the CBI lessons required 

but the PBI lessons did not. In the Category task, the target words were provided in 

sentences in which the target words were embedded (e.g., “Look. The peacock

Example 1 

 has beautiful 

feathers.”). As the participants had very limited L2 knowledge, it can be assumed that the 

participants needed to process the target words in sentences in order to accomplish the task 

goals. The two types of instruction may have provided different opportunities for using this 

strategy. In order to investigate this, the number of target word tokens provided in an 

isolated or embedded manner was counted. A typical occurrence of isolated use is shown in 

the following example, which was often observed in the PBI treatment, reflecting the 

characteristics of this type of instruction.  

Teacher: What is it? 

Students: ... 

T: Seal.  

Ss: Seal. 

(PBI-A; lesson1) 

The following excerpt shows an example of target words embedded in sentences.  

Teacher: Please take the ladle, ladle to the supermarket. The ladle is also something you 
might want to use in the kitchen. Ladle.  

Example 2 

(CBI-A: lesson 7) 

Table 75 shows the number of isolated and embedded target nouns produced by the teacher 

during the lessons. In the CBI classes the teacher provided 1,897 isolated target tokens and 

3,991 embedded target tokens, whereas in the PBI class the teacher provided 3,112 isolated 

tokens and 152 embedded tokens. The results of Chi-Square test showed that there were 

significant differences between the two groups in the number of isolated tokens (χ2= 

294.715, df = 1, p <.01), and the embedded tokens (χ2= 3557.307, df = 1, p <.01). 
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Table 75: Number of Isolated/ Embedded Target Noun Tokens by Teacher 

 CBI group PBI group 
Isolated 1,897 3,112 
Embedded 3,991 152 

Thus, in the PBI group the teacher predominantly provided target words in an isolated 

manner whereas in the CBI group the teacher provided target words mainly in sentences. 

Studies have indicated that learners perform better on tests which are of the same type as the 

instruction in which they participated (Beretta & Davies, 1985). It might be possible, then, 

to assume that the situation in the CBI classroom, where the participants needed to 

comprehend the embedded words more frequently than in the PBI classroom, promoted the 

use of the strategies needed to identify the target words, thus leading to higher achievement 

on the Category task test.  

7.3.2. Acquisition of adjectives  

Research question 4 asked whether young L2 learners were able to acquire new adjective 

vocabulary through comprehension-based instruction. The answer to this question is yes. 

The CBI group made significant improvement in adjective scores from the pre-test to post-

test 1 in all tests while the control group did not. The between group comparison analysis 

showed that there was no significant difference between the CBI group and the control 

group in the pre-test, but the CBI group outperformed the control group in post-tests 1 and 2 

for all tests. The results showed that the comprehension-based instruction can lead to the 

acquisition of both receptive and productive adjective knowledge.  

It will be recalled that the CBI employed focused tasks to introduce the target nouns. The 

adjectives were not focused on in the tasks as they appeared only incidentally in the 

teacher’s elaborative description of the nouns. The results indicate that the comprehension-

based tasks used in this study led to acquisition of planned vocabulary items (i.e. nouns) as 

well as unplanned items (i.e. adjectives), which supports the notion that task-based language 

teaching assists learners to engage in various aspects of the target language (R. Ellis, 2003; 

Willis & Willis, 2007).  
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Research question 5 asked whether young L2 learners were able to acquire new adjective 

vocabulary through production-based instruction. The answer to this question is also yes. 

The PBI group made significant improvement from the pre-test to post-test 1 in all tests 

while the control group did not. The between group comparison analysis showed that there 

was no significant difference between the PBI group and the control group in the pre-test, 

but the PBI group outperformed the control group on three out of the four post-tests (i.e. the 

discrete-item production test, the Category task, and the multiple-choice listing test). The 

results show that young L2 learners can learn novel adjectives through production-based 

activities, and the production-based learning of adjectives can lead to acquisition of both 

receptive and productive knowledge.  

In the Same or Different task test, however, the PBI group failed to improve. There was no 

significant difference between the PBI group and the control group in post-tests 1 and 2. 

The results of the within group comparisons test showed that the PBI group significantly 

improved from the pre-test to post-test 1 but did not improve from the pre-test to post-test 2. 

The mean difference between the pre-test and post-test 1 is only 1.00 and the p value 

was .042, which is relatively close to the alpha level (.05), indicating only a marginal 

improvement in post-test 1. The Same or Different task required the productive use of the 

target items in a meaning-focused context. The results indicated that the production practice 

for the PBI group failed to develop the learners’ skill in the free use of the target adjectives. 

Although the PBI included communicative exercises at the end of every lesson, the 

opportunity for such practice does not appear to have been sufficient to enable the learners 

to employ the adjectives in free production. As shown in Chapter 6, the PBI learners 

focused on the accurate production of the form, which was strictly controlled by the teacher. 

It would seem, then, that the process of learning in the PBI differed from the process of 

production required by the Same or Different task, and therefore, the PBI learners failed to 

transfer their learning to this test. Skill Acquisition Theory (Anderson, 1993) emphasizes 

the importance of extensive practice in the course of communicative tasks for 

automatization of declarative knowledge (Byrnes, 1986; DeKeyser, 1998). Thus, the study 

suggests that instruction that focuses on form does not result in the ability to use the target 

words in meaning-focused communication.  

Research question 6 asked which instructional approach (comprehension-based tasks vs. 

production-based activities) resulted in more adjectives being acquired. The test results 
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contrasted the CBI group and the PBI group: while the two groups equally scored in the pre-

test, the CBI group significantly outperformed the PBI group in post-tests 1 and 2 for all 

vocabulary tests.  

The results cannot be explained in terms of frequency of exposure (e.g. Elley, 1989; 

Palmberg, 1987) nor do they demonstrate the superiority of productive learning over 

receptive learning (Mondria & Wiersma, 2004). The PBI group received similar adjective 

input to the CBI group, and had significantly more opportunity for output than the CBI 

group. In the CBI lessons, the teacher produced 2,219 adjective tokens and the student 

produced 301 adjective tokens. Thus the amount of input was estimated at 2,520 in total, 

140 per lesson on average, and the output was 301, 16.7 per lesson. In the PBI lessons, the 

teacher produced 1,362 adjective tokens and the student produced 1,080 adjective tokens. 

The estimated amount of input was 2,442, 135.7 per lesson on average, and the output was 

1,080, 60 per lesson. As Table 76 shows, chi-square tests indicated that there was no 

significant difference in input between the two groups (χ2 = 1.226, df  = 1, p > .01) but there 

was a significant difference in output (χ2 = 439.421, df  = 1, p < .01). Thus the comparative 

frequency of input and output cannot explain the consistent superiority of the CBI group in 

adjective acquisition. 

Table 76: Amount of Input and Output for Target Adjectives 

 CBI group PBI group 

 Input  2,520 2,442 

 Output  301* 1,080* 

* Significant between the CBI and the PBI group 

However, qualitative differences can produce an explanation of the results. Two aspects of 

input (the teacher production of the target items and the provision of the word meaning) and 

one aspect of output (the student production of the target items) will be considered.  

As for the first aspect, the target items were contextualized by the teacher for the CBI group 

while they were provided in a decontextualized manner for the PBI group. In the PBI 

lessons, the teacher typically produced the adjectives in order to demonstrate their 

phonological forms (Example 3) or when providing feedback on learners’ erroneous 

production (Example 4). 
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Example 3 

1. T: Okay, please listen and repeat. (Showing the picture card) blue

2. Ss: Blue.  

. 

(PBI-B; lesson 1) 

 

Example 4 

1. T: (Pointing to the picture card the student turned over), what colour is this? 

2. S: Bu… 

3. T: Blue

4. S: Blue. 

. 

(PBI-B; lesson 1) 

In the CBI group, on the other hand, the adjectives mostly appeared in the teacher’s 

elaborative description of the target nouns for the purpose of helping the learners select the 

appropriate noun cards as shown in Example 5. In lines 3 and 5, the teacher used the 

adjective ‘blue’ to describe the noun ‘peacock’, which enabled the learner to perform the 

task.  

Example 5 

1. T: Please take the peacock, peacock to the zoo. 

2. S: Peacock. 

3. T: Yeah. The peacock has a beautiful feather. It’s a blue bird. Blue

4. S: Blue. 

.  

5: T: Yeah. The peacock is blue

(CBI-B; Lesson 3) 

. Okay? Ready? 

In order to compare the differences in the teachers’ production of the adjectives, the 

teacher’s adjective tokens were categorized as ‘contextualized’ or ‘decontextualized’ and 

counted. When the teacher used the adjective for describing a noun, as in lines 3 and 5 in 

Example 5, it was coded as ‘contextualized’. If the teacher produced the adjective with no 

relation to the target nouns, as in Examples 7 and 8, it was coded as ‘decontextualized’. As 

Table 77 shows, in the CBI lessons, 2,057 tokens were categorized as ‘contextualized’ and 

162 tokens were categorized as ‘decontextualized’. In the PBI lessons, 52 tokens were 

‘contextualized’ and 1,310 tokens were ‘decontextualized’. Chi-Square tests showed that 

there were significant differences between the two groups in the number of the 
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‘contextualized’ tokens (χ2 = 1906.128, df  = 1, p < .01) and in the ‘decontextualized’ tokens 

(χ2 = 895.315, df  = 1, p < .01).  

Table 77: Teacher’s ‘Contextualized’ and ‘Decontextualized’ Adjective Production 

  CBI group PBI group 
Contextualized 2,057* 52* 
Decontextualized 162* 1,310* 
* Significant difference between the CBI and the PBI groups. 

The results indicate that the CBI was qualitatively different from the PBI where the teacher 

produced adjectives mostly in a decontextualized manner. Context plays a critical role in 

helping learners to achieve new intake by establishing how form and function work together 

(Batstone, 2002). Studies of L1 acquisition have shown evidence of a strong semantic 

dependency of novel adjectives on nouns for infants and preschoolers (Gasser & Smith, 

1998; Klibanoff & Waxman, 1998; Sandhofer & Smith, 2007; Waxman & Klibanoff, 2000). 

It could be argued, then, that the CBI group acquired more adjectives than the PBI group 

because they received the adjective input in a way that corresponded quite closely to the 

naturalistic learning process. This may have suited the young learners in this study.  

The second aspect, the provision of adjective meaning, also differentiates the learning 

process for the two groups. In the PBI group, the meaning of the adjectives was presented 

either through a descriptive definition in their L1 or with the help of a pictorial image. In the 

CBI group, on the other hand, the learners did not see the adjective picture cards. The word 

meaning for the adjectives was provided ostensively by pointing to items of the same colour 

in the room or by using body language to indicate the meaning of the dimension adjectives 

(e.g. acting carrying something heavy while saying “a hippopotamus is heavy”). This took 

place only when the teacher saw that the students did not understand her elaboration. Thus, 

usually the CBI learners needed to infer or discover the meaning of the adjectives in order 

to perform the tasks, which required the learners to ‘search’ (Laufer & Hulstijn, 2001) for 

the adjective meaning. As discussed in 7.3.1, the process where learners need to search for 

word meaning involves deeper cognitive processing (Laufer & Hulstijn, 2001). This can 

also explain why the CBI learners acquired more adjectives than the PBI group.  

The third aspect, the learners’ production of adjectives, will be discussed from two 

perspectives: the level of discourse control and the use of learners’ own linguistic resources. 

As for the learners’ discourse control, various studies of first and second language learners 
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(e.g. R. Ellis, 1999b; Ernst, 1994; Johnson, 1995; Wells & Montgomery, 1981) have shown 

that acquisition is more likely to be fostered when learners have the opportunity to exercise 

some degree of discourse control. Discussing ‘task-induced involvement’, Laufer and 

Hulstijin (2001) argue that a task is more effective when the task requirement is self-

imposed rather than externally imposed. In the present study, learner’s production of the 

target adjectives tended to be externally imposed in the PBI group while it was self-selected 

in the CBI group. In order to examine this point, the learners’ word tokens were categorized 

into ‘required response’ and ‘optional response’ and counted. A ‘required response’ took 

place when the learner produced their L2 as a response to the teacher’s initiation as in 

Example 6. In line 2, the student produced the adjective ‘small’ to answer the teacher’s 

question in line 1. Then the teacher provided corrective feedback in line 3, which led to the 

student’s uptake in line 4. In both cases, then, the learner’s production of the target 

adjectives was ‘required’.  

Example 6 

1. T: (Pointing to the shorter pencil in the picture card), this pencil is…? 

2: S: Small

3. T: Short. 

. 

4. S: Short

(PBI-A; lesson3) 

. 

An ‘optional response’ occurred when the learner produced L2 without being required to. 

Lines 2, 4, 6, 8 and 9 in Example 7 were all optional for performing the task.  

Example 7 

1. T: Please take the ostrich to the zoo. 

2. S1: 

3. T: Not green. 

Green? 

4. S1: 

5. T: No. 

Blue? 

6. S1 

7. T: Gold? No. The ostrich is big. 

Gold? 

8. S2: 

9. S3: 

Big. 

10. T: Yeah, kind of black. 

Black? 
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(CBI-B; Lesson 5) 

Table 78 shows the number of students’ vocabulary tokens in ‘required responses’ and 

‘optional responses’. ‘Required response’ exclusively occurred in the PBI group while 

‘optional response’ predominantly took place in the CBI group, reflecting the different types 

of instruction. The results indicate that although the PBI group produced significantly more 

output than the CBI group, this was because it was required by the instruction.  

Table 78: Students’ Adjective Tokens in ‘Required’ and ‘Optional’ Responses 

 CBI group PBI group 

Required 0 1,028 

Optional 301 52 

 

In order to further investigate the characteristics of the learners’ production, the tokens in 

‘optional response’ were further categorized into ‘self-initiated’ (Schegloff, et al., 1977) and 

‘borrowed’(Prabhu, 1987). A student’s token was categorized as ‘self-initiated’ when the 

interaction showed that external reference was not available in the sequence. In the above 

example (Example 7), the students seemed to use their own vocabulary knowledge to 

negotiate the meaning of the noun ‘ostrich’ in lines 2, 4, 6 and 9. There was no external 

information about the meaning or the form of the adjectives available in this sequence (e.g. 

the adjective ‘black’ in line 9 was not provided in lines 1 to 8). A student token was 

categorized as ‘borrowed’ when the previous discourse made information about the form or 

meaning of a word available to the learners. In Example 7, the utterance ‘big’ in line 8 was 

categorized as ‘borrowed’ as the same adjective was provided by the teacher in line 7. A 

student also sometimes ‘borrowed’ a word from another student. In Example 8, line 4 shows 

that S2 produced ‘white’ which had been produced by S1 earlier in the sequence; thus, the 

S2’s production in line 4 was categorized as ‘borrowed’. 

Example 8 

1. T: What colour is this? 

2. S1: White.  

3. T: Yes, that’s right. 

4. S2: White, white

(PBI-B; lesson5) 

.  
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As Table 79 shows, learner’s production with ‘self-initiated’ occurred predominantly in the 

adjective production by the CBI group.  

Table 79: Number of Students’ Adjective Tokens with ‘Self-Initiated’ and ‘Borrowed’ Responses 

  Nouns  Adjectives 

 CBI group PBI group CBI group PBI group 

Self-initiated 2 6 263 3 

Borrowed 50 159 38 49 

The CBI employed comprehension-based tasks, which were designed to involve learners in 

using their own linguistic resources in the comprehension process. The above analysis has 

shown that the CBI created a context where the learners needed to produce the adjectives 

using their own linguistic resources in order to perform the tasks successfully. This may 

have induced the learners to ‘search’ for the lexical item to express the meaning as well as 

to comprehend it (Laufer & Hulstijn, 2001).  

A further examination indicated that the learner’s self-initiated adjective production predicts 

the acquisition of the target adjectives. The adjective tokens produced in a self-initiated 

manner by individual learners were counted and whether they predicted the acquisition of 

the target adjectives was investigated using a simple linear regression. Learners who did not 

produce any self-initiated adjective tokens were omitted from this analysis. As Table 80 

shows, in the six tests the significant effects were confirmed and for two other tests, they 

approached significance.  

Table 80: Simple Linear Regression Analysis of the Self-Initiated Production and Acquisition of Adjectives 

Tests  R2 Sig.  
Same or Different task test Post-test 1 .254 .056  

Post-test 2 .428 .008 * 
Discrete-item production test Post-test 1 .452 .006 * 

Post-test 2 .445 .007 * 
Category task test Post-test 1 .416 .009 * 

Post-test 2 .240 .064  
Discrete-item vocab comprehension test Post-test 1 .341 .022 * 

Post-test 2 .326 .026 * 
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The results indicate that CBI induced the learners to use their own resources, which resulted 

in greater acquisition of the adjectives for this group.   

7.3.3. Summary 

The research questions in this part of the study asked about the effectiveness of 

comprehension-based tasks and production-based activities on vocabulary acquisition. 

Although both experimental groups successfully acquired the nouns and adjectives through 

the instruction, they differed in how successful they were.  

The test results for the noun scores showed that both types of instruction were similarly 

effective. An examination of process features showed that both groups were exposed to a 

similar amount of vocabulary input but the PBI group had more opportunity for output. The 

CBI required the learners to find the meaning of an unknown word while the PBI did not. 

This may explain the overall similar results despite the fewer opportunities for output 

practice for the CBI group. Only the Category task showed the superiority of the CBI group 

over the PBI group. This may be because the CBI promoted the use of the strategies needed 

to identify the target words in sentences, which was also required to perform the Category 

task test. 

However, the results for the adjective scores showed the CBI group to be clearly superior 

although both groups had similar input and the PBI group produced more output than the 

CBI group. Further examination revealed a number of differences in the instruction received 

by the two groups. The teacher produced the adjectives in a contextualized manner for the 

CBI group but produced them in a decontextualized way for the PBI group. The CBI 

required the learners to infer or discover the word meaning more often than the PBI group. 

The CBI learners produced the adjectives optionally while the PBI learners produced them 

only when required to do so. The CBI created a situation where the learners needed to 

produce the target adjectives to perform the tasks by using their own linguistic resources. 

The frequency of such self-initiated production had a significant effect on their adjective 

acquisition. These qualitative factors can explain the superiority of the CBI for learning 

adjectives.  

This part of the study indicated the overall superior effects of the comprehension-based 

tasks over the production-based activities on vocabulary learning. The process features 
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showed that the quality of interaction plays a more important role than the quantity of input 

and output. The input was more effective when it was produced in a meaningful and 

contextualized manner and required deeper cognitive processing. More learning took place 

when the learner’s production involved their own linguistic resources. The CBI in this study 

afforded such opportunities to a greater extent than the PBI. 
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Chapter 8. Incidental acquisition of grammatical features 

8.1. Introduction 

This chapter presents the results and discussion for research questions 7 to 12. It examines 

the relative effectiveness of the comprehension-based tasks and the production-based 

activities on the incidental acquisition of two grammatical features: plural -s and copula be. 

One possible option for the operationalization of incidental acquisition is the learning of 

formal features through a focus of attention on semantic features (Hulstijn, 2003). In this 

study, the operationalization was achieved by employing instruction that focused on 

teaching new vocabulary while also providing opportunities for learning the chosen 

grammatical features. This was achieved by introducing some of the vocabulary items both 

in their singular and plural forms and by exposing the learners to a substantial number of 

copula be utterances.  

Three research questions addressed the incidental acquisition of the plural -s and the copula 

be respectively.  

RQ 7. Does the incidental acquisition of the plural -s occur when young Japanese learners 

of English participate in comprehension-based tasks? 

RQ 8. Does the incidental acquisition of the plural -s occur when young Japanese learners 

of English participate in production-based activities? 

RQ 9. Do comprehension-based tasks and production-based activities differ in the extent to 

which they promote the acquisition of the plural -s by young Japanese learners? 

RQ 10. Does the incidental acquisition of the copula be occur when young Japanese learners 

of English participate in comprehension-based tasks? 

RQ 11. Does the incidental acquisition of the copula be occur when young Japanese learners 

of English participate in production-based activities? 

RQ 12. Do comprehension-based tasks and production-based activities differ in the extent to 

which they promote the acquisition of the copula be by young Japanese learners? 
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8.2. Measuring acquisition 

The acquisition of plural -s was measured by three tests (the multiple-choice plural -s 

listening test, the Wug Test and the Same-or-Different Task test). In order to differentiate 

between the possible occurrence of ‘item learning’ (i.e. learners remembering the specific 

items they had been exposed to) and ‘system-learning’ (i.e. the internalisation of a ‘rule’ 

that can be successfully applied to new exemplars of the target feature), the test scores were 

divided into ‘old items’ (eight items) and ‘new items’(six items) (Robinson, 2005), and 

expressed as percentages.  

For the multiple-choice listening test, a series of non-parametric analyses (i.e. Kruskal-

Wallis test with post-hoc Mann-Whitney U tests and Friedman Test with post-hoc Wilcoxon 

Signed Rank tests) were applied for comparative analyses as some of the test scores did not 

meet the assumption of normality1. The test scores were further classified as ‘acquired’ or 

‘not acquired’, using 80% as the criterion level (Jia, 2003) and subjected to chi-square 

analyses to compare the groups.  

The scores for the Wug Test were also classified as ‘acquired’ or ‘not acquired’ as most 

participants in each group scored nil across the repeated tests, thus, rendering inappropriate 

the use of mean scores or mean rank scores for comparison. The number of ‘acquired’ 

students in the three groups was compared using chi-square tests.  

As the Same-or-Different task measured the learner’s production of the plural -s in their 

spontaneous production during the performance of the task, the scores were transformed to 

percentages using obligatory occasion analysis (Brown, 1973); the correct number of 

morphemes supplied was divided by the total number of the obligatory occasions for the use 

of the target structure. Then the scores were classified as ‘acquired’ or ‘not acquired’ and 

the number of the students in the three groups was compared. 

The acquisition of the copula be was measured by two production tests (the Tell-and-Do 

task test and the Picture Description test). For both tests, the learners’ scores were counted 

separately in terms of their production of the copula be and their successful use of subject-

verb agreement.   
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All statistical analyses were performed using PASW version 18. Table 81 shows the 

overview of how the data were scored and analysed in each of the five tests.  

Table 81: Scoring and Data Analysis for the Tests 

Tests Feature Scoring Analysis  

Multiple-choice 

listening test 

Plural -s (‘old’/ ‘new’ 

items) 

Percentage 

scores 

1. Mean scores by non-parametric  

2. Number of ‘acquired’ students 

(80%) 

Wug test Percentage 

scores 

Number of ‘acquired’ students (80%) 

Same-or-Different 

task 

Obligatory 

scores 

Number of ‘acquired’ students (80%) 

Tell-and-Do task Copula be  

1. production of ‘be’ 

2. correct use of ‘be’ 

Raw scores Number of ‘acquired’ students (80%) 

Picture Description Raw scores Number of ‘acquired’ students (80%) 

8.3. Results              

Both descriptive statistics and the results of the various inferential statistical analyses will 

be reported.  

8.3.1. Results for plural -s 

8.3.1.1. Multiple-choice listening test 

Table 82 demonstrates the descriptive statistics of the multiple-choice listening test. The 

CBI group increased its scores across the three repeated tests while the PBI group and the 

control group stayed around the same level in both scores for the ‘old’ and ‘new’ items. 
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Table 82: Descriptive Statistics for the Multiple-Choice Listening Test  

Test Group Pre-test Post-test 1 Post-test 2 

  Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Old items 

(8 items) 

CBI group (n=15) 36.67 15.20 86.67 27.76 90.00 22.76 

PBI group (n=15) 36.67 29.68 43.33 17.59 40.00 24.64 

Cntl. group (n=15) 35.00 26.39 40.00 24.64 33.33 26.16 

New items 

(6 items) 

CBI group (n=15) 52.22 15.27 75.54 24.28 79.98 18.04 

PBI group (n=15) 48.89 21.35 52.22 18.76 51.11 27.79 

Cntl. group (n=15) 48.89 23.13 51.11 14.76 54.45 13.34 

The scores were further subjected to a series of non-parametric analyses in order to 

investigate the within-group and between-group differences. The changes across the three 

repeated tests were first analyzed using the Friedman Tests. As shown in Table 83, there 

were significant effects for the CBI group in the ‘old’ and the ‘new’ item scores while there 

were none for the PBI or control groups. 

Table 83: The Friedman tests for the Multiple-Choice Plural -s Listening Test 

Item Old items New items 
 χ2 Asymp.Sig χ2 Asymp.Sig 
CBI group 16.930 .000* 14.044 .001* 
PBI group 1.370 .504 .462 .794 
Cntl. group  1.167 .558 1.590 .452 

            * The mean difference is significant at the .01 level. 

As Table 84 shows, post-hoc Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Tests showed that the CBI groups 

improved their scores significantly for the ‘old’ and the ‘new’ items from the pre-test to 

post-test 1 and from the pre-test to post-test 2, but there were no significant differences 

between the two post-tests.  

Table 84: Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Tests for the Multiple-Choice Plural -s Listening Test 

Item Pre-Post1 Pre-Post2 Post1-Post2 
 Z Asymp.Sig Z Asymp.Sig Z Asymp.Sig 

Old (8 items) -3.069 .002* -3.235 .001* -.816 .414 
New (6 items) -2.460 .014  -2.916 .004* -1.511 .131 

* The mean difference is significant at the .01 level. 
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The between-group differences were investigated using Kruskal Wallis Tests (Table 85). 

Significant effects were found in post-test 1 and post-test 2 both for the ‘old’ and the ‘new’ 

items while there were none in the pre-test.  

Table 85: Kruskal Wallis Tests for the Multiple-Choice plural -s Listening Test 

Item Pre-test Post-test 1 Post-test 2 
 χ2 Asymp.Sig χ2 Asymp.Sig χ2 Asymp.Sig 

Old (8 items) .249 .883 19.335 .000* 22.951 .000* 
New (6 items) .175 .916 11.931 .003* 14.646 .001* 

* The mean difference is significant at the .01 level. 

Post-hoc Mann-Whitney U tests showed that the CBI group outperformed the PBI group 

and the control group both for ‘old’ and ‘new’ items in post-test 1 and post-test 2 while 

there were no significant differences between the pre-test scores. No significant differences 

were found between the PBI and the control groups across the three tests. See Table 86.  

Table 86: Mann-Whitney U Tests for The Multiple-Choice Plural -s Listening Test 

 Item Pre-test Post-test 1 Post-test 2 
  U Asymp.Sig U Asymp.Sig U Asymp.Sig 

CBI - PBI  Old items 112.000 .982 24.000 .000* 17.500 .000* 
 New 

 

105.500 .762 46.500 .005* 43.000 .003* 

CBI – Cntl. 

 

Old items 100.000 .562 26.500 .000* 14.500 .000* 
 New 

 

103.000 .682 38.500 .002* 26.500 .000* 

PBI – Cntl. 

 

Old items 106.000 .778 97.500 .501 96.500 .490 
 New 

 

111.500 .965 109.500 .897 104.500 .731 

* The mean difference is significant at the .01 level. 

The test scores were further analyzed by using an ‘acquired/ not acquired’ classification 

(80% level). Table 87 shows the number of students who had ‘acquired’ the plural -s in the 

comprehension tests.   
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Table 87: Number of ‘Acquired’ Participants in the Plural -s Comprehension Test  

  Pre-test Post-test 1 Post-test 2 
Old items 

 

CBI group (n=15) 0 11 12 
(8 items) PBI group (n=15) 0 0 0 
 Cntl. Group (n=15) 0 0 0 

New items 

 

CBI group (n=15) 0 11 12 
(6 items) PBI group (n=15) 0 2 3 
 Cntl. Group (n=15) 0 0 0 

The differences in the number of ‘acquired’ students in the three repeated tests for each 

group were compared using chi-square tests. For the CBI group, there were significant 

differences between the pre-test and post-test 1 for the ‘old items’ (χ2 = 17.368, df = 1, p < 

.01) and for the ‘new items’ (χ2 = 17.368, df = 1, p < .01), and the pre-test and post-test 2 for 

the ‘old items’ (χ2 =20.000, df = 1, p < .01) and for the ‘new items’ (χ2 =20.000, df = 1, p < 

.01). There were no significant differences between the two post-tests for the ‘old items’ (χ2 

= 3.399, df = 1, p > .01) or for the ‘new items’ (χ2 = 3.399, df = 1, p > .01). Although some 

students in the PBI group were categorized as ‘acquired’ for the ‘new’ items, the 

improvement for the group overall was not significant from the pre-test to post-test 1 (χ2 = 

2.143, df = 1, p > .01) or from the pre-test to post-test 2 (χ2 = 3.333, df = 1, p > .01).  

The differences among the three groups were also analyzed using chi-square tests. The 

number of ‘acquired’ students in the CBI group was higher than the PBI group in post-test 1 

(χ2 =16.425, df =1, p < .01) and in post-test 2 (χ2 = 22.941, df = 1, p < .01), and also higher 

than the control group in post-test 1 (χ2 = 20.000, df = 1, p < .01) and post-test 2 (χ2 = 

22.941, df = 1, p < .01). There was no significant difference between the PBI group and the 

control group in post-test 1 (χ2 = 1.034, df = 1, p > .01), and none of the participants in 

either of these groups reached the ‘acquired’ level in post-test 2.   

8.3.1.2. Wug Test 

The descriptive statistics of the scores for the Wug Test are shown in Table 88. The 

maximum score possible is 100%. As the table shows, only the CBI group demonstrated 

any learning in post-tests 1 and 2. However, the high standard deviations of the CBI group 

reflected the fact that most participants (13 out of 15 participants) scored nil.  
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Table 88: Descriptive Statistics for the Wug Test  

Test Group Pre-test Post-test 1 Post-test 2 

  Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Old items 

(8 items) 

CBI group (n=15) .00 .00 13.33 35.19 13.33 35.19 

PBI group (n=15) .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

Cntl. group (n=15) .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

New items 

(6 items) 

CBI group (n=15) .00 .00 12.50 33.07 11.67 31.15 

PBI group (n=15) .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

Cntl. group (n=15) .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

 

In fact in the Wug test only, two participants in the CBI group reached the ‘acquired’ level 

as shown in Table 89. Chi-square tests showed no significant difference between the CBI 

group and the other groups in both post-tests (χ2 = 2.143, df = 1, p > .01). 

Table 89: Number of ‘Acquired’ and ‘Not Acquired’ Participants for the Wug Test  

 Pre-test Post-test 1 Post-test 2 
CBI group (n=15) 0 2 2 
PBI group (n=15) 0 0 0 
Cntl. Group (n=15) 0 0 0 

8.3.1.3. The Same-or-Different Task test 

Three participants produced some plural forms in the post-tests but none of the participants 

met the ‘acquired’ level. Two of the three participants were in the CBI group. One of them 

scored 60% in both post-tests, and the other participant scored 43% in post-test 1 and 50% 

in post-test 2. The third learner was in the PBI group and scored 20% in both post-tests 1 

and 2.  

8.3.2. Results for copula be 

8.3.2.1. Tell-and-Do Task test 

Table 90 shows the descriptive statistics of the Tell-and-Do Task test. The maximum score 

possible is 10. As the table shows, the participants failed to score in any of the tests with the 

exception of the CBI group.  
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Table 90: Descriptive Statistics for the Tell-and-Do Task Test  
Measurement Group Pre-test Post-test 1 Post-test 2 

  Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Production of the copula be CBI group (n=15) .00 .00 1.00 3.87 1.00 3.87 

PBI group (n=15) .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

Cntl. group (n=15) .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

Subject-verb agreement CBI group (n=15) .00 .00 .33 1.29 .33 1.29 

PBI group (n=15) .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

Cntl. group (n=15) .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

 

Table 91 shows the number of ‘acquired’ students for the Tell-and-Do Task test. One 

student in the CBI group scored 10 in post-tests 1 and 2 while no one in the PBI or control 

groups scored in any of the three tests. Chi-square tests showed no significant differences 

between the CBI group and the other groups in the post-tests (χ2 = 2.143, df = 1, p > .01). As 

for subject-verb agreement, only one student scored, gaining 5. Thus there was no 

‘acquired’ student in any of the three groups.  

Table 91: Number of ‘Acquired’ Participants for the Tell-and-Do 

 Pre-test Post-test 1 Post-test 2 

CBI group (n=15) 0 1 1 

PBI group (n=15) 0 0 0 

Cntl. Group (n=15) 0 0 0 

8.3.2.2. The Picture Description test 

Table 92 shows the descriptive statistics for the Picture Description test. The maximum 

score possible is 10. The results are essentially the same as the Tell-and-Do task test. Only 

one student – the same student as in the Tell-and-Do Task – demonstrated any ability to 

produce copula be. This student scored 10 in production but obtained only 5 in the subject-

verb agreement score as he overused the form ‘is’ for all the plural items in the test.   

  



201 
 

 

Table 92: Descriptive Statistics for the Picture Description Test  

Measurement Group Pre-test Post-test 1 Post-test 2 

  Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Production of copula be CBI group (n=15) .00 .00 1.00 3.87 1.00 3.87 

PBI group (n=15) .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

Cntl. group (n=15) .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

Subject-verb agreement CBI group (n=15) .00 .00 .33 1.29 .33 1.29 

PBI group (n=15) .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

Cntl. group (n=15) .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

As Table 93 shows, all groups failed to show any improvement in this production test. Chi-

square tests showed no significant differences between the CBI group and the other groups 

in the post-tests (χ2 = 2.143, df = 1, p > .01). 

Table 93: Number of ‘Acquired’ and ‘Not Acquired’ Participants for the Picture Description Test 

 Pre-test Post-test 1 Post-test 2 

CBI group (n=15) 0 1 1 

PBI group (n=15) 0 0 0 

Cntl. Group (n=15) 0 0 0 

 

8.3.3. Summary of results 

The summary of the test results is shown in Table 94. Only the multiple-choice listening test 

showed any significant difference between the groups; the CBI group improved their scores 

after the instructional treatment while the other two groups did not. In the four production 

tests for the plural -s and the copula be, none of the groups improved significantly. There 

were no significant differences between the three groups in these tests. However, one or two 

of the learners in the CBI group had acquired the structures.  
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Table 94: Overview of the Statistical Results for the Five Tests 

Tests Features Measured aspects Results 

Multiple-choice 

listening 

Plural -s  Comprehension Discrete-

item 

Only CBI group improved 

Wug test Production Discrete-

item 

None of the groups improved 

(Only two in the CBI group 

produced the form for both ‘old’ 

and ‘new’ items) 

Same-or-Different task Task-based 

Picture Description test  Copula be Production Discrete-

item 

None of the groups improved 

(Only one in the CBI group 

produced ‘is’ but overused it for 

plural items) 

Tell-and-do task Task-based 

8.4. Discussion 

8.4.1. Acquisition of plural -s 

Research question 7 asked whether young Japanese learners of English were able to acquire 

the plural -s incidentally in the comprehension-based tasks. The test results demonstrated 

acquisition of comprehension skills but not of production skills. In the comprehension test, 

the CBI group significantly improved their scores from the pre-test to post-test 1 and from 

the pre-test to post-test 2. The CBI group also outperformed the control group on post-test 1 

and post-test 2 while there was no significant difference between the two groups in the pre-

test. On the other hand, in the two production tests (the Wug test and the Same-or-Different 

task test), the CBI group as a whole did not show any significant improvement due to the 

fact that only two of the CBI students demonstrated any knowledge of the plural -s. It 

should be noted, however, that those two students did successfully produce the plural form 

for both ‘old’ and ‘new’ items in the production tests. Table 95 shows the test scores of 

these two students. The Wug test had eight ‘new’ items and two ‘old items. One of the 

students scored 75 % for ‘new’ items (six items out of eight) and the other scored 100% 

(eight out of eight) in the post-tests. In the Same-or-Different task, one student produced the 

plural form accurately for 50% of the two obligatory occasions in both of the post-tests and 

the other student failed to score in post-test 1 (nil out of three obligatory occasions) but 

scored 25% (one out of four obligatory occasions) in post-test 1. Their performance showed 
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that the two students applied the structural rule of the plural -s to nouns that had not 

appeared in the plural form in the lessons, indicating that they had acquired the plural -s as a 

rule.  

 
Table 95: The Scores for the Plural -s Production Tests by the Two Students Who Obtained Any Scores 

 Wug Test Same-or-Different Task 

 Old items New items Old items New items 

 Post 1 Post 2 Post 1 Post 2 Post 1 Post 2 Post 1 Post 2 

Student 1 100 100 75 75 66 66 50 50 

Student 2 100 100 100 100 75 75 0 25 

These results differ from those of Loewen, Erlam and Ellis (2009), which failed to 

demonstrate any evidence of the incidental acquisition of the 3rd person -s. There are some 

differences between the two studies that might explain the contrasting results. One possible 

explanation lies in the intrinsic difficulty of the target structures of the two studies 

investigated; while the 3rd person -s is functionally redundant, plural-s is functionally 

salient. DeKeyser (2005) argues that lack of salience plays an important role in acquisition 

difficulty and this is likely to be especially the case for incidental acquisition. 

Another explanation might be differences in how incidental instruction was operationalized 

in the two studies. In Loewen et al. (2009), the learners’ primary focus was directed at the 

form of another linguistic form (i.e. indefinite article). The learners received explicit 

explanation of the indefinite article followed by structured input where the learners were 

told to pay attention to the indefinite article. The instructional materials also incidentally 

exposed them to 3rd person -s. In the present study, on the other hand, the CBI lesson was 

designed to direct learners’ primary focus on the meaning of nouns. The learners were 

instructed to choose appropriate picture cards in response to the teacher’s directions, but the 

tasks also exposed them to substantial plural noun forms.  

Three other studies which have shown evidence of incidental acquisition (Hulstijn, 1989; 

Robinson, 1996, 2005) also used activities that were designed to draw the learner’s focal 

attention to meaning. Researchers (Doughty, 2001; R. Ellis, 2003; Long, 1991) have 

suggested that an approach based on focus-on-form (i.e. the primary focus is on meaning 

and the attention to form arises out of meaning-centred activity) is more effective than 
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focus-on-formS (i.e. the primary focus of attention is on the form that is being targeted). 

Studies have shown that learners at the early stages of acquisition have limited attentional 

resources during input processing (VanPatten, 1990; Wong, 2001). It might be possible to 

argue, then, that the CBI learners were able to notice the plural form in the tasks because 

their primary focus was on meaning whereas the learners in the study of Loewen et al. did 

not notice the form of the 3rd person -s because their primary attention was directed to an 

alternative grammatical form.  

The age of the participants may be another reason for the difference in the results of these 

two studies. Whereas Loewen et al. (2008) studied adult learners, this study investigated 

young children, who may be better equipped to learn incidentally. 

The question that arises here is why the CBI group showed significant improvement in only 

their receptive knowledge. The reason might be simply that language production is more 

difficult than language comprehension because, as Paradis (2004) proposes, “in 

comprehension, excitatory impulses are triggered by the environment, whereas in 

production they must come from within” (p.118). VanPatten (1996) suggests that learners’ 

ability to comprehend form-meaning mappings precedes their ability to demonstrate the 

same mappings in production.  

It should be noted, however, that there is an issue with the construct validity of the two 

production tests. In the comprehension test, the participants needed to process the plural 

form in order to achieve the task goal (i.e. identifying the correct picture representing the 

oral form) whereas in the two production tests, the participants did not necessarily need to 

produce the plural form of the word to satisfy the test requirement either in the discrete-item 

production test (i.e. to produce the word representing the picture) or in the Same-or-

Different task (i.e. to identify if the pictures on their sheet were the same as those on the 

teacher’s sheet). The following examples illustrate how the students could successfully 

complete the task without producing nouns: 

Example 9 

1. T: Okay, number 2, what do you have? 

2. S: …. 

3. T: I have two crocodiles. 

4. S: (nodding). 
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5. T: Do you have two crocodiles? Two? 

6. S: Yes. 

7. T: Okay, then the same.  

8. S: (Ticking the ‘crocodiles’ picture). 

 

Example 2 

1. T: Number 19, what do you have? 

2. S: (Looking at the picture of three persimmons in the student sheet), persimmon. 

3. T: Persimmon? One persimmon? I have three persimmons. 

4. S: Three. 

5. T: Three? The same. 

6. S: (Ticking the ‘persimmons’ picture). 

(CBI group; Post-test 1) 

In Example 1, the learner failed to produce the target word (crocodiles) but with the 

teacher’s support (lines 3, 5 and 7), the learner successfully completed the task (line 8). In 

Example 2, in order to describe the picture, the student produced the unmarked form of 

‘persimmon’ (line 2), which led the teacher to clarify the meaning (line 3), but the student 

answered with the numeric marker (line 4) without producing the plural form. The teacher’s 

following response (line 5) enabled the learner to perform the task successfully (line 6). 

This student was able to detect if the pictures were the same or different for all 13 plural 

items on the student sheet; for eight of them she produced only the unmarked form of the 

nouns and for five of them she did not produce the noun at all.  

Table 96 shows the CBI and PBI learners’ task achievement and the mean plural -s scores 

for the two tests in post-test 1 (obtainable scores are 100%).  

Table 96: Task Achievement and Mean Scores of the Two Production Tests for Plural -s in Post-Test 1 

Tests Task goal  CBI group  PBI group 

  Task 

achievement 

Mean Scores  Task 

achievement 

Mean Scores  

Wug test Naming the pictures 93.3 12.7 100.0 .0 

Same-or-

Different task 

Finding if the picture 

is the same or not 

97.9 6.8 96.4 1.3 
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In both tests, the learners were able to achieve the task goals without producing the plural 

form correctly. This indicates that although the production tests provided opportunities for 

the learners to produce the plural form, its actual production was not necessary to achieve 

the task goal. Previous studies (e.g. Corder, 1981; Wee, 2009) indicate that linguistic 

features are often omitted when their meaning is redundant and they do not serve a 

functional need. This might be another reason why the CBI learners failed to improve in the 

production tests. That is, although the tests created opportunity for the use of plural -s, the 

learners were able to avoid creating obligatory occasions for their use. In Loschky and Bley-

Vroman’s (1993) terms, the tests made the use of plural -s “natural” but not “essential”.  

Research question 8 asked whether young Japanese learners of English were able to acquire 

plural-s incidentally by performing production-based activities. The test results did not 

show any evidence of the incidental acquisition of plural -s following PBI instruction. The 

PBI group failed to improve from the pre-test to either of the post-tests. There were no 

significant differences between the PBI and the control group in the three repeated tests. 

None of the participants could produce plural forms in the Wug test. Although one 

participant produced a plural form once in the Same or Different task test, the item was 

‘toothbrushes’ which was one of the items in the treatment tasks (i.e. an ‘old item’), 

indicating that acquisition may have simply involved ‘item learning’.  

Research question 9 addressed the differences in acquisition resulting from the two types of 

instruction. The test results indicate that the CBI but not the PBI resulted in incidental 

acquisition of the plural structure. On the comprehension test, the CBI group significantly 

outperformed the PBI group in post-tests 1 and 2 while there was no difference in the pre-

test. On the two production tests, although no statistical differences were found, two 

participants in the CBI group ‘acquired’ the structure on the Wug test while none did so in 

the PBI group. Also on the Same-or-Different task test, two students in the CBI group 

successfully produced the plural form for both ‘old’ and ‘new’ items while in the PBI group 

only one student produced the form and only for an ‘old’ item. The overall results were 

similar to the pilot study, indicating that the CBI was more beneficial than the PBI for 

learners who had little prior knowledge of English.  

N. Ellis (2002) has argued that a primary determinant of acquisition is the frequency of 

exposure to grammatical forms in input and interaction. Thus, it is important to investigate 
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the learners’ exposure to input and opportunity for output of the plural -s in the two types of 

instruction. The noun tokens with plural morphemes produced by the teacher and the 

students were counted and compared. A student token was counted as one when it was 

produced chorally, and not counted when the plural morpheme was required but not 

produced by the student. In the CBI group, the teacher produced 1,282 target noun tokens in 

plural form and the students produced 5 tokens. In the PBI group, the teacher produced 659 

and the students 360 target noun tokens with plural form. As the students were exposed to 

the target language produced by other students as well as the teacher, student tokens were 

added to the teacher tokens to estimate the total amount of input, resulting in 1,287 for the 

CBI group and 1,019 for the PBI group as shown in Table 97. Chi-square tests showed that 

there were significant differences between the two groups both in their input (χ2 = 31.147, df 

= 1, p < 0.01) and output (χ2 = 345.274, df = 1, p < 0.01). In other words, the CBI group had 

more input but the PBI group produced more output, reflecting the methodological 

differences between the two instructional approaches at this beginner level.  

Table 97: Amount of Input and Output for Nouns with Plural Form 

 CBI group PBI group 

Input 1,287* 1,019* 

Output 5* 360* 

* Significant between the CBI and the PBI group 

The results have shown that the opportunity for output does not have an impact on 

acquisition, but exposure to input does have an effect. The CBI group might have been 

better able to attend to the input than the PBI group because they were not required to 

produce the target items. This may have made it easier for them to notice the plural -s 

morpheme and its function.  

Why, then, did the CBI group and not the PBI group acquire the form? One possible 

explanation, as discussed above, is the primary focus of the two types of instruction. While 

the CBI lessons were designed to direct the learners’ focal attention to meaning, the PBI 

lessons focused mainly on the form of the target vocabulary; the PBI learners were 

explicitly told to learn the new words and were required to produce them in the lessons. 

Loewen et al. (2009) showed that incidental acquisition of the 3rd person -s is difficult when 

the focus is on another grammatical structure. The reason why the PBI learners failed to 
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acquire the plural -s might also be because the learners’ focus was on form (in this case 

lexical) rather than meaning.    

Another explanation might be the level of salience of the function of plural -s in the two 

types of instruction. In the PBI, plural -s was redundant as the example below indicates. The 

student could achieve the requirement of the activity (i.e. produce the word in question) 

without using a plural morpheme. Although the teacher made an effort to provide corrective 

feedback by recasting the students’ utterance, the learners often failed to uptake, as the 

example shows.  

Example 10 

1. T:  (Pointing the picture card with two crocodiles) what are they? 

2. S:  Crocodile. 

3. T:  Crocodiles.  

4. S:  ... 
5. T:  Okay the next.  

In line 2, the learner produced the unmarked form of the target word. Although the teacher 

provided corrective feedback (line 3), the learner failed to uptake the correction (line 4) 

possibly because he was focused on producing the correct noun to label the picture, not on 

the function of the morpheme -s. The CBI, on the other hand, created situations where the 

learners needed to choose either a singular or plural picture card by listening to the teacher’s 

direction, which made the plural morpheme functionally salient as the following example 

shows: 

Example 11 

1. T: Please take the mandarins, mandarins to the supermarket. 

2. S1: Mandarin. 

3. T: Right. Mandarins.  

4. S2: One? 

5. T: No. 

6. S3: Two? 

7. T: Two? 

8. S2: Three? 

9: T: Three, yes. Okay? Ready? Three, two, one, go.  

10. Ss: (Showed the correct card). 
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11. T: Yes, that’s right. Put the mandarins into the supermarket. 

(CBI-A, Lesson 3) 

Lines 4 and 6 indicate that at least Student 2 and 3 were not able to comprehend the 

teacher’s direction correctly. The students’ questions (lines 4, 6 and 8) led to the teacher’s 

answer (line 9), which enabled all the students in the class to perform the task successfully 

(line 10).  

Schmidt (1994, 2001) has proposed that the conscious noticing of exemplars of specific 

grammatical features in communicative input and interaction constitutes a key condition for 

the acquisition of those features. Loewen et al. (2009) argue that the extent to which the 

treatment encourages noticing of the structure can explain the different results of their study 

and previous studies that provided evidence of incidental acquisition. This might also be the 

case in the present study.  

The same explanation can account for the contrasting results of the present study and Izumi 

and Bigelow’s (2000) and Izumi, Bigelow, Fujiwara, and Fearnow’s (1999) studies. Those 

studies indicated that production-based instruction was more effective in promoting 

incidental acquisition of relative clauses than comprehension-based instruction. The input 

group received enhanced input consisting of a reading text with the target structure (relative 

clauses) highlighted, and the output group was required to produce the target structure in a 

text reconstruction task. Izumi et al. explained that output caused the learners to undertake a 

cognitive comparison between the target language form and their interlanguage (IL) form 

leading them to eradicate the IL form. In the present study, however, the cognitive 

comparison of the plural and singular was more likely to occur in the CBI rather than the 

PBI group.  

The present study and Izumi et al. are also different in proficiency levels of the learners. 

Izumi et al. investigated adult ESL learners with high proficiency levels, which might be 

another factor for the different results. Perhaps for beginner learners such as those in the 

present study form-function mapping is best achieved through CBI while for more advanced 

learners PBI is effective.  
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8.4.2. Acquisition of copula be 

Research questions 10 to 12 asked whether young Japanese learners of English were able to 

acquire copula be incidentally in the comprehension-based tasks and the production-based 

activities, and which type of instruction was more effective for the acquisition of the copula 

be. The test results did not show any significant improvement by any of the groups, nor did 

it show any differences among the three groups. Only one student in the CBI group 

managed to produce the form of ‘is’, using it for both plural and singular items, in the 

production post-tests.  

The question that arises, then, is why the CBI group showed incidental acquisition of the 

plural -s but not of copula be. One explanation might be the opportunity for exposure to 

each form. As Table 98 shows, although the CBI groups were exposed to more instances of 

the copula be than the plural -s during the treatment phase, the copula appeared in various 

forms.  

Table 98: The number of the Copula be and the Plural -s Produced by the Teacher in the Two Groups 

 Copula be Plural -s 

 is are -’s -’re  

Teacher’s production  1,080 489 675 35 1,282 

Another possible explanation is the intrinsic difficulty of the two features involved. Copula 

be is semantically redundant while the plural -s is semantically salient. VanPatten (1989) 

indicates that in the early stages of language acquisition, learners have difficulty in 

attending to form which does not contribute substantially to the meaning of the input.  

It has to be noted that the learners’ knowledge of the copula be was measured only with 

production tests. A comprehension test was not used due to the semantic redundancy of the 

target structure; a possible test for a redundant feature is a grammatical judgement test but it 

was not suitable for the participants in this study. The two production tests for the copula be 

had the same validity issue as the production tests for the plural -s. The participants did not 

need to produce copula be to achieve the test requirement for the Picture Description Test or 

for the Tell-and-Do task. The following example shows a typical performance where a 

learner successfully achieved the task goal without producing copula be in the Tell-and-Do 

task: 
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Example 3 

1. S: Crocodile. 

2. T: Crocodile? Okay. 

3. S: Green. 

4. T: Green, okay (colouring the crocodile picture with green).  

Table 99 shows the learners’ achievement of the task or test requirement and the mean test 

scores for production of the copula be. The maximum score possible is 10 for each test. For 

the Tell-and-Do task, the learner obtained one point when the teacher coloured the picture 

correctly following the learner’s oral direction. For the Picture Description test, a learner 

scored one when s/he described the picture in the L2 irrespective of grammatical accuracy 

(e.g. by saying ‘Crocodile green’ instead of ‘the crocodile is green’). The table indicates 

that the learners were able to achieve the task goals without producing the target features 

successfully in the test. This might be one reason why none of the group showed any 

acquisition of the copula be. 

 
Table 99: Learners’ Task Achievement and Test Scores for the Tests for the Copula be 

Tests Task goal  CBI group  PBI group 

  Task 

achievement 

Mean Scores  Task 

achievement 

Mean 

Scores  

Tell and do task Directing the teacher 

to colour the picture 

52.7 6.7 47.3 .0 

Picture 

Description test 

Describing the 

pictures 

90.7 6.7 94.0 .0 

8.5. Summary 

In summary, the test results showed that incidental acquisition had taken place but only in 

the CBI group and only for receptive knowledge of plural -s. This group failed to show any 

significant improvement in their production ability for either plural -s or copula be. There 

was no evidence of any incidental acquisition by the PBI group. Three possible factors have 

been proposed for the explanation of the results. The first factor is the intrinsic difficulty of 

the target features. Plural -s is semantically salient while copula be (like 3rd person -s) is 
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semantically redundant. The second factor is the type of instruction. The results indicate that 

incidental acquisition took place in a task-based classroom rather than a present-produce-

practice classroom, possibly because of beginner learners’ limited ability for dual-tasking. 

The third factor is the extent to which the two types of instruction made the target feature 

salient. It has been shown that the CBI tasks presented the plural form more saliently than 

the PBI activities. This explains the contrasting results between the present study and the 

studies conducted by Izumi et al (1999).  

The issue of test validity also arose. The production tests for both of the features did not 

require the learners to produce the target features in order to achieve the task goals, possibly 

resulting in the production tests failing to show any statistical improvement for any of the 

groups. This study indicated that incidental acquisition of the plural -s can take place in 

young learners when the learners are required to attend to the function of the form while 

performing a meaning-focused activity.  

Finally, this study provides evidence of individual differences in second language 

acquisition. Only one student managed to produce the form, and he was one of the three 

students who demonstrated production ability for the plural form. Further research is needed 

on this issue, as no data for individual differences were obtained in this study.    

 

1 Normal distribution was tested using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. The assumption of 

normality was not satisfied for data from five tests (i.e. pre-test and post-test 2 by the PBI 

group for the ‘old’ items, and pre-test by the control group and post-tests 1 and 2 by the PBI 

group for the ‘new’ items). 

2 The number of obligatory occasions varied from student to student depending on whether a 

learner created a context for the use of the e plural morpheme. All the CBI learners did 

create an obligatory occasion for at least one ‘new’ item while performing the task (on 

average 1.60 items in post-test 1 and 2.17 items in post-test 2). However, only two students 

supplied the plural morpheme.   
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Chapter 9. Conclusion 

The research reported in this thesis was motivated by my personal experience as a teacher 

and curriculum designer at a private language school in Japan. My central concern was to 

investigate whether there was any way to foster communicative skills through classroom 

instruction for my students – young beginner learners. This issue also related to current 

developments in English education in elementary schools in Japan. A compulsory subject 

called ‘foreign language activities’ started to be implemented for 5th and 6th graders from 

April 2011, but no clear syllabus was provided. After reading the SLA and pedagogical 

literature, I found that task-based language teaching (TBLT) provided a way of teaching 

language through communication. I also noticed that there was a lack of empirical research 

that compared the effectiveness of two different types of instructional approaches (i.e. PPP 

and TBLT). One way of implementing TBLT for total beginners is through input-based 

tasks. This is why I chose to research the relative effectiveness of comprehension-based 

tasks (TBLT) and production-based activities (PPP) for young beginner learners of English 

in Japan.  

Both comprehension-based instruction (CBI) and production-based instruction (PBI) aim to 

promote interlanguage development by either exposing learners to L2 input (i.e. CBI) or 

requiring them to produce the target L2 features (i.e. PBI). Thus, the key difference between 

CBI and PBI is that the former does not require learners to produce the target L2 whereas 

the latter does. The study reported in this thesis compared input-based tasks and production-

based activities as ways of operationalizing CBI and PBI for young beginner learners.  

The study employed a quasi-experimental approach involving three groups: the 

comprehension-based instruction (CBI) group, the production-based instruction group (PBI) 

and the control group. The three groups received nine lessons over five weeks. Nine tests 

were designed to measure the acquisition of the target vocabulary and grammar features, 

and conducted as pre-, post- and delayed post tests. All the lessons were audio- and video-

recorded and transcribed for detailed qualitative analysis using the techniques of 

conversational analysis.   
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This chapter summarises the main findings of the study and then synthesizes and further 

develops the arguments that were advanced to explain the findings in the preceding 

chapters.  

 

9.1. Process features  

The current study first examined to what extent the process features of the CBI differed 

from those of the PBI by adopting an internal as opposed to an external perspective on the 

instruction. This analysis was included in my thesis because of one of the major criticisms 

of comparative method studies is that researchers have simply assumed that the methods 

they investigated were different and have failed to examine what transpired when they were 

actually taught (R. Ellis, 2008). Conversation analysis (CA) has been increasingly used in 

second language acquisition (SLA) research and serves as a strong tool for investigating 

interaction in detail (Markee, 2005). For example, Seedhouse (2004a) used CA to examine 

classroom conversation and identified different interactional patterns according to the 

classroom context. However, no studies, to my knowledge, have used CA to investigate 

differences in the process features of two different teaching methodologies. Thus, my use of 

CA in this study was different from its use in previous studies. 

The analysis focused on three conversational features that have been frequently analyzed in 

CA-for-SLA research: turn-taking, repair and private speech. Six major differences in the 

turn-taking evident in CBI and PBI classes were identified. These are summarized inTable 

100.  
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Table 100: Characteristics of Turn-Taking in the PBI and CBI Lessons 

 PBI lesson CBI lesson 

Sequence  Short sequences typically 

involving a single IRF exchange.  

Turns did not overlap.  

Longer sequences involving 

several exchanges that involved 

overlapping. 

Types of learner turns were more 

varied than in the PBI group. 

Turn structure Predominantly initiated by the 

teacher with display questions. 

Mostly initiated by the students 

with referential questions. 

Control of turn-taking Tight control of turn-taking (i.e., 

teacher decides who says what and 

when). 

 

Turn-taking often managed by 

students but the beginning and the 

end of a sequence were controlled 

by the teacher. 

Length and frequency 

of turns 

Turns by the teacher were longer 

than those by the students. 

 

Turns by the teacher were longer 

than those by the students. 

The learners’ turns were 

constrained by the task design and 

their limited L2 proficiency. 

Turns in chorus Learner turns were frequently 

produced in chorus.  

(98 turns in Lesson 5) 

The learners’ turns never occurred 

in chorus. 

(0 turns in Lesson 5) 

Topic Topics were not developed. The 

interactions were focused on the 

learners’ accurate production of 

the target vocabulary items. 

 

Conversation was focused on the 

successful completion of the task. 

But there were some occasions 

when the learners initiated 

development of the topics that the 

task created.  

Overall the characteristics of turn-taking manifested in the PBI group corresponded to 

Seedhouse’s (2004c) ‘form and accuracy context’ while those in the CBI group displayed 

features of Seedhouse’s ‘meaning and fluency context’ and ‘task-based context’. However, 

there was little evidence of the kind of restrictions that Seedhouse argued was typical of a 

‘task-oriented context’.  

The CBI and the PBI also showed clear differences in the way ‘repair’ took place in terms 

of focus (i.e. ‘medium-oriented repair’ or ‘message-oriented repair’) (Van Lier, 1988) and 
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agency (i.e. ‘self-initiated’ or ‘other-initiated’, and ‘self-repair’ or ‘other-repair’) (Schegloff, 

et al., 1977). In the PBI lesson, the vast majority of repairs focused on the medium (i.e. the 

form of L2) and consisted predominantly of other-initiated other repairs (i.e. initiated and 

completed by the teacher). In the CBI lesson, repair was almost entirely message oriented. 

When medium-oriented repairs occurred, they were always self-initiated other-repairs or 

other-initiated self-repairs. Overall the analysis showed that repair in the CBI group tended 

to be message-oriented. It was initiated and/or completed more frequently by students 

compared to the PBI lesson.  

The two groups also showed clear differences in the frequency and function of ‘private 

speech’. The CBI produced more private speech than the PBI (e.g. 100 instances in the CBI 

and 18 in the PBI in Lesson 5). Although both groups’ private speech consisted mainly of 

‘repetition’, the function of the repetitions was different. Most of the repetition in the CBI 

group occurred while the learners were working on the task where it often functioned as a 

means for achieving self-regulation. On the other hand, repetition functioned as a strategy 

for memorizing the target words in the PBI; the target words were usually repeated after the 

teacher’s follow-up move or following other students’ choral repetition.  

9.2. Vocabulary acquisition 

9.2.1. Method and results 

This part of the study examined the relative effectiveness of CBI and PBI on the acquisition 

of 24 target nouns and 12 adjectives. The CBI was designed to cater to the incidental 

acquisition of the nouns and adjectives in different ways. In the CBI, the learners were 

requested to identify the picture card corresponding to the nouns in the teacher’s directions 

while the adjectives in the CBI arose only incidentally in the teacher’s elaborative 

utterances as part of the process of performing the tasks. In the PBI, both nouns and 

adjectives were taught by means of PPP; that is the form and meaning of the words were 

introduced explicitly before production practice and task-like activities were conducted. 

Therefore, the comparisons in this study involved (1) input-based versus production-based 

vocabulary learning and (2) intentional versus incidental vocabulary acquisition.  
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In order to reduce test bias, multiple assessments were employed. There were four tests 

involving two contrasted aspects (comprehension versus production) and two assessment 

methods (task-based versus discrete-item). The four vocabulary tests designed for this study 

were: the Category task (receptive task-based), the Same or Different task (productive task-

based), the Multiple-choice listening test (receptive discrete-item) and the Discrete-item 

production test (productive discrete-item).   

The findings for each research question are summarized in Table 101. 

Table 101: The Results for Research Questions for Vocabulary Acquisition 

Research Questions Answers 

1 Does participation in CBI tasks enable young Japanese 

learners of English to acquire new noun vocabulary? 

Yes in all tests. 

2 Does participation in PBI activities enable young Japanese 

learners of English to acquire new noun vocabulary? 

Yes in all tests. 

3 Which instructional approach (CBI tasks or PBI activities) 

results in more newly acquired nouns? 

The same except in the Category 

task where the CBI outperformed 

the PBI. 

4 Does participation in CBI tasks enable young Japanese 

learners of English to acquire new adjective vocabulary? 

Yes in all tests. 

5 Does participation in PBI activities enable young Japanese 

learners of English to acquire new adjective vocabulary? 

Yes but no effect evident in post-

test 2 on the Same or Different task. 

6 Which instructional approach (CBI or PBI) results in more 

newly acquired adjectives? 

CBI in all the tests. 

The results showed that both types of instruction led to successful acquisition of both nouns 

and adjectives. Both groups showed significant improvement in both the receptive and 

productive tests and the gain was maintained in post-test 2, which was conducted six to 

seven weeks after finishing the treatment. However, the two groups differed in how 

successful they were. As summarized in Table 102, the test scores of the CBI and the PBI 

groups showed similar gains for the nouns except on the Category task, where the CBI 

outperformed the PBI. The CBI also acquired more adjectives than the PBI in all the tests.  
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Table 102: Overall Results of the Acquisition of Nouns and Adjectives by the CBI and the PBI 

 
Nouns Adjectives 

Post-test 1 Post-test 2 Post-test 1 Post-test 2 

Same or Different task CBI = PBI CBI = PBI CBI > PBI CBI > PBI 

Discrete-item production CBI = PBI CBI = PBI CBI > PBI CBI > PBI 

Category task CBI > PBI CBI > PBI CBI > PBI CBI > PBI 

Multiple-choice listening CBI = PBI CBI = PBI CBI > PBI CBI > PBI 

9.2.2. Theoretical implications 

9.2.2.1. Role of input and output in vocabulary acquisition 

The test results showed that both the CBI and the PBI led to both receptive and productive 

vocabulary knowledge. However, the CBI group showed higher gains in five of the tests 

and similar gains in three tests compared to the PBI group despite the fact that the CBI 

group had less opportunity for production of the target words than the PBI. The advantage 

for the CBI was sustained over time. Subsequent analyses indicated that it was the quality 

rather than the quantity of input and output that was important for vocabulary acquisition.  

The analysis of the process features showed three aspects in which the quality of the input 

and output in the CBI was superior: (1) meaningful input and (2) negotiation of meaning 

and (3) self-initiated production. The CBI provided meaningful input because the words 

were contextualized in the teacher’s utterances and the teacher often spontaneously 

modified her utterances in order to make them comprehensible for the learners (See Chapter 

7). This enabled the learners to infer the meanings of the words. The learners eagerly 

engaged in negotiating the meanings of the target nouns, resulting in successful 

comprehension by both the negotiators and the observers (See Excerpt 6 in Chapter 6). Self-

initiated production occurred predominantly in the CBI group. The CBI learners’ production 

was entirely optional and involved the learners using their own language resources 

including the target adjectives whereas the PBI learners’ production was required or simply 

involved repeating the utterances of the teacher or other students.  
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There is evidence to both refute and support the notion of skill-specificity (Anderson, 1993) 

(See Chapter 2). Overall, in the two types of instruction investigated in this thesis, skill-

specificity was not evident. That is, both the CBI and the PBI resulted in gains in the 

opposite skill as well as the skill that was addressed through the instruction. However, the 

performance of the two groups in one of the tests does suggest that skill-specificity may be 

at work. In the category test (i.e. a test of comprehension), the CBI demonstrated a higher 

level of acquisition than the PBI, possibly because the processing required by this test 

closely matched the processing required by the CBI instruction.   

The results of this study differed from those of the meta-analysis which showed a clear 

advantage for PBI over CBI in vocabulary acquisition. Laufer & Hulstijn (2001) examined 

the task-induced involvement load of vocabulary activities used in existing studies and 

reported that a higher involvement load resulted in better acquisition. Their study also 

clearly showed that PBI was generally ranked higher in involvement load than CBI (Laufer 

& Hulstijn, 2001, p. 18). The two types of instruction in the current study, however, indicate 

that involvement load can, in fact, be higher in CBI at least where beginner-level learners 

are concerned.   

Table 103 evaluates the ‘need’, ‘search’ and ‘evaluation’ (Hulstijn & Laufer, 2001) of the 

use of the target words in the two groups. A minus (–) indicates an absence of an 

involvement factor, a plus (+) indicates that the factor is present to a moderate degree, a 

double plus (++) marks the strong presence of an involvement factor (Laufer & Hulstijn, 

2001, p.17). 
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Table 103: ‘Need’ ‘Search’ and ‘Evaluation’ in CBI and PBI 

 CBI   PBI 

 Nouns Adjectives Nouns and adjectives 

Need + Comprehension of the 

nouns was necessary to 

complete the tasks. 

+ 

 

 

+ 

Comprehension of the 

adjectives was useful to 

complete the tasks. 

The use of the adjectives was 

motivated by the tasks. 

+ Production was 

necessary to complete 

the activities. 

Search + 

 

Engaging or observing 

negotiation of 

meaning. 

+ 

 

Inferring the meaning of the 

adjectives. 

– The pictorial image of 

the words (word 

meaning) was provided. 

Evaluation + 

 

+ 

Choosing the correct 

noun card. 

Feedback on the noun 

choices was provided. 

+ 

 

+ 

 

Feedback on the noun choices 

was provided. 

Finding the appropriate 

adjectives for negotiation. 

+ Positive and negative 

feedback on production 

was provided. 

– : an absence of an involvement factor 
+ : moderate presence of an involvement factor 
++: strong presence of an involvement factor  

Both the CBI and the PBI required ‘need’, which refers to the externally imposed or self-

imposed task requirement (Laufer & Hulstijn, 2001, p. 14). The CBI required 

comprehending the meaning of the nouns and adjectives in the teacher’s utterances in order 

to complete the tasks. Furthermore, the CBI generated self-initiated production of the 

adjectives in the negotiation of the meaning of the target nouns. The PBI required providing 

the oral form of the pictorial items shown on the cards.  

The opportunity for ‘search’, which refers to “the attempt to find the meaning of an 

unknown L2 word or trying to find the L2 word form expressing  a concept” (Laufer & 

Hulstijn, 2001, p. 14), appeared to be clearly different in the two groups. The CBI allowed 

the learners to negotiate the meaning of the nouns to complete the tasks, which served as a 

form of ‘search’ for the nouns. The CBI learners needed to infer or discover the meaning of 

the adjectives in order to perform the tasks successfully because the meanings of the 

adjectives were provided only ostensively by the teacher. In the PBI, the meaning of the 

target vocabulary was provided in the learners’ L1 at the beginning of each lesson, and then 

the learners were repeatedly asked to produce the words on the picture cards during the 
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lessons. Therefore, the PBI did not require any ‘search’ for the meanings of the target 

words.  

The levels of ‘evaluation’ also appeared to be different in the CBI and the PBI. ‘Evaluation’ 

entails “a comparison of a given word with other words, a specific meaning of a word with 

its other meanings, or combining the word with other words in order to assess whether a 

word does or does not fit its context” (Laufer & Hulstijn, 2001, p. 14). The CBI required the 

learners to choose the appropriate noun cards from the array of picture cards, and to 

evaluate their task performance (i.e. whether or not they had chosen the correct card) when 

they received feedback. The CBI learners needed to engage in ‘evaluation’ for an adjective 

because they were required to determine the meaning when they received feedback on their 

comprehension through the teacher’s elaboration (e.g. T: “the peacock is blue”) or through 

the negotiated interaction initiated by other students (e.g. S: “blue?” , T: “yes”). When a 

learner produced an adjective in the process of negotiating meaning, the learner needed to 

select the appropriate adjective in order to negotiate effectively. This can be considered to 

involve ‘strong evaluation’ as opposed to ‘moderate evaluation’ (Laufer & Hulstijn, 2001, 

p. 15) as it required generative choice rather than selective choice from the limited items. 

The PBI required ‘evaluation’ but only when learners responded to the teacher’s positive or 

negative feedback on their production.  

In other words, the CBI provided opportunities for ‘noticing’ the form-meaning relationship 

of the target words but the PBI did not. Both groups required deliberate allocation of 

attention to the nouns and adjectives but the CBI required this more strongly for the 

adjectives. This might explain the test results.   

9.2.2.2. Incidental versus intentional vocabulary learning 

In this study, the CBI was directed at incidental learning, the PBI at intentional learning. 

Given that the CBI group outperformed the PBI group it would seem that the incidental 

learning was more effective than the intentional vocabulary learning. This result contradicts 

that of other studies, which have typically compared incidental learning through reading 

(e.g. Hulstijn & Laufer, 2001; Laufer, 2006) and intentional learning through production 

practice of the target words. The PBI in this study invited a similar intentional learning 

process to the previous studies; it provided the form-meaning connection explicitly followed 
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by production practice that required using the target words. On the other hand, the 

incidental learning in the CBI in this study differed from the incidental learning through 

reading in four ways: (1) the CBI made the comprehension of the target words necessary in 

order to complete the tasks successfully, (2) the CBI provided feedback on the learners’ 

comprehension, (3) the CBI encouraged negotiation of meaning to complete the tasks 

successfully, and (4) the CBI allowed the learners to produce the adjectives when 

negotiating for meaning. These process differences can also be explained in terms of ‘task-

induced involvement load’ (Laufer & Hulstijn, 2001). As Table 104 shows, the treatment 

involving non-glossed reading plus comprehension questions did not require any of the 

three elements (Laufer & Hulstijn, 2001).  

Table 104: Involvement Load of the Instruction in Studies of Incidental Vocabulary Acquisition 

 CBI in the current study Other incidental vocabulary studies 

 Nouns Adjectives Non-glossed reading + comprehension 

questions 

Need + + – 

Search + + – 

Evaluation + ++ – 

– : an absence of an involvement factor 
+ : moderate presence of an involvement factor 
++: strong presence of an involvement factor  

This study, therefore, suggests that incidental vocabulary learning can be more effective 

than intentional vocabulary learning if the instruction involves high involvement load.  

Laufer & Hulstijn (2001) state that ‘search’ and ‘evaluation’ are the two cognitive 

(information processing) dimensions of involvement, which are contingent upon noticing 

and which require allocating attention to the form-meaning relationship (p. 14). In L2 

production, ‘search’ and ‘evaluation’ might correspond to two different functions of output: 

‘noticing’ and ‘hypothesis testing’ (Swain, 1995). In L2 input, ‘search’ and ‘evaluation’ 

constitute different levels of ‘noticing’ (See Robinson, 1995). In line with Craik & 

Lockhart’s (1972) depth of processing model, a number of researchers have suggested that 

deeper cognitive processing is facilitative of vocabulary acquisition (Joe, 1998; Stahl & 

Fairbanks, 1986). The current study suggests that depth of processing might ultimately be of 

greater importance than whether the instruction is comprehension-based or production-

based or whether the instruction invites intentional or incidental learning.  
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9.3. Incidental grammar acquisition 

9.3.1. Method and results 

Motivated by the paucity of empirical studies of incidental grammar acquisition in a 

classroom context, this study also examined the relative effectiveness of the two types of 

instruction on the incidental acquisition of two grammatical features: i.e. plural -s and 

copula be. Incidental learning was operationalized as exposure to the grammatical features 

while the instruction was focused on teaching new vocabulary. Acquisition was measured 

by three tests for plural -s (the multiple-choice plural -s listening test, the Wug Test and the 

Same-or-Different Task test) and two tests for copula be (the Tell-and-Do task test and the 

Picture Description test). The results showed that incidental acquisition had taken place but 

only in the CBI group and largely only for receptive knowledge of plural –s. A few 

participants in the CBI demonstrated productive knowledge of plural -s but they all failed to 

demonstrate knowledge of subject-verb agreement for the copula. There was no evidence of 

any incidental acquisition by the PBI group. A summary of the results for each research 

question is shown inTable 105. 

 
Table 105: The Results for Research Questions for Grammar Acquisition 

Research Questions Results 

7 Does the incidental acquisition of plural -s occur when young 

Japanese learners of English participate in CBI tasks? 

Yes, but only receptive 

knowledge. 

8 Does the incidental acquisition of plural -s occur when young 

Japanese learners of English participate in PBI activities? 

No. 

9 Do CBI tasks and PBI activities differ in the extent to which they 

promote the acquisition of plural -s? 

- CBI in receptive 

knowledge. 

- Neither group acquired 

productive knowledge.  

10 Does the incidental acquisition of copula be occur when young 

Japanese learners of English participate in CBI tasks? 

No. 

11 Does the incidental acquisition of copula be occur when young 

Japanese learners of English participate in PBI activities? 

No. 

12 Do CBI tasks and PBI activities differ in the extent to which they 

promote the acquisition of copula be? 

No acquisition for either 

group. 
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Three possible factors have been proposed for the explanation of the results. The first factor 

is the intrinsic difficulty of the target features. Copula be (like 3rd person -s) is functionally 

redundant in most contexts. This might explain why neither the current study (for copula be) 

nor Loewen et al. (2009) (for 3rd person -s) found any evidence of incidental acquisition of 

these features. Plural -s, on the other hand, can be semantically salient but it has been shown 

to be problematic for Japanese learners (e.g. Hakuta, 1978). This might explain why most 

participants failed to acquire productive knowledge of plural -s. The second factor is the 

extent to which the two types of instruction made the target feature salient. In the CBI, the 

plural –s form was provided in a way that made it semantically salient (i.e. the learners 

sometimes needed

9.3.2. Theoretical implications 

 to distinguish the singular form from the plural form to complete the 

tasks) while copula be was semantically redundant (i.e. the learners did not need to 

distinguish the form to complete the tasks). In the PBI, both features were redundant (i.e. 

the activity simply required the learners to name the target items). The third factor concerns 

the processing demands of the two types of instruction. The results indicate that incidental 

acquisition took place in the task-based classroom but not in the present-produce-practice 

classroom, possibly because of the beginner learners’ limited ability for dual-tasking. 

Forcing learners to produce in the L2 might overload short-term memory and might have a 

deleterious effect on acquisition (Gary, 1978).  

9.3.3. Incidental acquisition in CBI and PBI 

The findings corresponded to the results of the meta-analysis which showed that CBI was 

overall more effective for grammar acquisition than PBI. However, most of the studies 

included in the meta-analysis involved intentional learning (e.g. processing instruction 

versus traditional instruction). 

Only four out of 30 studies included in the meta-analysis reported in Chapter 3 employed 

instructional materials that invited incidental acquisition (Gass & Torres, 2005; Izumi, 

2002; Leeser, 2008; Song & Suh, 2008). Those studies attempted to realize ‘noticing’ in 

three ways: (1) enhancing input; (2) requiring the target linguistic forms to be distinguished 

in order to complete the tasks, or (3) requiring the production of the target feature (i.e. 

inducing noticing-the-gap). However, in order to assure ‘noticing’ of the target linguistic 
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feature, the design of a task needs to ensure that learners distinguish the target forms. Table 

106 compares four previous studies and the current study in terms of whether or not the 

tasks were designed to induce such ‘noticing’, and in terms of the results obtained. 

Table 106: Operationalization of ‘Noticing’ in CBI and PBI 

 CBI PBI Results 

 Treatment noticing Treatment noticing  

Izumi (2002) (English 

relative clauses)  

Enhanced input 

(EI) 

Non enhanced 

input (non-EI) 

– 

– 

Reconstruction 

(EI) 

Reconstruction 

(non-EI) 

+ 

+ 

PBI > CBI 

PBI > CBI 

Gass & Torres (2005) 

(Spanish gender 

agreement, 

estar+location) 

Input only  + Interaction only + PBI = CBI 

Leeser (2008) (Spanish 

inflectional morphology) 

Comprehension 

task  

– Reconstruction + PBI > CBI 

Song & Suh (2008) 

(English past 

conditional) 

Comprehension 

task  

– Reconstruction + PBI > CBI 

Current study (plural -s) 

                      (copula be) 

Input-based tasks  + 

– 

PBI activities – 

– 

CBI > PBI 

No learning 

– : an absence of an involvement factor 
+ : a presence of an involvement factor 

Although Izumi (2002) attempted to provide opportunity for ‘noticing’ by enhancing the 

input (i.e. underlining the target features), the input task used in the study (i.e. taking notes 

while reading and answering questions on their opinion about the reading) did not require 

learners to distinguish the form of the target features, so it is not clear whether it invited 

‘noticing’. This may be the reason why there was no significant advantage in  the enhanced 

input over the non-enhanced input in his study. The tasks used in the current study did 

require ‘noticing’ for plural -s as the listening tasks obliged the learners to distinguish the 

singular and plural form of nouns, but not the form of copula be, in order to complete the 

tasks. The tasks in Gass and Torres (2005) were also designed to require learners to 

distinguish the forms of the target features. The PBI in the current study failed to make the 
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production of the target forms necessary whereas the PBI in the four existing studies 

required the accurate production of the target forms.  

The table clearly shows that when one instructional type induced ‘noticing’ and the other 

did not, the one that involved ‘noticing’ achieved better results. In Loewen et al. (2009), 

processing 3rd person –s was not required in the instruction and no acquisition was evident. 

An important factor for promoting incidental grammar acquisition, thus, might be whether 

or not the instruction requires learners to attend to the form-meaning mapping of the target 

features.  

The results suggest that incidental acquisition of grammar is possible, but only when 

‘noticing’ takes place. VanPatten (2004) states that both input processing and the 

Interactional Hypothesis aim at making ‘input manageable’ (p. 26) by focusing on the ‘first 

hurdle’ (p. 25) (i.e. intake) of language acquisition. This is especially important for beginner 

or intermediate learners. The current study indicates that whether or not the instruction 

made the features noticeable is a crucial factor in the case of any kind of grammar 

acquisition – incidental and intentional. In short, this study suggests that incidental grammar 

acquisition is possible but only when the instruction induces ‘noticing’.  

This study investigated young beginner learners. Some evidence has been provided to 

suggest that, for such learners, incidental acquisition is more likely to be fostered by CBI if 

the instruction motivates them to notice the difference in meaning or two different forms. 

9.3.4. Pedagogical implications 

One of the criticisms of task-based language teaching is its viability for beginner learners. 

This criticism is founded on a false assumption – namely that TBLT requires the use of 

production tasks. This study has shown that TBLT can be successfully implemented by 

means of input-based tasks that motivate young beginner learners and also that in some 

respects it is more effective than PPP. The 6 year-old children with zero competence of 

English demonstrated successful incidental acquisition of the 32 vocabulary items and 

receptive knowledge of plural -s after receiving the nine lessons. The analysis of the process 

features indicated that the learners were actively engaged in the input-based tasks and often 

produced the L2 through negotiation of meaning. They were seen to produce their newly 

acquired vocabulary even though the tasks did not require production.   
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This section will now provide some suggestions for the design and implementation of 

focused input-based tasks (Ellis, 2003) for young beginner learners.  

9.3.4.1. Task design  

Two criteria should inform the design of tasks for young beginner learners in an EFL 

classroom: teacher-centeredness and age-appropriateness. As Prabhu (1988) argues, tasks 

for young beginner learners should be teacher-centred. There are three reasons for this: (1) 

many foreign language classrooms for young children tend to have a large number of 

students; (2) the learners do not have their own linguistic resources to work in pairs or 

groups, and (3) young learners need the teacher’s guidance to maintain their motivation to 

engage in the tasks. Tasks should be designed to suit young learners; they need to take 

account of their limited cognitive ability, short attention span, and lack of conscious 

intention to study. The following guidelines are based on the experience of designing tasks 

gained from the study:   

The tasks should be highly contexualized. As young learners are naturally incidental 

learners rather than intentional learners, it is important to provide tasks that create contexts 

which are familiar to the particular learners. The CBI used three familiar categories (i.e. 

animals, food, and home appliances) involving concepts that were familiar for Japanese 

children. 

The task requirements should be simple and clear enough for young children to understand. 

All the tasks used in the CBI employed simple procedures which enabled the learners to 

engage in the tasks easily. 

Tasks should require the learners to work individually and collectively. In order to 

maximize the class time and to maintain the motivation of the children, the tasks should be 

designed to minimize ‘waiting time’ for students. The CBI provided a card folder and a set 

of small picture cards for each student, which enabled the learners to work on the tasks 

individually but also benefit from the collective responses of the whole class.  

Tasks also should enable the learner to self-evaluate their responses when they receive the 

teacher’s feedback. In the CBI, the teacher provided feedback by showing the correct 
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picture to the whole class, which enabled the learners to self-evaluate their responses, which 

again, minimized ‘waiting time’.   

The tasks should create competition among the students. The CBI set a clear outcome (i.e. 

the number of cards they collected). The teacher announced who had the most cards at the 

end of the tasks, which helped to maintain their motivation.  

Tasks should provide feedback on the learners’ responses immediately. All of the CBI tasks 

provided feedback immediately after the learners’ responses (i.e. when the learners had 

made their card choice). This catered to the young learners’ short attention span.      

Tasks should create opportunity for cognitive engagement with the target features. The CBI 

tasks required ‘search’ and ‘evaluation’ of the target vocabulary and ‘noticing’ for the plural 

-s. This was achieved in a simple task procedure that involved choosing an appropriate 

picture card after listening to the teacher’s command.  

9.3.4.2. Implementation of tasks  

Three points can be made about the implementation of tasks: L1 use, encouraging 

negotiation, and task repetition.  

Learners’ L1 use should not be prohibited, but the teacher should make efforts to use only 

the L2 except when explaining the task procedures. The current study showed learners’ L1 

can assist learning by enabling them to ask questions, negotiate for meaning, and regulate 

attention when performing the tasks. Learner’s questions in the L1 often led to the teacher 

responding in the L2, which increased the length of the communicative exchanges.  

The teacher should make every effort to encourage the learners to negotiate. In Task 1 in 

this study, the teacher provided opportunities for negotiation after a command (e.g. “please 

take the crocodiles to the zoo”) by giving learners time to respond and often providing 

elaboration (e.g. “crocodiles are big”), which encouraged the learners to negotiate for 

meaning. However, these opportunities were not provided so much in Tasks 2 and 3, which 

resulted in less negotiation and self-directed repair than in Task 1. 

Teachers should not hesitate to repeat the tasks. The nine repeated CBI lessons did not bore 

the learners. The fact that the CBI learners actively negotiated using their own linguistic 
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resources right up to the last lesson indicates that the tasks kept them motivated to 

communicate in the L2. This might be because the learners became more confident in 

controlling the conversation using their L2 as the tasks were repeated. Pinter (2005) showed 

that task repetition is beneficial for 10 year-old children’s language learning and boosts their 

confidence in using the L2. Teachers of young children, then, need not be wary of repeating 

tasks.  

This study showed that it is possible to design and implement highly motivating input-based 

tasks for young beginners in an EFL classroom. The approach adopted differs from that of 

most textbook materials, which emphasise production from the start. The study also 

illustrates the fact that TBLT does not necessarily entail the use of production tasks.   

9.4. Methodological implications 

This thesis centred around a quasi-experimental study that investigated instructed second 

language acquisition but it also involved several other methodological aspects.  

Firstly, it employed meta-analysis as a part of the literature review. The meta-analysis 

helped to identify general patterns in the findings of previous studies and gaps and 

methodological weaknesses in existing research, which allowed me to generate research 

questions and to decide what variables to investigate in the experimental study. Meta-

analysis constitutes a “quantitative literature review” (Dornyei, 2007) that can assist in the 

process of constructing research questions for a thesis. 

Secondly, the current study involved a controversial research methodology – comparative 

method research (See Chapter 5). By seeking to overcome the limitations of method 

comparisons, this study showed that such research can provide rich evidence if it is 

designed and conducted carefully. Firstly, the study examined specific target features over a 

relatively short period of time rather than general language proficiency over a longer period 

of time. Second, test bias was avoided by designing the tests that matched each type of 

instruction. Third, process features were examined as well as the test results. Fourth, 

methodological problems common in global method comparisons were reduced by assuring 

the homogeneity of the participants and by having the same teacher teach both groups. This 

study showed that method comparative studies, if they avoid such problems, can be a useful 

approach to investigate pedagogical issues and to test SLA theories.   
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Finally, this thesis involved process-product research. The classroom processes were 

examined in detail by using conversation analysis. One criticism of process-product 

research is that the classroom processes are often analyzed using predetermined coding 

categories (Gage & Needels, 1989; Seedhouse, 2004a). This thesis has demonstrated that 

CA is a useful research tool to investigate the process features of second language 

instruction. 

9.5. Limitations and future research 

9.5.1. Limitations 

The sample size and the representativeness of the participants make generalizing the 

findings problematic. The relatively small sample size (15 in each group) limits the extent to 

which the findings can be generalized. Also the participants in the present study were 

specifically recruited for this research project from a middle class suburb in Japan. The 

participants came from educationally motivated families and they may have differed from 

the general population of the same age group. Thus, all that can be said is that this study has 

demonstrated that CBI constitutes an effective form of instruction for young children from 

this background.   

There is an issue with the construct validity of the production tests for the grammar features. 

The test did not require the participants to produce the target grammar forms (i.e. plural –s 

or copula be) in order to complete the task. Although the production tests provided 

opportunities for the learners to produce the plural form, its actual production was not 

necessary to achieve the task goal. Previous studies (e.g. Corder, 1981; Wee, 2009) indicate 

that linguistic features are often omitted when their meaning is redundant and they do not 

serve a functional need. The production tests made the use of target features “natural” but 

not “essential” (Loschky & Bley-Vroman, 1993).  

It might be argued that the CBI led to intentional rather than incidental acquisition. It is 

possible that the comprehension tests in the pre-test might have alerted the students to the 

targeted features (nouns, adjectives, plural -s and copula be). Also, even if the students had 

not been alerted by the pre-test, it is possible that the students learned the target features 

intentionally while performing the tasks. The first point is unlikely given the very young age 
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of the learners and given the fact that the students showed zero competence of the target 

features in the pre-test. For the second point, it is important to distinguish ‘intention’ and 

‘awareness’, as I pointed out in Chapter 2. Incidental acquisition does not preclude the 

possibility of learners’ manifesting awareness of the forms they acquire incidentally. Thus, 

the students might have been aware that they were learning the target features, but this does 

not mean they were not acquiring them incidentally. Given the fact that the learners engaged 

actively in the tasks as shown in Chapter 6, I consider that the CBI invited incidental 

acquisition.  

9.5.2. Future research 

Ellis (2011) argues for “local” comparisons rather than “global” comparisons in SLA 

research. The current study lies between a local and a global study. However, it would 

clearly be desirable to investigate CBI over a longer period of time and to investigate more 

language features – both lexical and grammatical.  

The current study conflated two variables – CBI versus PBI and incidental versus 

intentional acquisition. From a theoretical point of view, it is important to try to disentangle 

these by comparing incidental CBI and PBI, and also intentional CBI and PBI. 

In this study, the CBI provided feedback on the learners’ comprehension in various ways. 

Although a number of studies have investigated corrective feedback directed at learners’ 

production, little if any research has investigated how CBI provides feedback on learners’ 

responses and to what extent the feedback is effective. Further research might investigate 

how feedback is provided in CBI, complementing the extensive research on how corrective 

feedback is provided in PBI (e.g. Lyster & Ranta, 1997). 

The study raises a number of issues relating to research on incidental grammar acquisition. 

Studies of various other linguistic features are needed to understand the relationship 

between the intrinsic difficulty of different grammatical features and incidental acquisition.  

The influence of individual learner factors such as language aptitude and working memory 

on the acquisition resulting from CBI and PBI should also be investigated.  
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9.6. Final comments  

I would like to conclude my thesis with some comments about the ideology that informed it, 

namely that English is a means of international communication and thus the goal of 

instruction in Japan should be to develop learners’ communicative ability. However, this is 

a view not shared by everyone. Seargeant (2009), for example, argues that language 

instruction directed at communication skills requires ‘adopting’ the cultural attitudes and 

behaviours of the West (p. 60). He claims that there is a persistent unwillingness to learn 

English in Japan because of its closed cultural history (Ito, 1998) and its strong essentialist 

view of the national language (Kawai, 2007). He also argues that there is a serious 

mismatch between government policy which promotes that teaching of communicative 

English skills in school and the highly structured educational system in Japan. Thus, his 

arguments against teaching language as and for communication in Japan are based on three 

points: 1) Japanese people are unwilling to acquire communicative ability in English and 2) 

the communicative approach is incompatible with the Japanese social context; therefore, 3) 

adopting the communicative approach requires fundamental changes in Japanese society 

and education.  

Based on my experience of managing a language school in Japan, I would reject the first 

and the second points. Japanese people do want to acquire communicative ability in English 

and they believe they can do so without altering their social context or giving up their own 

identities. Although English is not normally a medium of communication in Japan, there is a 

strongly felt ‘need’ to learn communicative English skills. Many of the major companies in 

Japan require ‘communicative English skills’ as one of the conditions of employment or 

promotion. The parents of my students sent their children to my private language school 

because they thought English would be ‘useful’ for their children in the future. Some 

parents told me that they didn’t want their children to have the same experience as they did 

(i.e. a limited career because of their lack of English). However, in the main these parents 

do not want their children to become westernized and so they also sent their children to 

learn traditional cultural skills such as Japanese calligraphy. The adult learners of English I 

have met in Japan usually do not want to become like a native speaker of English but to 

develop into good Japanese speakers of English. My answer to the third point is based on 

my thesis; communicative language teaching can be made to work in the Japanese context 

by adopting a task-based approach. The young children in my research enjoyed 
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‘communicating’ in English and demonstrated their command of English in the 

communicative tasks, albeit in a limited way as they were beginners. Such an approach, I 

would argue, can also be made to work for older learners. 

In the unique social context of Japan learners will have different purposes for learning 

English and these purposes may differ from those of learners in other social contexts (e.g. 

Kubota, 2009). However, I believe that the task-based approach can be modified to meet 

these purposes without imposing western norms. As Ellis (2009) puts it, task-based 

language teaching is not monolithic. It is a highly flexible type of instruction, ideally suited 

to the kind of children I investigated in my study, but also relevant to older learners in Japan. 

It draws on what is fundamental about language – that language is a tool for communicating. 

This is something that all Japanese people understand.   
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Appendix A: Ethics forms 

                  

                          The University of Auckland 
                         Private Bag 92019  
                                  Department of Applied Language Studies and Linguistics                              Auckland,  

                                                                                                                        New Zealand 
 

                                                                                                                                                   Telephone:  64-9-373-7599 

 
 

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET 
 

 
To: Parents 
 
Title:   The effects of two types of instruction (focus-on-form and focus-on-forms) on 
vocabulary acquisition 
 
My name is Natsuko Shintani.  I am a doctoral student in the Department of Applied Language 
Studies and Linguistics at the University of Auckland.  I am doing research to find out the 
various effects of two types of instruction: focus-on-form and focus-on-forms. In this project, 
focus-on-form will involve input-based task-based instruction in which learners will learn new 
words through listening task without being forced to produce English (e.g. The researcher will 
say ‘Go to the supermarket and get an apple’ and students will do that). On the other hand, focus-
on-form will involve production based present-practice-production. In this class, the new words 
will be presented with flash cards at first, then the learners will practice them by repeating after 
the researcher, and finally the learners will use the words in production games. Both types of 
instruction are reported to be effective for language learning. I would like to conduct this research 
project in some classes in the school, including the class that your child has enrolled in.  
I have applied to The Faculty of Arts Doctoral Research Fund of the University of Auckland for 
this research. It would be great if your child could participate in my research. 
 
1. Project term:  1/04/2009 - 24/06/2009 (total involvement time: 11 weeks) 
     
2. Schedule:  

1) Week1-2        Your child will take 8 tests. 
2) Week 3-5       Either focus-on-form, focus-on-forms, or normal lessons will be conducted 

in your child’s class. 
3) Week 6-7        Your child will take the same tests again. 
4) Week 8-10      Your child will take normal lessons   
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5) Week 11           Your child will take the tests again. 
 
3. How will your child benefit from taking part in this research? 

Your child will have opportunities to receive lessons from a different teacher and experience 
different types of instruction. I believe that this will be beneficial for your child’s English 
education. I will provide follow-up classes in which your child will experience the other type of 
instruction apart from the one conducted during the project. So the students will experience both 
types of instruction.  
 
4. Potential hazard 

The instruction methods and tests to be used in this project might be partly unfamiliar to your 
child but will not cause your child some discomfort. Your child has rights to withdraw from the 
project anytime during the instruction or the tests, and this policy will be explained to your child 
prior to each class. 
 
5. The data which will be collected in this project 

1) Test data of your child (oral tests will be video-recorded) 
2) Video data which will be recorded in the class 
3) Audio data which will be recorded in the class 
 
The corrected data will be used in the research report, but your child’s name will not be used 

in the research report and he/she will not be identifiable. 
All the data will only be accessed by me who will transcribe all the audio recordings.  

Nobody else but me will have access to all the test data, audio data, video tapes, and transcripts.  
After I complete this study, I will store all the related data in a locked cabinet for a period of six 
years. The data might be used for related linguistic research within the six year period. After this 
time, I will destroy all the information by deleting the files and shredding the hardcopies.  

Also you will have opportunity to decide if you want copies of the data, or if you want to look 
at the transcripts of the recordings, on your consent form.  
 
6. Decision of participation 

It is your decision whether or not to allow your child to participate in this study. Whether you 
decide to let your child participate or not will not affect your or his/her relationship with the 
school or grades in any way.  If you do not want to allow him/her to participate in this project, 
he/she will be put temporally in another class where he/she can receive normal lessons. If you say 
yes, but later do not want him/her to participate, let me know and I will remove any information 
about him/her from the research.  You may do this until 31/03/2009 without providing any reason.  
 
 
Thank you very much for making this study possible.  If you have any questions, please contact 
me. 
 
Department of Applied Language Studies and Linguistics 
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The University of Auckland 
Private Bag 92019 
Auckland  
New Zealand 
Email: natsukoshintani22@ybb.ne.jp 
Phone: 3737599 Ext. 86252 
 
My supervisor is: 
Professor Rod Ellis 
Department of Applied Language Studies and Linguistics 
The University of Auckland 
Private Bag 92019 
Auckland 
Email: r.ellis@auckland.ac.nz 
Phone: 3737599 Ext. 84876 
 
The Head of Department is:  
Associate Professor John Read 
Department of Applied Language Studies and Linguistics 
The University of Auckland 
Private Bag 92019 
Auckland 
Email: ja.read@auckland.ac.nz 
Phone: 3737599 Ext. 87673 
 
For any queries regarding ethical concerns please contact:  
The Chair, The University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee (UAHPEC), 
Room 005, Alfred Nathan House, 24 Princes Street, The University of Auckland, Tel: 373-7599 
extn. 87830.  
 
 
APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND HUMAN PARTICIPANTS ETHICS 
COMMITTEE ON 15 August, 2008 for 1 year 3 months from 01/09/2008 to 31/12/2009, 
Reference Number 2008/256 
 

mailto:natsukoshintani22@ybb.ne.jp�
mailto:r.ellis@auckland.ac.nz�
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                          The University of Auckland 
                         Private Bag 92019  
                                  Department of Applied Language Studies and Linguistics                              Auckland,  

                                                                                                                        New Zealand 
 

                                                                                                                                                   Telephone:  64-9-373-7599 

 
 

研究の参加に関するお願い 
 

 
保護者各位 
 
題目： ２種類の教授法（フォーカスオンフォームとフォーカスオンフォームズ）の語彙習得への効果 
 
 私、新谷奈津子は、現在オークランド大学の応用言語研究及び言語学研究科において博士課程を履修し

ています。現在、２つのタイプの教授法が語彙習得にどのように影響するかというテーマで研究をしてい

ます。２つのタイプの教授法は、フォーカスオンフォームとフォーカスオンフォムズと呼ばれています。

このプロジェクトでは、フォーカスオンフォームは、インプットタスクをベースにした教授法が取り入れ

られます。子どもたちは、新しい単語を聞き取るタスクを行い、英語を発話することを強制されません

（たとえば、「スーパーに行って、リンゴを持ってきて」と指示され、その通りに動くなど）。一方、フ

ォーカスオンフォームズでは、発話をとりいれた導入・練習・発話というプロセスが取り入れられます。

そのクラスでは、まず新しい単語がフラッシュカードで導入され、そのあとの練習プロセスで、先生の後

について発話練習をし、最後に発話を取り入れたゲームを行います。どちらも単語の習得に効果的という

研究結果が報告されています。このたび、それぞれの教授法で子どもたちがどのように学ぶのかを調査す

るために、研究プロジェクトを行うことになりました。 

このプロジェクトは、オークランド大学人文学部博士課程研究基金へ応募しております。 

お子様にご参加いただきたくお願いをいたします。何卒ご検討の程、宜しくお願いいたします。 

 
研究プロジェクト内容 

１．期間：４月１日から、６月２５日までの授業時間（合計参加期間：11週間） 

 

２．プロジェクトの概要 

 お子様のクラスが、３つのタイプの授業（フォーカスオンフォーム、フォーカスオンフォムズ、または

通常のレッスン）のうち、どれか一つの授業を受けていただくことになります。スケジュールは以下のよ

うになります。 

1) 1、2回目の授業で全員にテストを受けていただきます。 

2) 翌週から 3週間（3～5 週目）は、クラスごとに違うタイプの授業を受けていただきます。 

3) 6 週目に再びテストを受けていただきます。7-10 週目は、通常の授業を行います。 

4) 11 週目にもう一度語彙テストを受けていただきます。 

 

３．お子様にとっての利益 

 普段の先生と違う先生の指導のもとで、違うタイプの学習方法を経験することは、多様な英語学習を経

験するという意味で、お子様の利益になると考えます。また、プロジェクトの後、クラス担当の先生より、

自分のクラスと違う教授法で単語の学習を経験してもらう機会をつくりますので、一つの教授法しか受け

ないというご心配は必要ないかと存じます。 
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４．お子様にとって不利益な可能性 

 普段と違うタイプの教授法に不慣れな気持ちを抱かれるかもしれませんが、お子様が不愉快な思いをさ

れるような内容ではありません。また、お子様は授業の途中で参加を取りやめることができます。このこ

とは、授業の最初にお子様に説明させていただきます。 

 

５．研究に使用するデータ 

1) お子様のテストデータ 

2) 授業の様子を取ったビデオ 

3) 授業の中でとった音声記録 

 

集められたデータは、研究レポートに使用されますが、お子様の名前が使用されることはなく、研究レ

ポートでお子様が特定されるようなことはありません。 

いずれのデータも、研究目的以外に使用することはなく、お子様の個人名や、個人を特定できるような

情報は公開いたしません。これらの情報は、私個人のコンピューター以外に保存されたり、送られたりす

ることはなく、私が厳重に管理し、６年間保管の上、消去いたします。６年間の間にこのプロジェクト以

外の同じトピックの研究でデータが使用されることがありますが、取り扱いは今回のプロジェクトと同じ

く個人情報の管理を厳重に行います。 

 クラスの中で録音や録画した内容については、承諾書の中で申請いただければ、録音データや録画デー

タをお渡しいたします。また、書き起こした録音内容も申請いただければご覧いただくことができます。 

 

５．研究参加の自由 

この研究に参加いただくかどうかは、保護者の方の意思で決めていただくことができます。もし、お子

様に参加してほしくないというときは、そのクラスへの参加をせず、プロジェクトの期間中、通常のレッ

スンをしているクラスに参加していただくことができます。そのことで、お子様や保護者の方が不利益を

こうむることは一切ありません。今回、了承すると回答しても、あとで取り消したい場合は、2009年 3

月 31 日までにご連絡いただければ、理由を提示することなく取り消すことができます。 

 

ご協力ありがとうございます。ご不明な点がございましたら、いつでもご連絡ください。 

 
Department of Applied Language Studies and Linguistics 
The University of Auckland 
Private Bag 92019 
Auckland  
New Zealand 
Email: cyqkate@yahoo.com.cn 
Phone: 3737599 Ext. 86252 
 
指導教員: 
Dr. Jenefer Philp 
Department of Applied Language Studies and Linguistics 
The University of Auckland 
Private Bag 92019 
Auckland 
Email: j.philp@auckland.ac.nz 
Phone: 3737599 Ext. 84967 

mailto:cyqkate@yahoo.com.cn�
mailto:j.philp@auckland.ac.nz�
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研究科長: 
Associate Professor Gary Barkhuizen 
Department of Applied Language Studies and Linguistics 
The University of Auckland 
Private Bag 92019 
Auckland 
Email: g.barkhuizen@auckland.ac.nz 
Phone: 3737599 Ext. 88197 
 
 
この研究の倫理上の問題やご質問があれば以下にご連絡ください:  
The Chair, The University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee (UAHPEC), 
Room 005, Alfred Nathan House, 24 Princes Street, The University of Auckland, Tel: 373-7599 
extn. 87830.  
 
この研究は、オークランド大学の倫理委員会によって 2008 年 8 月 15 日に以下の内容で承認されていま

す。 
参照番号：2008/256 
期間：2008 年 9 月 1 日から 2009 年 12 月 31 日  
 
  

mailto:g.barkhuizen@auckland.ac.nz�
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                          The University of Auckland 
                         Private Bag 92019  
                                  Department of Applied Language Studies and Linguistics                              Auckland,  

                                                                                                                        New Zealand 
 

                                                                                                                                                   Telephone:  64-9-373-7599 

 
CONSENT FORM FOR PARENTS 

THIS CONSENT FORM WILL BE HELD FOR A PERIOD OF SIX YEARS 
 

Title:  The effects of two types of instruction (focus-on-form and focus-on-forms) on 
vocabulary acquisition 
 
Researcher:  Natsuko Shintani 
 
• I have been told about this research project and I understand what it is about.  I have had an 

opportunity to ask questions and my questions have been answered.  I understand that my 
child is free to leave the research at any time without giving a reason.  I understand that I have 
the right to withdraw his/her data up to 31. March. 2009.  

• I understand that the Head of School and the teacher have given permission for this study. I 
understand whether my child takes part in the study or not will not affect my and my child’s 
relationship with the school or my child’s grades. 

• I understand that my child will take the test battery including 8 tests for 3 times and the 
results of the tests will be used for this research. Also I understand that the classroom 
interaction will be audio-, and video-recorded. I understand that the oral tests will be video-
recorded.   

• I understand that my child’s name will not be used in the research report and he/she will not 
be identifiable. 

• I understand that data will be stored for 6 years in a locked cabinet on university premises and 
then the data will be deleted/destroyed by deleting the files and shredding the hard copies.  

• I understand that the data might be used for other research of the same topic within 6 years.  
 

Please tick one of the following options 
 I agree to my child’s participation in this study.  

 I would like to obtain a copy of my child’s data. 
   test data     audio-recorded data    video-recorded data 

 I would like to have an opportunity to look at the transcription  
 
 I do not agree to my child’s participation in this study. 
 
Student name:  ___________________________ 
Signed: ___________________________ 
Name: ____________________________  Date:  
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APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND HUMAN PARTICIPANTS ETHICS 
COMMITTEE ON 15 August, 2008 for 1 year 3 months from 01/09/2008 to 31/12/2009, 
Reference Number 2008/256 
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                          The University of Auckland 
                         Private Bag 92019  
                                  Department of Applied Language Studies and Linguistics                              Auckland,  

                                                                                                                        New Zealand 
 

                                                                                                                                                   Telephone:  64-9-373-7599 

 
保護者承諾書 

この承諾書は６年間保管されます 
 

 

題目:  ２種類の教授法（フォーカスオンフォームとフォーカスオンフォームズ）の語彙習得への効果 

 
研究者:  新谷奈津子 

 

 私は、この研究プロジェクトについて説明を受け、内容を理解しました。質問をする機会を与え

られ、その質問の答えを受けました。理由を提示することなく、プロジェクトの途中で参加をや

めることができるということを理解しました。 

 スクール長及びクラス担当の講師がこのプロジェクトの実施を承認したということを理解してい

ます。もし、研究への参加を拒否しても、スクールでの立場や成績に影響することはないという

ことを理解しています。 

 プロジェクトの中で、８種類のテストを含む試験を３回受け、その試験結果が、研究に使われる

ことを理解しています。また、授業の様子や授業中の発言が録音及び、録画され、研究に使われ

ることを理解しています。 

 個人名が研究報告に使われることはなく、私の子供が特定されることはないということを理解し

ています。 

 データが６年間大学に保管され、その後は消却されることを理解しています。 

 ６年間の保存期間の間にデータが同じトピックの別の研究にしようされる可能性があることを理

解しています。 

 

以下の選択肢の中から一つを選んでチェックをしてください。 

 
  このプロジェクトに参加することに同意します。 

   私の子供のデータのコピーを希望します。 

  テストデータ     録音データ     録画データ 

   書き起こした原稿の閲覧を希望します。 

   この研究には参加しません。  
 
 
お子様のお名前: ________________________________ 
  

保護者のお名前: ________________________________  
   
保護者の署名: __________________________________   日付：           
 
この研究は、オークランド大学の倫理委員会によって 2008 年 8 月 15 日に以下の内容で承認されていま

す。 
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参照番号：2008/256 
期間：2008 年 9 月 1 日から 2009 年 12 月 31 日  
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                          The University of Auckland 
                         Private Bag 92019  
                                  Department of Applied Language Studies and Linguistics                              Auckland,  

                                                                                                                        New Zealand 
 

                                                                                                                                                   Telephone:  64-9-373-7599 

 
ASSENT FORM FOR STUDENTS  

THIS ASSENT FORM WILL BE HELD FOR A PERIOD OF SIX YEARS 
 

Title:  The effects of two types of instruction (focus-on-form and focus-on-forms) on 
vocabulary acquisition 
Researcher:  Natsuko Shintani 
 
• I have been told about this research project and I understand what it is about.  I have had an 

opportunity to ask questions and my questions have been answered.  I understand that I am 
free to leave the research at any time without giving a reason.  I understand that I have the 
right to withdraw my data up to 31. March. 2009.  

• I understand the Head of School and the teacher have given permission for this study. I 
understand whether I take part in the study or not will not affect my relationship with the 
school or my grades. 

• I understand that I will take the test battery including 8 tests for 3 times and the results of the 
tests will be used for this research. Also I understand that the classroom interaction will be 
audio-, and video-recorded. I understand that the oral tests will be video-recorded.   

 
 
Please tick one of the following options 
 
 I agree to participate in this study.  
 
 I do not agree to participate in this project. 
 
 
Signed: ___________________________ 
 
Date:  
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                          The University of Auckland 
                         Private Bag 92019  
                                  Department of Applied Language Studies and Linguistics                              Auckland,  

                                                                                                                        New Zealand 
 

                                                                                                                                                   Telephone:  64-9-373-7599 

 
同意書（生徒用）  

この同意書は６年間保存されます 
 

題目: ２種類の教授法（フォーカスオンフォームとフォーカスオンフォームズ）の語彙

習得への効果 
 
研究者：新谷奈津子 
 
• この研究について十分な説明を受け、内容を理解しました。質問の機会を与えられ、

質問の解答をうけました。２００９年３月３１日までなら、理由を述べずにいつで

も研究に参加しないと決めることができることを理解しました。 
• このスクール長とクラスの先生がこの研究をすることを認めていることを理解しま

した。参加しないと決めても、学校との関係や成績に影響がないということを理解

しました。 
• ８種類のテストを３回受けて、その結果が研究に使われることを理解しました。ま

た、クラスや口頭テストが録音・録画されることを理解しました。 
 

 

どちらかにチェックしてください。 
 
  この研究授業に参加します。  
 
  この研究授業に参加しません。 
 
 
なまえ ___________________________ 
 
日付  
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Appendix B: List of Included Studies for the Meta-analysis 

Unique sample studies Year Target  Context L2 Inst. Status Setting Age +/-explicit 
Allen (2000) 2000 Grammar FL Spanish Secondary Class 14-17 +explicit 
Benai (2005) - Study 1 2005 Grammar FL English Secondary Class 14-17 +explicit 
Benai (2005) - Study 2 2005 Grammar FL English Secondary Class 14-17 +explicit 
Benati & Lee (2008) 2008 Grammar FL Japanese University Class >18 -explicit 
Benati, Lee & Houghton (2008) 2008 Grammar FL Japanese Secondary Class 14-17 +explicit 
Benati, Lee & Laval (2008) 2008 Grammar FL Japanese University Class >18 +explicit 
Benati (2009) 2009 Grammar FL Spanish Micellaneous Class >18 -explicit 
Collentine (1998) 1998 Grammar FL Spanish University Lab >18 +explicit 
De Jong (2005) 2005 Grammar FL Spanish Micellaneous Lab >18 -explicit 
DeKeyser & Sokalski (1996) - Study1 1996 Grammar FL Spanish University Class >18 +explicit 
DeKeyser & Sokalski (1996) - Study2 1996 Grammar FL Spanish University Class >18 +explicit 
dela Fuente (2002) 2002 Vocabulary FL English University Class >18 -explicit 
Ellis & He (1999) 1999 Vocabulary SL English University Class >18 -explicit 
Erlam (2003) 2003 Grammar FL French Secondary Class 14-17 +explicit 
Farley (2001a) 2001 Grammar FL Spanish University Class >18 +explicit 
Farley (2001b) 2001 Grammar FL Spanish University Class >18 +explicit 
Farley (2004) 2004 Grammar FL Spanish University Class >18 +explicit 
Gass & Torres (2005)  2005 Vocabulary FL Spanish University Class >18 -explicit 
Gass & Torres (2005)  2005 Grammar FL Spanish University Class >18 -explicit 
Griffin & Harley (1996) - Study 1 1996 Vocabulary FL French Secondary Class <13 +explicit 
Griffin & Harley (1996) - Study 2 1996 Vocabulary FL French Secondary Class <13 +explicit 
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Hulstijn (2001) - Study1 2001 Vocabulary FL English University Class >18 -explicit 
Hulstijn (2001) - Study2 2001 Vocabulary FL English University Class >18 -explicit 
Izumi (2002) – Study 1 (without IE) 2002 Grammar SL English University Lab >18 -explicit 
Izumi (2002) – Study 2 (with IE) 2002 Grammar SL English University Lab >18 -explicit 
Keating (2008)  2008 Vocabulary FL Spanish University Class >18 -explicit 
Koyanagi (1999) 1999 Grammar FL Japanese University Class >18 +explicit 
Laufer (2003) - Study1 2003 Vocabulary FL English University Class >18 -explicit 
Laufer (2003) - Study2 2003 Vocabulary FL English Micellaneous Class >18 -explicit 
Laufer (2003) - Study3 2003 Vocabulary FL English Secondary Class 14-17 -explicit 
Lee & Benati (2007a) - Study1 2007 Grammar FL Japanese University Class >18 +explicit 
Lee & Benati (2007a) – Study2 2007 Grammar FL French University Class >18 +explicit 
Lee & Benati (2007b) 2007 Grammar FL Japanese Micellaneous Class >18 -explicit 
Leeser (2008) 2008 Grammar FL Spanish University Class >18 +explicit 
Mondria & Wiersma (2002) - Study1 2002 Vocabulary SL French Secondary Lab 14-17 +explicit 
Mondria & Wiersma (2002) - Study2 2002 Vocabulary SL French Secondary Lab 14-17 +explicit 
Morgan-Short & Bowden (2006) 2006 Grammar FL Spanish University Class >18 +explicit 
Nagata (1998a) 1998 Grammar FL Japanese University Class >18 +explicit 
Nagata (1998b) 1998 Grammar FL Japanese University Class >18 +explicit 
Qin (2008)  2008 Grammar SL English Secondary Class 14-17 +explicit 
Song & Suh (2008) 2008 Grammar FL English University Class >18 -explicit 
Steinel et al (2007) - Study1 2007 Vocabulary FL English University Class >18 +explicit 
Steinel et al (2007) - Study2 2007 Vocabulary FL English University Class >18 +explicit 
Takimoto (2009) 2009 Grammar FL English Micellaneous Lab >18 +explicit 
Tanaka (2001) 2001 Grammar FL English University Class >18 +explicit 
Toth (2006)  2006 Grammar FL Spanish University Class >18 +explicit 
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VanPatten et al (2009) 2009 Grammar FL Spanish University Lab >18 +explicit 
VanPaten & Wong (2004) - Study1 2004 Grammar FL Spanish University Class >18 +explicit 
VanPaten & Wong (2004) - Study2 2004 Grammar FL Spanish University Class >18 +explicit 
VanPatten and Cadierno (1993) 1993 Grammar FL Spanish University Class >18 +explicit 
Webb & Kagimoto (2009) 2009 Vocabulary FL English University Class >18 +explicit 
Webb (2005) - Study1 2005 Vocabulary FL Artificial University Class >18 +explicit 
Webb (2005) - Study2 2005 Vocabulary FL Artificial University Class >18 +explicit 
Webb (2009a) 2009 Vocabulary FL Artificial University Class >18 +explicit 
Webb (2009b) 2009 Vocabulary FL Artificial University Class >18 +explicit 
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Appendix C: Instructional Materials  

Picture cards (fruit/ vegetables) 
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Picture cards (animals) 
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Picture cards (home appliances) 
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Picture cards (adjectives) 
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Appendix D: Test Materials 

Category task test: Sheet 1 (The fruit and vegetable shop) 
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Category task test: Sheet 2 (The sea area of the zoo) 
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Category task test: Sheet 3 (The land area of the zoo) 
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Category task test: Sheet 4 (Home appliance shop) 
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Multiple-choice vocabulary comprehension test  
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280 
 



281 
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The Same or Different Task test 
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The Same or Different Task test 
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Wug Test 

 
  



286 
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Multiple-choice plural comprehension test 
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 Listen-and-do test (Student sheet)  
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Listen-and-do task (Teacher sheet) 
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 Sentence production test sheet  

  



292 
 

Appendix E : Transcript of the first part of the CBI classroom (Lesson1) 

 

1. T: okay next one. okay? next one. please take the squirrels to the zoo.  

2. S3: dobutsu [animal]? 

3. T: squrrel to the zoo.  

4. S5: squirrel 

5. T: yes, that's right. that’s right.  

6. S2: dobutsu [animal]? 

7. T: yeah (.) I said zoo right? zoo. dobutsuen ni iku to iukotowa [going to the zoo means]. 

otosanaide [don’t drop it]. okay. squirrels. squirrels. ready? three (.) two (.) one (.) go.  

8. Ss: (showing their cards but no one was correct) 

9. T: squirrels. squirrels. that’s a crocodile. squirrels are this one. listen listen. squirrels are 

these ones. put them into the rubbish box.  
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Appendix F : Transcription Conventions 

 

Adapted from Jefferson, G. (2004). Glossary of transcript symbols with an introduction. In G. 
Lerner (Ed.), Conversation analysis: Studies from the first generation (pp. 13-31). Amsterdam: 
John Benjamins. 

 

[ or [ ]                  overlapping or simultaneous utterances 

=                         latched utterances 

(0.0)                    length of silence in tenths of a second 

(.)                        micro-pause 

:::                        stretched sound 

?/!/./,                   rising/animated/falling/continuing intonation 

-                          cut-off or self-interruption 

° °                       markedly quiet or soft talk 

underlining

CAPS                 especially high volume 

         relatively high pitch or volume 

hhh                     audible aspiration caused by breathing, laughter, etc. 

.hhh                    audible inhalation 

> <                      increase in tempo 

< >                      decrease in tempo 

>                         rushed start 

( )                       uncertainty on the transcriber’s part 

(( ))                     transcriber’s description of event 
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