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This study explores the effectiveness of communication strategies (CSs) through 
pro-active listening (PAL) comprehension activities for students to actively 
negotiate and co-construct meaning in an English as a lingua franca (ELF)-
informed pedagogy.  Data was collected from fifty-three Japanese students in 
classes at the Center for English as a Lingua Franca (CELF) at Tamagawa 
University.  Quantitative and qualitative methods were employed.  Responses to 
a pre- and post- questionnaire on the perceived effectiveness of CS use, 
transcribed speech collected during PAL comprehension activities, and written 
reflections by students were analyzed.  The findings suggest that an ELF-
informed pedagogy of explicit teaching of CSs increases students’ perceived 
ability to use CSs effectively in PAL activities.  ELF pedagogy should incorporate 
opportunities for students to explicitly learn and use CSs independently to 
become competent international communicators among other ELF speakers. 

 
 
The number of non-native users of English worldwide vastly exceeds that of native speakers 
(Graddol, 2003).  This discrepancy is expected to grow, resulting in 1.2 billion non-native users 
(p. 163) and 433 million native speakers (p. 156) by 2050.  Given this context, it is important 
for educators to realize that their non-native English speaking (NNES) students may find 
themselves in various work or social situations requiring communication with people from 
other countries who are not native speakers of English.  English language educators should steer 
their approach in the direction of English as a lingua franca (ELF), defined by Seidlhofer (2011) 
as the “use of English among speakers of different first languages for whom English is the 
communicative medium of choice, and often the only option” (p. 7). 
 
Tamagawa University’s Center for English as a Lingua Franca (CELF), the first such center in 
Japan, designed its program to promote an ELF setting, as it recognizes the potential future need 
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for students to use ELF and interact with a variety of English users.  The CELF also employs 
NNES teachers with multilingual and multicultural backgrounds to promote an ELF setting.  
CELF Program students have rich opportunities to interact with these teachers in formal 
classroom settings and informal one-on-one tutoring sessions.  The CELF’s goal for ELF 
proficiency of students is not to reach native English norms, but rather, to achieve “competence 
in a repertoire of English varieties” (Canagarajah, 2006, p. 229).  The CELF finds ELF-informed 
pedagogy a preferred method to develop an ELF-oriented curriculum which involves raising an 
awareness of the use of language and the negotiation and accommodation of linguistic form 
and meaning.  This may include, according to ELF researchers (Björkman, 2014; Kaur, 2014; 
Wen, 2012), incorporating communication strategies (CSs). 
 
Few formal studies have been done on ELF pedagogy.  Choi and Jeon (2016) claimed that thus 
far, “ELF pedagogy has been mostly discussed at only a conceptual level and pedagogical 
research is scarce” (p. 1).  Therefore, the authors were motivated to research the effectiveness of 
explicit teaching of CSs through pro-active listening (PAL) comprehension activities.  Data was 
collected by a questionnaire administered pre- and post-CS training, analysis of transcribed 
dialogic speech, and written student reflections to determine the effect explicit teaching of CSs 
through PAL activities had on student perceptions of improvement in their communication skills.  
This paper consists of five main parts: the literature review and research questions, 
methodology, major findings, discussion, and conclusion. 
 

Literature Review  

ELF and CSs 

Seidlhofer (2011) claimed that in ELF interactions, the primary focus is on communicative 
efficiency and what people actually do with the language they have learned.  Of importance is 
how one communicates in English as an additional language, rather than setting native speaker 
competence as the target, and analyzes ELF interactions of high functional load around, for 
instance, pronunciation, through various strategies and processes to achieve mutual 
understanding to co-construct meaning.  One of the ways to co-construct meaning is through 
the use of CSs.  Examples of CSs discussed in ELF literature include, but are not limited to, 
accommodation, repetition, nonverbal strategies, hypothesis forming (Cogo & Dewey, 2012), 
seeking clarification, checking for understanding, paraphrasing, and being explicit (Kaur, 2014). 
 
Although there is much alignment between CSs in ELF and non-ELF interactions, achievement 
or compensatory strategies (e.g., using circumlocution, approximation, or gestures) are more 
prevalent in ELF settings (Björkman, 2014).  Björkman, who categorized CSs into self-initiated 
and other-initiated types, found that in ELF settings, the most frequently occurring self-initiated 
CSs were explicitness strategies and comprehension checks, while in other-initiated CSs, 
confirmation checks and clarification requests were the most common.  This suggests “speakers 
in ELF settings do pro-active work for communicative effectiveness” (p. 129). 
 
However, discussion of CSs in the literature has focused, in large part, on ELF users (see 
Björkman, 2014; Burch, 2014; Cogo & Dewey, 2012; Kaur, 2016; Mauranen, 2012).  In 
contrast, the focus of the current study is ELF learners preparing for real-world ELF contexts. 
 
ELF-Informed Pedagogical Framework 

The authors used Wen’s (2012) pedagogical framework for an ELF-informed approach which 
emphasizes that learners should not replicate what was taught, but rather “use it as a means for 
developing effective communication strategies related to their own cultural reality” (p. 373).  
The framework is unique in that it encompasses views about both language and teaching on 
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three levels.  Language is viewed in terms of its (a) linguistic, (b) cultural, and (c) pragmatic 
functions, which correspond to the pedagogical goals of (a) effective communication skills, (b) 
intercultural competence, and (c) abilities to generate appropriate communicative rules and 
strategies. 
 
Although a thorough implementation of Wen’s (2012) shift in pedagogic orientation was 
beyond the scope of this study, aspects of the framework were realized to some degree.  
Following Wen’s recommendations regarding the linguistic component of the framework, 
warm-up lesson material was developed with the aim of (a) exposing students to language and 
subject matter which is relevant to their own life experiences from a cultural perspective and 
(b) prioritizing effective communication skills over native-like performance.  Wen also stated 
that, phonologically, students should be “able to produce comprehensible English and 
understand English with non-native accents” (p. 374).  Concerning cultural objectives, the 
warm-up questions, the main lesson content, and the follow-up discussion questions provided 
opportunities for students to reflect on three types of cultures: “target language cultures, the 
cultures of other non-native speakers, and the learner’s own culture” (p. 374).  Regarding 
pragmatics, students were explicitly taught CSs to develop strategic competence. 
 
PAL comprehension.  PAL comprehension is an approach that transforms traditional forms of 
listening comprehension (LC) activities, in which students are passive receptors of auditory 
input, into dialogic events more reflective of real-world processes.  PAL does this by adding 
another layer to standard LC activities to make the source of auditory input accessible to 
students (see Dimoski, 2016).  This is achieved by providing students with transcripts of 
listening texts and allowing them to read the texts aloud to each other in pairs.  Rather than 
receiving the listening text via technology (e.g., a CD player), which students have no control 
over, the auditory input comes from a fellow human being (i.e., a classmate). 
 
According to Björkman (2010), “monologic events, where the listener has few opportunities, if 
any, to check his / her own understanding, are where misunderstandings and general 
comprehension problems are most likely to occur” (p. 85).  Thus, PAL allows the listener to 
interact with the listening source when non-understanding occurs through the application of 
CSs to negotiate meaning with the speaker (i.e., their partner).  PAL also enables the speaker, 
while playing the role of the person whose transcript is being read aloud (and displaying a 
picture of the person to create a sense of realism), to repeat or reformulate information to 
accommodate the listener.  Hence, unlike traditional models based on monologic speech, 
which require students to listen passively for extended lengths of time (Björkman, 2010), PAL 
creates opportunities for students to work collaboratively to negotiate and co-construct meaning. 
 
In ELF-aware pedagogy, including in this study in which all the subjects were Japanese, the 
features of PAL are significant.  According to Kaur (2014), collaborative class work such as role 
plays that mimic ELF-type scenarios, particularly if realistic, can generate valuable opportunities 
for learners to practice a variety of CSs.  Björkman (2010) acknowledged that interactive speech 
events incorporating CSs and “proactive work that enhances understanding and prevents 
misunderstanding . . . [are] very useful communicative behavior” (p. 86).  Clearly then, in ELF-
oriented pedagogy, LC that is pro-active is a step in the right direction, and even more so when 
the content that students are negotiating comes from non-native English speakers from a 
different culture. 
 
Importantly, the PAL approach is not a replacement of traditional LC, but an alternative. 
Educators, based on their learners’ needs, can judge whether to employ traditional LC, PAL, or 
both (Dimoski, 2016).  In this study, traditional-type LC was used in a pre-PAL activity to 
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expose students to non-native accents and varieties of English since, in terms of Wen’s (2012) 
linguistic objectives, “students are expected to understand what non-native speakers say in 
English” (p. 374). 
 
To the authors’ knowledge, no other research has attempted to combine these two approaches, 
thus making this the first empirical study to incorporate the PAL approach proposed by Dimoski 
(2016). 
 

Research Aims 

This study aims to explore students’ ability to communicate effectively during PAL 
comprehension activities in an intercultural context, both prior to and upon completion of 
explicit CS training.  To investigate this, the study seeks to answer the following research 
questions: 
 
1. What effect does explicit teaching of CSs have on students’ perceived ability to use CSs 

effectively? 
2. Does the explicit teaching of CSs enable students to become more competent 

communicators during PAL activities? 
3. What influence do students perceive an ELF-informed intercultural framework incorporating 

PAL and CSs has on their communication skills? 
 

Methodology 

Participants 

Participants in the study consisted of 53 first-year and second-year university students ranging 
from 18 to 19 years of age from three classes within the ELF program.  Fifteen participants (5 
males, 10 females) were second-year students in the ELF 301 (intermediate level) class from the 
Department of International Management, while the remaining 38 participants (19 males, 19 
females) were freshmen in two ELF 202 (lower-intermediate level) classes.  Students in one of 
the ELF 202 classes were from the Department of Education, and in the other, all students 
belonged to the Department of International Management.  Students are placed in levels when 
they enter the program based on TOEIC Bridge scores, corresponding to TOEIC IP test scores of 
400-449 for ELF 202 and 450-509 for ELF 301.  Typically, Japanese university students have 
accumulated six years of experience studying English as a subject prior to entering university. 
 
Because this study incorporated potentially challenging authentic listening texts, the authors 
selected their highest-level classes for the study.  These classes were also conducted during the 
same period, thus allowing the authors to combine all three classes on three occasions. 
 
Importantly, all 53 students were willing participants in the study and provided their written 
consent prior to the commencement of the project. 
 
Data Collection 

The data was triangulated to help to deepen understanding, minimize potential bias, and 
increase validity of the data (Olsen, 2004).  Data collection in this study included (a) the 
administering of a pre- and post-practice Likert-type scale questionnaire to all participants and 
analysis of the responses; (b) the recording, transcription, and analysis of 12 randomly selected 
participants’ dialogical speech; and (c) the analysis of all participants’ post-project reflections 
written in English or in Japanese. 
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Pre- and post-practice questionnaire.  The authors developed a pre- and post-practice 
questionnaire featuring a five-point Likert-type scale (see Appendix A), ensuring all of the 
participants were asked “precisely the same questions in an identical format and responses. . . 
[were] recorded in a uniform manner” (Boynton & Greenhalgh, 2004, p. 1313) to increase its 
reliability.  The questionnaire was administered to elicit responses from students regarding their 
perceived ability to use six CSs effectively and their overall ability to use CSs.  For each of the 
seven items, five responses were provided: Strongly disagree, Disagree, Neutral, Agree, and 
Strongly agree.  All Japanese translations in the questionnaire were written by one of the authors, 
a native Japanese speaker, and then checked by another native Japanese speaker.  Before 
commencing the CS training sessions, the students responded to all seven items to establish 
their perceived pre-practice ability to use the CSs effectively.  Upon completion of each of the 
training sessions, students responded to the respective item in the post-practice section.  Data 
and statistics derived from the questionnaire results are descriptive and were used to observe 
general outcomes. 
 
CS training sessions.  CS training consisted of six sessions, each lasting approximately 30 to 45 
minutes.  The CSs included CS A, asking for confirmation; CS B, asking for repetition; CS C, 
asking for confirmation of word meaning; CS D, asking for clarification of sentence meaning; 
CS E, paraphrasing; CS F, using body language; and CS G, overall use of the strategies.  These 
CSs are relevant to ELF contexts (for CSs A to E, see Björkman, 2014; for CS F, see Dimoski, 
2016). 
 
Regarding materials used in all the activities during this project, efforts were made to maintain 
consistency.  Original materials, developed specifically for the CS training sessions, consisted of 
information-gap-type activities designed for students to focus on one strategy per session.  The 
worksheet for CS E incorporated elements reflective of PAL practice (see Appendix B).  
 
Because research for this study was conducted during regular class periods with fixed schedules, 
opportunities for the authors to combine their classes were limited.  It was possible to combine 
100-minute classes on three occasions, however, which helped to minimize variability in the 
data collected.  The training session for CS A was conducted in the first combined class on 
December 9, 2015, following collection of pre-CS training dialogic data during the first half of 
the lesson.  Training for CS E was done in the second combined class on December 21.  A final 
training session to review all of the strategies (CS G) was conducted during the third combined 
class on January 13, 2016, prior to collection of post-CS training dialogic data during the latter 
half of the lesson.  CSs B, C, D, and F were taught by the authors in their individual classes, 
using the same lesson material to maximize consistency. 
 
Recording and transcription of dialogic speech.  The second phase of this project involved the 
audio and video recording of students’ dialogic speech during combined classes on two 
occasions, once on December 9, 2015 prior to the explicit teaching of CSs, and once on 
January 13, 2016 after all of the CS training sessions had been completed.  For data collection 
during PAL, six randomly selected student pairs (A1 / B1 to A6 / B6) were placed in a separate 
room at the same time, where their interactions were recorded for later analysis.  Students were 
not informed that they would be asked to repeat the same process in January.  In the January 
combined class, Student A1 was absent, thus only student pairs A2 / B2 to A6 / B6 were 
recorded.  Subsequently, data collected from student pair A1 & B1 during the first combined 
class was excluded from this study. 
 
To ensure consistency in the data, all students (including the six student pairs) were assigned 
the same partners in both the pre- and post-training combined classes.  It may be worth noting 
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that the two combined classes involving recorded interactions during PAL activities did not 
share the same theme, with the first being “discrimination” and the second “past and future 
dreams.”  The authors contend that the difference in themes had no significant bearing on their 
findings, since the focus of this study was not the frequency of non-understandings, but the 
responses by students to non-understandings. 
 
PAL comprehension activities.  PAL comprehension activities were the source of dialogic 
speech for data collection in the study.  This interactive component enabled the authors to 
transform LC into a more authentic dialogic speech event. 
 
Videos containing monologic speech about discrimination and past and future dreams by ELF 
users from Ethiopia, Holland, and Venezuela and a native English user from South Africa were 
transcribed and used for the PAL component in the combined classes.  The videos come from 
the website 7 billion Others (www.7billionothers.org). 
 
Post-project written reflections.  The third source of data was students’ written reflections.  A 
form containing several questions, which students could answer in English or Japanese, was 
handed out at the end of the final joint session.  The questions asked students whether their 
communication skills had improved and in what ways.  Students were also asked to write their 
overall reflections on the improvement of their own CSs. 
 

Results and Findings 

Pre- and Post-Practice Student Questionnaire 

From the averages of the pre- and post-practice questionnaire responses, there is an overall 
increase in students’ perceived ability to use the CSs effectively after receiving CS instruction 
(see Table 1).  Prior to the explicit teaching of the CSs, students identified CS A (asking for 
confirmation, 3.08), D (asking for clarification of meaning on a sentence-level, 3.04), E 
(paraphrasing, 2.44), and G (overall use of the strategies together, 2.54) as the items they are 
least effective in using.  From the post-data, the greatest differences between pre- and post-
average percentages in students’ perceived ability to use the CSs effectively occurred with CS D 
(asking for clarification of meaning on a sentence-level, 20%), E (paraphrasing, 20.6%), F (using 
body language, 19.4%), and G (overall use of the strategies together, 20%).  An average 
response of 4.13 (out of 5) reveals that students perceived they can use CS F the most effectively. 
 
Upon closer inspection, the data on students’ belief that they can use all the strategies together 
reveals there was a relatively large number of students (23) who either strongly disagreed or 
disagreed they were effective in using CS G initially.  There was also a similar number of 
students who gave a neutral response.  In the post-practice results, the majority of students (24) 
agreed or strongly agreed with the same item.  This shift suggests that most of the participants’ 
confidence in using CSs increased. 
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Table 1 

Results of Student Questionnaire for Pre and Post CS Training 

Communication  Strategy n Pre / 
Post 

Practice 

SD 

 

D 

 

N 

 

A SA Avg 

 

Avg 
Percent 

Pre / Post 
Practice 

Difference 

A. I can ask for confirmation 
effectively. 

50 Pre 

Post 

- 

1 

8 

6 

32 

15 

8 

26 

2 

2 

3.08 

3.44 

61.6% 

68.8% 

 

7.2% 

B. I can ask for repetition 
effectively. 

50 Pre 

Post 

- 

- 

5 

3 

30 

9 

11 

27 

4 

11 

3.28 

3.92 

65.6% 

78.4% 

 

12.8% 

C. I can ask for 
confirmation of word 
meaning effectively. 

47 Pre 

Post 

- 

- 

5 

- 

26 

17 

12 

20 

4 

10 

3.32 

3.85 

66.4% 

77% 

 

10.6% 

D. I can ask for clarification 
of sentence meaning 
effectively. 

48 Pre 

Post 

- 

- 

11 

1 

27 

12 

7 

19 

3 

16 

3.04 

4.04 

60.8% 

80.8% 

 

20% 

E. I can use paraphrasing 
effectively. 

43 Pre 

Post 

1 

1 

25 

4 

15 

17 

1 

16 

1 

5 

2.44 

3.47 

48.8% 

69.4% 

 

20.6% 

F. I can use body language 
effectively. 

45 Pre 

Post 

1 

- 

9 

1 

19 

8 

14 

20 

2 

16 

3.16 

4.13 

63.2% 

82.6% 

 

19.4% 

G. I can use all of the 
strategies together 
effectively. 

46 Pre 

Post 

3 

- 

20 

3 

18 

19 

5 

20 

- 

4 

2.54 

3.54 

50.8% 

70.8% 

 

20% 

Note. SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, N = Neutral, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree. Only data from students who 
responded to the items in both the pre and post practice sections of the questionnaire appear in the results above. 

 
Analysis of Recordings and Transcriptions of Dialogic Speech  

The sets of transcriptions for two pair-groups are provided in Appendix C.  The first 
transcriptions (1.1 and 2.1) were recorded prior to the teaching of CSs and the second 
transcriptions (1.2 and 2.2) were recorded after all of the CS training sessions were done. 
 
Transcription 1.1 shows a conversation between two ELF-202 students (A4 and B4) from 
different classes prior to the explicit teaching of CSs and PAL comprehension activity 
practice.  It immediately represents how unsuccessful the communication was due a lack of 
competence in CS use by both the speaker and the listener.  Student B4 used silence while 
smiling, a type of non-verbal communication, which is an acceptable response for expressing 
non-understanding in Japan but could be interpreted differently across cultures.  Student A4 
ended the communication by simply showing the answer on the paper. 
 
The same pair of students met after completing all of the CS training sessions.  In Transcription 
1.2, there was notable improvement.  For example, Student B4 immediately used a gesture to 
stop Student A4 in a timely manner and also used a clarification strategy by repeating a word 
Student B4 did not understand.  Both students still need more practice to be able to ask for 
clarification in full questions such as “What does nightmare mean?”  However, this data shows 
that Student B4 started using CS strategies early in the conversation rather than being silent and 
giving up on the activity. 
 
The second set of transcriptions shows overall improvement in two ELF-202 students’ use of 
strategies to continue their conversation.  Transcription 2.1 shows that Student A2 asked a 
question and Student B2 smiled, indicating the student did not know what to answer.  This is 
the same type of reaction seen in Transcription 1.1.  Transcription 2.1 shows ineffective 
communication similar to that of the first pair.  However, Transcription 2.2 demonstrates the 
pair’s clear progress in conveying messages to each other.  Student B2 immediately stopped 
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Student A2’s speech to ask for the meaning of a word.  Student A2 replied by using a 
paraphrasing strategy, stating the meaning in different words.  The students continued to show 
improvement in communication using CSs.  Importantly, Student B2 was able to formulate full 
sentences when asking for clarification and repetition during PAL comprehension activities 
following the CS training sessions. 
 
Student Reflections 

In reference to the third research question, the majority of students’ written reflections (see 
Appendix D) indicate this project had a positive influence on their communication skills.  
Some concerns, however, were also raised.  Reflection 7 states that combining students of 
mixed levels from different departments was a demotivating factor due to a perceived lack of 
participation and ability of some non-Education Department students. 
 
Two of the students’ written reflections excerpted below (Reflections 1 and 2) were originally 
written in Japanese and translated into English by one of the authors, a native Japanese speaker, 
and then checked by another native Japanese speaker.  The first comment shows a positive 
attitude to the CS training methodology.  
 

Through the CS lessons, I could learn the phrases I can use in a daily 
conversation.  I know these English expressions but I can’t say them instantly, so 
this was a good opportunity.  (Reflection 1) 
 

The authors’ interpretation is that before the project, this student felt more practice was needed 
to be able to use CSs effectively.  However, through this project, the student learned how to 
use these expressions to continue the conversation. 
 
Reflections 2 and 3 suggest the students recognize that instead of strict adherence to native 
English norms, intelligibility is of primary importance. 
 

I am poor at conveying what I am thinking, but through these lessons, I learned 
that I should respond even if the response is not perfect rather than remain silent.  
(Reflection 2) 
 
Yes, I think that my communication skills have improved.  Because I couldn’t 
explain well in English, but I was able to tell and to understand.  I felt that to 
repeatedly listen is important.  (Reflection 3) 
 

The comments are reflective of ELF-informed thinking, and raising learner awareness of such 
concepts is one of the main aims of the CELF. 
 
Reflection 4 relates to the intercultural component of the third research question by 
highlighting a difference (as viewed by the student) between Japanese and English-speaking 
culture. 
 

It came to be conveyed that I expressed what I wanted to say using gesture . . . 
and I devised it so that a partner understood it. . . The Japanese rarely gave a 
gesture to a conversation.  However, I learned when the gesture was very 
effective!  (Reflection 4) 

 
The student realized the importance of using gestures (CS F) when communicating in ELF 
settings and observed that, even though Japanese rarely use gestures, trying to explain with 
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gestures enhanced communication skills.  Hence, the ELF-informed intercultural framework 
used in this study had a positive influence on the student. 
 

Discussion 

This study investigated, from an ELF perspective, the importance of teaching CSs and creating 
opportunities for students to use them in ELF-like situations through PAL activities to develop 
their ability to negotiate meaning and overcome non-understanding when it occurs.  From the 
student questionnaire, a significant outcome can be observed, with over half of the CSs (D, E, F, 
G) resulting in a 20 percent or more increase in students’ perceived ability to use CSs 
effectively following the training sessions.  Students became aware of the importance of using 
CSs, and they made efforts to use them appropriately during PAL activities. 
 
The transcriptions and reflections demonstrate other ways in which students’ communication 
skills improved.  Students’ realization that silence is an ineffective (pragmatic) strategy 
(Reflection 2), despite its general acceptance in Japan (Harumi, 1999) and that body language 
can enhance communication (Reflection 4), even though (according to the student) Japanese 
rarely use gestures, suggest a heightened student awareness of “general rules of communication 
that underlie particular realizations in different countries and cultures” (Wen, 2012, p. 375). 
 
There are some limitations in this research worth noting.  First, the study was conducted over a 
relatively short period.  Thus, longitudinal research together with more quantitative data to 
support the authors’ claims should be presented.  The Likert-type scale questionnaire is another 
potential limitation.  Since students were asked to respond to an individual item at the end of 
each training session, the timing may have influenced their responses.  A lack of familiarity 
during the initial sessions may have had an adverse effect students’ confidence and limited 
their ability to use the CSs effectively.  This may account for the lower post-treatment 
questionnaire responses observed for CSs A, B, and C.  Similarly, unfamiliarity with the PAL 
activities in the first combined class may have reduced students’ ability to use CSs 
effectively.  Moreover, as previously noted, the combining of different class levels and 
departments may have had an adverse effect on some students’ performance.  Lastly, because 
the study was conducted in a structured classroom (i.e., non-authentic) environment, positive 
outcomes observed in this study may not necessarily translate to students’ actual ability to use 
CSs effectively in real-world, ELF or otherwise, situations. 
 
Interestingly, written reflections from students such as “I learn about pronunciation . . .” 
(Reflection 11), “I was able to be conscious of the pronunciation, too” (Reflection 12), and “I 
felt ashamed that I have bad pronunciation” (Reflection 3) show that even though 
pronunciation was not one of the objectives in this study, this linguistic element was naturally 
realized by some participants.  Future research into the relationship between pronunciation 
and explicit CS training could be a worthwhile pursuit for ELF-informed pedagogy.  Further 
research of integrating CSs in ELF-informed curricula to observe quantitative and longitudinal 
data should also be pursued. 
 

 Conclusion 

In conclusion, the data show that explicit teaching of CSs and PAL in an ELF-informed 
curriculum can be beneficial for students.  In students’ reflections, they expressed a lack of 
confidence in communicating in English before the CS training sessions.  However, during PAL 
activities, their confidence showed improvement at the end of the project.  This gain is further 
evidenced by students’ ability to overcome non-understanding in a timely manner during PAL 
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activities following the CS training sessions.  Finally, based on all the above, the authors posit 
that, through this project, students learned the effectiveness of using CSs. 
 
As Smit (2010) stated, ELF is a “more immediate mode of exchange, with each participant 
relying directly and immediately on the other one’s contribution” (p. 57), so it is crucial for ELF 
learners to focus on learning CSs to successfully partake in dialogue.  This needs to be taught 
explicitly by teachers and practiced by students in class using PAL comprehension activities.  In 
the absence of such practice, students may fail to recognize the importance of CSs and assume 
that, unless they adhere strictly to native English norms, they cannot become effective 
communicators in English.  The authors contend it is up to individual programs to change 
students’ perspectives on language learning for ELF competence. 
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Appendix A 

Pre- and Post-Practice Questionnaire 
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Note.  The Japanese translations were written by one of the authors, a native Japanese speaker, and then 

checked by another native Japanese speaker.  Students were not required to record their practice scores (i.e., it 
was optional). 
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Appendix B 

Sample of CS E Worksheets 
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Note.  This is a sample of Student A’s worksheets used December 21, 2015.  The content for Student B is not the 

same.  The worksheets contain excerpts from “Ugly Japanese, Ugly Americans” by Min & Reagan (1994). 
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Appendix C 

 Transcriptions for Each Pair-Group 

 

Transcription 1.1 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

<A4> <READING> what was my major in university?</READING> </A4> 
<B4> <P: 05> <USING BODY LANGUAGE: SMILING> </B4> 
<A4> <SHOWING B4 THE ANSWER ON THE WORKSHEET> </A4> 
<B4> <READING> engineering<READING> </B4> 
<A4> <USING BODY LANGUAGE: NODDING> <READING> what country did            
I go to university?</READING> </A4> 
<B4> <USING BODY LANGUAGE: STRESSFUL LOOK> <LOOKING AT A4’s 
WORKSHEET> <READING>(vene), (zu), (ela)</READING> </B4> 
<A4> <A4> okay </A4> <READING> how well was I qualified for the jobs that I   
applied for?</READING> </A4> 
<B4> <LOOKING AT A4’s WORKSHEET> <READING> she fit      
perfectly</READING> </B4> 
<A4> <USING BODY LANGUAGE: NODDING> @@</A4> 
<B4> @@ </B4> 

 
Transcription 1.2 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 

<A4> <READING> I had many nightmares many nightmares I probably 
was</READING> </A4> 
<B4> nightmares? <ASKING FOR CLARIFICATION> <USING BODY          
LANGUAGE: HAND GESTURE FOR STOP> </B4> 
<A4> <FOREIGN> (xx) <EXPLAINING IN JAPANESE> </FOREIGN> </A4> 
<B4> nightmares <EXPRESSING UNDERSTANDING> </B4> 
<A4> <READING> and something very early of being I'm afraid to say it 
a little bit of a messiah</READING> </A4> 
<B4> messiah?  <ASKING FOR CLARIFICATION> <USING BODY              
LANGUAGE: TILTING HEAD TO EXPRESS NON-UNDERSTANDING>                  
</B4> 

 
Transcription 2.1 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

<A2> <READING> I fit perfectly the description of what they were looking for and  
when I went to turn in my application they told me they were not looking for a 
female</READING> </A2> 
<B2> <USING BODY LANGUAGE: LOOKING DOWN AT HIS/HER        
WORKSHEET> </B2> 
<A2> question<READING> what was my major in university?</READING> </A2> 
<B2> <P: 10> <FOREIGN> (wakannai) </FOREIGN> <USING BODY LANGUAGE: 
SMILING> </B2> 
<A2> <FOREIGN> (ah, jyaa) </FOREIGN> next<READING> in which country did          
I go to university?</READING> </A2> 
<B2> (vene), venezuela</B2> 
<A2> <A2> okay </A2> <READING> how well was I qualified for the jobs I       
(apleed), applied for?</READING> </A2> 
<B2> . I don’t know <BODY LANGUAGE: SMILING> </B2> 
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Transcription 2.2 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

<A2> <READING> I have many nightmares many nightmares</READING> </A2> 
<B2> nightmare?, nightmare?  [ASKING FOR CONFIRMATION: WORD-
MEANING]</B2> 
<A2> yeah, bad dream, bad dream <PARAPHRASING> </A2> 
<B2> bad dream, bad dream  <REPEATING: EXPRESSING                
UNDERSTANDING> </B2> 
<A2> <READING> I probably was very depressed</READING> </A2> 
<B2> depressed?  <ASKING FOR CONFIRMATION: WORD-MEANING> 
</B2> 
<A2> depressed <REPEATING> </A2> 
<B2> What do you mean? <ASKING FOR CLARIFICATION: SENTENCE-       
MEANING> </B2> 
<A2> <P: 05> <USING BODY LANGUAGE: EXPRESSING SAD EMOTION>          
</A2> 
<B2> <B2> okay, okay, okay </B2> depressed <EXPRESSING         
UNDERSTANDING> </B2> 
<A2> <READING> but my dream was very normal to be the moon to be on the 
moon</READING> </A2> 
<B2> sorry sorry sorry, could you repeat more slowly, could more slowly?  
<ASKING FOR REPETITION> </B2> 

Note. ELFA Transcription Guide. http://www.helsinki.fi/englanti/elfa/ELFA%20transcription%20guide.pdf 
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Appendix D 

Sample of Student Reflections 

 
Instructions 

Reflect on your experience of the three joint lessons.  Do you think your communication skills have 
improved?  What kind of improvement and why are strategies helpful for ELF students? 
 
Reflection 1* 

Through these joint lessons, I learned pronunciation of different teachers and teaching method.  I learned 
a lot from working with students from other classes.  Through the CS lessons, I could learn the phrases I 
can use in a daily conversation.  I know these English expressions but I can’t say them instantly, so this 
was a good opportunity.  It was also a good opportunity to listen to non-native English speakers through 
the videos.  It was a good learning opportunity.  I learned so many expressions so I hope I will have 
opportunity to use them in the future. 

 
Reflection 2* 

I don’t hate English, but I cannot say that I am good at it.  Even if I can read and listen English, I am poor 
at conveying what I am thinking, but through these lessons, I learned that I should respond even if the 
response is not perfect, rather than remain silent.  After entering university, I spent more time on other 
subjects so I am losing my English.  Even during this spring semester, I’ll try to study English every day.  
Thank you. 
 
Reflection 3  

I realized how important command of English is.  Because I partnered intelligent girl.  I am one year her 
senior, but I’m not as smart as her.  She is good pronunciation.  I felt ashamed that I have bad 
pronunciation.  So I was helped by strategies.  Yes, I think that my communication skills have improved.  
Because I couldn’t explain well in English, but I was able to tell and to understand.  I felt that to 
repeatedly listen is important.  We haven’t gotten quite use to English.  So we can’t to use English well.  
But if we used the strategies, we could tell our opinions.  To use the strategies help our communication. 
 

Reflection 4 

I think that I was able to improve a communication skills.  I was better at the communication than the 
reading and writing.  It was possible with a fresh feeling by always doing it with a different person.  And, I 
was able to get joy and sense of accomplishment when I got communication.  In addition, I was able 
to have confidence toward a communication skill by this class more.  It came to be conveyed that I 
expressed what I wanted to say using gesture.  While BooBoo means that I told, this performs a gesture.  
And, I devised it so that a partner understood it.  In addition, I think that I watched the reaction of the 
partner well to be important.  The Japanese rarely gave a gesture to a conversation.  However, I learned 
when the gesture was very effective! This class had a good experience for me very much! It was from a 
textbook and was able to learn that I could not learn.  I make use of the skills that I learned and want to 
take the communication from now on. 
 
Reflection 5 

I felt that communication skills very important.  It was good to be able to talk with many students.  The 
first is a tense.  Because it is a matter weak point to talk.  I want to be able to speak more English.  I want 
to study English very harder about reading, writing and lisning.  My partner cooperate.  So, I was saved 
very much.  Three joint lesson are very difficult.  but I think I have a power.  I used a gesture, changed an 
expression and exerted myself.  I am glad to have special classes.  I wanted to study more in three joint 
lesson.  I want to do my best to talk better. 
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Reflection 6 

I think that a communication skill is very important.  I was able to confirm importance by doing this join 
class.  There is different how to convey even if I do not understand English.  I speak a word to 
understand and use the gesture hand gesture and ask you again.  An effort to understand is necessary.  
Power to hear is not enough to us.  I think that you must not give it up immediately.  A communication 
skill is not only to talk.  I say the technique of associating with person.  I communicated with many 
people by this class.  I had a lot of fun! Thank you. 
 
Reflection 7* 

Other two classes’ level and motivation to learn was low and I was at a loss.  For example, during the 
teacher’s explanation or during the activity, they were chatting the entire time.  My partner wasn’t able 
to recall any of the vocabulary, so I couldn’t improve myself.  I think this joint style should not be 
selected and if it were to be done, it should only be with Education department students. 
 
Reflection 8* 

I didn't know what to ask when I didn't understand the speaker, but now I know how to ask questions, 
and I can continue conversations.  I think it is necessary to communicate in English.  Even at my part-
time job, there are many foreign customers coming so I think Japan is becoming more globalized.  It was 
a good opportunity to improve my English skills. 
 
Reflection 9* 

Until high school, most classes were lecture style, and we didn’t even do listening practice.  ELF classes 
are new because we focus on more practical things like communication and presentations.  By thinking 
about the strategies to make myself understood, I have started using more gestures than before I took this 
class. 
 
Reflection 10* 

It was fun.  I couldn't continue conversation before, but after I learned these communication strategies, I 
felt that I could continue talking.  Compared to before the lessons, I feel the communication is going well. 
 
Reflection 11 

Communicative competence improved by performing three times of joint classes. Especially, I feel 
talking skills.  Because, I learn about pronunciation and body language.  Furthermore, I takes with a 
stranger.  It was nervous.  But it was good experience.  The 3 joint lessons are very difficult.  But I could 
know my bad point and my communication skills improved.  The 3 joint lessons and ELF class was good 
for me.  I think that I want to make use of this learning in the future. 
 
Reflection 12 

I think that my communication skills have improved thanks to the 3 joint lessons.  My English is poor, 
but I was able to know that I could convey that I wanted to talk by various means.  In addition, I was 
able to be conscious of the pronunciation, too.  In particular, body language is the usefulest for me.  
Because, I convey that I want to say without a sentence.  I really want to use body language.  Because, 
ELF students were able to know English except the sentence. 
 
 

Note.  Reflections 1, 2, 7, 8, 9, 10 were written by the students in Japanese and translated by one of the authors, 
a native Japanese speaker, into English and then checked by another native Japanese speaker. 


