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Possible Strategies for Listening Comprehensiomlipg the Concepts of
Conversational Implicature and Adjacency Pairs noléfstand Speaker
Intention in the TOEFL Listening Section

Yaoko Matsuoka

Introduction

Recently, reflecting the growing needs of younggdeaevho intend to become more
competent in the English language and plan to goaabfor study and work, not only
universities but also more high schools in Japa Istarted to conduct preparation courses
for English proficiency tests such as TOEFL (TddEmglish as a Foreign Language) and
TOEIC (Test of English for International Communioa), in addition to ordinary English
classesAlso, the Ministry of Education, Sports, Science drchnology in Japan (MEXT)
has encouraged high schools to enhance studemishuaicative competence in foreign
language education so that they can play an apéivtein international society. | currently
teach a preparation course using TOEFL ITP (arsassent tool composed of previously
administered TOEFL tests) at a co-educational bajtool attached to a university in Tokyo.
A pre-course questionnaire shows that many oftildesits who enrolled in this elective
class are eager to improve their overall Englishtgbespecially listening and speaking, and
some of them are planning to study abroad in tlae fueure. Furthermore, according to the
guestionnaire, many of the students expressedglefierence of learning listening to reading
and writing, though they acknowledged listeninthis skill most difficult to master.
Listening is essential not only as a receptivd kit also to the development of spoken
language proficiency (Rost cited in Nunan and MjllE995), and my own experience as a
learner of English shows that the skill of L2 lisiteg requires a lot of time and effort for
Japanese learners to acquire. All these factorsietb give priority to studying listening

comprehension compared with the structure and mgadiTOEFL. In this research project |
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focused on Part A of TOEFL listening comprehendienause the part includes a several
short conversations, which expose students toiatyaf authentic spoken English language
(Brown, 2001). This is important in the processoduiring communicative competence but
rarely takes place in Japanese high schools.

In the beginning of the course in April, | carriedt my listening instruction by
teaching vocabulary and grammar with repeated €trling, focusing on listening to key-
words. Then, after an actual TOEFL ITP test waslooted inside the school in June, my
students’ negative reaction against the test ledona¢tempt new strategies applying
conversational analysis to the study of TOEFL higig. A post-examination survey filled out
after the actual TOEFL showed that students weesvdwvelmed by the difficulty and time
length of the test. In particular, they expresséftcdity with dialogues in Part A, which
contain speaker’s primary intention and implicattmmcealed under the surface meaning,
and showed confusion in selecting correct chowetsch requires deep understanding of the
dialogues. It was obvious that not only practidistening to key words and phrases but also
analyzing conversations is necessary for the bigiterpretation of TOEFL listeningn an
attempt to applgonversation analysi® the new strategies for listening comprehendion,
selected three topics and incorporated them imetlessons: the identification of types of
speech, conversational implicature, and adjaceaog.Conversation analysisefers to “a
research tradition evolving from ethnomethodolodyaoh studies the social organization of
natural conversation by a detailed inspection péteecordings and transcriptions” (Richards
& Schmidt, 1985), in which the emphasis is “on thase observation of the behavior of
participants in talk and on patterns which recweravwide range of natural data” (McCarthy,
1991), and various aspects of spoken interactiop baen investigate@onversational
Implicaturecan be interpreted as what is implied, suggesteaheant by saying something,
studied by linguists such as Grice (1975), Sedi®9), and Austin (1962). Understanding
conversational implicature might give learners desmht into spoken discourse, which
often includes speakers’ hidden intention and iogtion under the words and expressions
uttered verballyAdjacency pairefers to a pair of utterances which are mutuddigendent
(e.g., greeting- greeting, and apology- acceptaad)such relationships are often found in
ordinary talk (McCarthy, 1991). The three lessomsenmplemented to the whole class in
different weeks in September. Students’ improvenaers examined by comparing the scores
between two mock tests, Mock Test 1 in April andddest 2 in November, including

entirely different exam questions but the same &irmhe efficacy of the strategies and the
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effects of strategy training were examined throtighdata of class-discussion and the
evaluation of a questionnaire.

In addition, the fact that there have been fewistiohvestigating the efficacy of
conversational implicature to enhance Japanesesaigbol students’ communicative
competence was another cause for me to startebemrch. Though some experimental
studies have been done (see Bouton,1992; Broefififd; Kubota, 1995; and Taguchi,
2007), the subjects of their research were uniyessiildents and immigrants. Few people
seem to have examined students’ development of econwative ability in Japanese high
school. This paper will attempt to investigate jlaissstrategies in current secondary
education in Japan in light of the following resgaquestions: 1) Is strategy instruction
applying the concepts of conversational implicatmd adjacency pairs to the listening
comprehension feasible in a TOEFL preparatory @urs Japanese high school? 2) Can
the strategies help students to understand thé&epgatention in the short conversations of
TOEFL listening?

Review of the Literature

Strategy Training

In language learning, the use of strategies “has lobserved to produce a positive effect on
student achievement” (Flaitz & Feiten, 1996, pp)2The termearner strategiesefers to
“language learning behaviors learners actually gaga to learn and regulate the learning of
a second language” (Wenden, 1987, p.6), and alessr® what learners know about the
strategies they use and what they know about ei$y@cts of their language learning
(Wenden, 1987)According to Rubin’s classification of three kinafsstrategies used by
language learnerkarning strategieslirectly contribute to the development of the laage
system which the learner constructs to affect iegrrwhile communication strategiesd
social strategiesre indirectly related to language learning (Rutt®87). On the other hand,
O’Malley et al. (cited in O’'Malley & Chamot, 199@)assified learner strategies into three
categories depending on the type of processinguadocognitive, metacognitivand

social/ affectiveMetacognitive strategy refers to “a learningtetgg that involves thinking
about or knowledge of the learning process, plapfon learning, monitoring learning while
it is taking place, or self-evaluation of learn@fter the task has been completed”, while
cognitive strategies refer to “one that involvesntaémanipulation or transformation of

materials or tasks and intended to enhance comms&ime acquisition, or retention”
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(O’Malley & Chamot, 1990, pp.229 -230). Social/effive strategies include cooperative
learning, asking questions, and self-talk. Researcii strategy training (O’'Malley &
Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990; Rubin, 1987) suggest bloth the metacognitive and cognitive
strategies are essential for learners to improvéadt, O’Malley (1990) concludes that
“Students without metacognitive approaches arentisdlg learners without direction and
ability to review their progress, accomplishmenig &uture learning directions” (p.8).
The model of learning strategies of O’Malley et(aited in O’'Malley & Chamot,
1990) seems useful to describe the strategy ingirum the present research. Since the
teaching of the concepts of conversational impliatnd adjacency pairs proposed in my
paper can be the application of unwritten “rulesédi commonly in society, the strategy
instruction applying these rules may represiaatucingor deductive strateggapplying rules
to the understanding of language) in the sub-cayegfocognitive strategies presented in this
model (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990)n deductive strategies, deduction is able to beersy
schemata based on rules, and the learner can digpburse rules and sociocultural rules, in
addition to grammatical ones. In the beginnings¢éhechema-based rules are part of
declarative knowledge (information consisting ofisaously known facts), but they may
become procedural knowledge (knowledge of how ttopm an activity) when students
become able to use them in their study (O’MalleZBamot, 1990).
Studies on strategy training (Chamot, Barnh&HtDinary & Robbins, 1996;
Yang, 1996; Oxford, 1990; Wenden, 1987) indicatd thaching learning strategies is
effective in learner development and what studemtsid not recognize unless instructed
should be taught in training programs. Strategiesanguage learning can be taught in
three ways: awareness or consciousness-raisimgnigaone-time strategy training, and
long-term strategy training (Oxford, 199@hamotet al.(1996) report thateachers who
participated in their strategy research selectedstiategies such as predicting the content of
the listening text, selectively attending to keyrdl@and ideas, and memorizing for
developing students’ knowledge of vocabulary astrheseficial to students for listening
comprehension, and this selection of strategies&truction is “closely tied to task
demands” (p. 185)n addition, it is suggested by Dornyei (2001) timastrategy training
what should be done are creating the basic madivakiconditions, generating initial
motivation, maintaining motivation, and encouragousitive retrospective self-evaluation.

Above all, what was particularly useful for me whaasigning the strategy instruction was
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Oxford’s model of eight steps in the strategy train{@xford, 1990), which includes the
following:

Step 1) Determine the learners’ needs and the davailable.

Step 2) Select strategies well.

Step 3) Consider integration of strategy training

Step 4) Consider motivational issues.

Step 5) Prepare materials and activities.

Step 6) Conduct “completely informed training.

Step 7) Evaluate the strategy training.

Step 8) Revise the strategy training.

(I'will explain these steps in relation to my lesganning in the Methodology section).

Listening Comprehension

Listening plays an important role in communicatasit is said that, of the total time spent
on communicating, listening takes up 40-50%; spepk25-30%; reading, 11-16%; and
writing, about 9% (Rivers 1981 and in Mendelsol894). Although the teaching of listening
comprehension has long been “somewhat neglecteg@orty taught aspect of English in
many EFL programs” (Mendelsohn, 1994, p.9), listgris now regarded as much more
important in both EFL classrooms and SLA resedrithards (2003) points out that the
view of listening has changed from the masteryiséréte skills in the 1970s to new
theoretical models of comprehension from the fafldognitive psychology in the 80s and
90s. Then the distinction between bottom-up prangsand top-down processing was
derived, listening came to be viewed as an intéy@@rocess, and at the same time, the
fields of conversation analysis and discourse amalyere revealing a great deal about the
organization of spoken discourse and led to thkzedeon that written texts read aloud could
not provide a suitable basis for developing thditeds needed to process real —time authentic
discourse (Richards, 2003). Both bottom-up anddmpn processing have directed the
attention of many researchers and educationalis{s.down processing makes use of ‘higher
level’, non-sensory information (e.g., learner'®wmedge of the world) to predict or interpret
‘lower level’ information (e.g., words and sentescevhile bottom-up processing makes use
of the information present in the input to achieigher level meaning (Richards and
Schmidt, 1985).
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Mendelsohn (1994) defines listening comprehensgoftilee ability to understand
the spoken language of native speakers”(p.19). @dyaChamot, and Kupper (1989, cited
in Mendelsohn, 1994) offer a useful and more extendefinition that “listening
comprehension is an active and conscious proceshiah the listener constructs meaning
by using cues from contextual information and frexrsting knowledge, while relying upon
multiple strategic resources to fulfill the taskueement’(p.19). Mendelsohn (1994) points
out that, in listening to spoken language, theitglib decipher the speaker’s intention is
required of a competent listener, in addition teeotabilities such as processing the linguistic
forms like speech speed and fillers, coping wikeling in an interaction, understanding the
whole message contained in the discourse, compdetethe message without
understanding every word, and recognizing diffegartres. Listeners must also know how to
process and how to judge what the illocutionargéosf an utterance is- that is, what this
string of sounds is intended to mean in a particsgéting, under a particular set of
circumstances — as an act of real communicatiom{isohn, 1994). Also, according to
Anderson and Lynch (1988), arguing what is succgdistening, “understanding is not
something that happens because of what a speajeertisa listener has a crucial part to play
in the process, by activating various types of kieolge, and by applying what he knows to
what he hears and trying to understand what thakgpeneans”(p.6). To sum up, it is widely
admitted that listening comprehension is not mettedyprocess of a unidirectional receiving
of audible symbols, but an interactive process Br,a2001). In the eight processes of
comprehension (adapted from Clark &Clark1977 arch&ids 1983 in Brown, 2001), the
hearer, after receiving the information, assigtiteeal meaning to the utterance first and then
assigns an intended meaning to the utterance. Adkkyman communication is the ability to

match perceived meaning with intended meaning.

Conversational Implicature

The key ideas of conversational implicature wegppsed by Grice in the Williams James
lectures at Harvard in 1967 and still only paryigdublished (Grice, 1975, 1978, cited in
Levinson, 1983). Implicature can be interpretehat is implied, suggested, or meant by
saying something. Grice (1989) developed the canmfemplicature in theory of how people
use language, in which a set of guidelines foretifieient and effective use of language for
conversation, namely conversational maxims werpgsed. The four maxims include the

maxims of Quality (be true), Quantity (be infornvatias is required, but do not make it more
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informative than is required), Relevance (be reiyaand Manner (be perspicuous, and
especially avoid obscurity of expression, avoid eyuity, be brief, and be orderly) (Grice,
1989). These maxims or general principles undeglytre efficient co-operative use of
language jointly express a general co-operativecpie. The cooperative principle describes
how people interact with one another, and statdské your contribution such as it is
required, at the stage at which it occurs, by treepted purpose or direction of the talk
exchange in which you are engaged” (Grice, 1988%)pAccording to Levinson (1983), who
admits the conversational implicature to be onthefsingle most important ideas in
pragmatics, the study of language usage, the rdasdinguistic interest in the
conversational maxims is that they generate infereifor conversational implicatures)
beyond the semantic content of the sentences dit€anversational maxims are often
broken and it is here that implicature, i.e. wisatieant, but not expressly stated, becomes
significant (Linfoot-Ham, 2006).

The notion of conversation implicature can als@ssociated with Speech Act
Theory in conversation analysis, the study of taHateraction (Psathas, 1995). Both Speech
Act Theory and Pragmatics share logico-philosophpeaspective on conversational
organization by focusing on the interpretation eattman the production of utterances in
discourse (Eggins & Slade, 1997). Questioning draskumption that to say something is
always and simply tetatesomething, Austin (1962) argued that in some cessay
something is to do somethinthe utterances in those cases are cakgtbrmativesor
performatories Some performatives have, according to Austing ‘ghammatical make up of
statements on the face of them, but are distinch fstatements in that they are not utterances
which could be ‘true or false’, which is traditidlyethe characteristic mark of a statement.”
For instance, in the course of a marriage ceremarsgying the utterance ‘I do’ (take this
woman to be my lawful wedded wife), one is perforghan act, namely marrying, rather than
reporting something. Austin (1962) pointed out t@ine conditions are necessary for the
smooth and ‘happy’ functioning of explicit perfortives, otherwise, something goes wrong
and the act such as marrying, betting, or bequegibiat least to some extent a failure (the
doctrine of the Infelicities). Similarly, Searle9@9) argues that speaking a language is
engaging in a rule-governed form of behavior ahdirejuistic communication involves
linguistic acts. These acts performed by spealkanguage are so-called “speech acts”, and
include making promises, asking questions, anchgigommends (Searle, 1969). Searle

proposed five macro-classes of illocutionary antdet performed by saying something):
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representatives, directives, commissives, expresaivd declarations (Coulthard, 1985). For
example, think of a following exchange between people, X and Y. X:Let's go to the
movies toniglit Y: “1 have to study for an exaihirhe first move is directives, in which both
the literal and surface meanings are X’s propasgbtto the movies. On the other hand, as
for the second move (representatives) uttered bisYiteral or surface meaning is Y’s
assertion that he/she must study for the exanpimiary or indirect meaning hidden under
the surface is Y’s rejection to X's proposal. Tkiisd of analysis seems to be useful in
understanding common conversations, such as foarlkdeoTOEFL exam, because in daily
conversation it is rare to express one’s refugalctly. Instead of sayingNo, | wouldn't or
“No, | don’t want to do that”, people usually usenma indirect ways of denial as seen in Y’s
response, in order to maintain harmonious commtioita

There are few studies regarding the effectivenéssrmversational implicature to
enhance high school students’ communicative competan foreign language education in
Japan. For instance, Kubota (1995), claiming tbk & studies dealing with the teachability
of pragmatic knowledge, stated in the study of dapa EFL students in university that
teaching conversational implicature through expkaiplanations of rules and consciousness-
raising tasks is highly facilitative. Another exjpeent was done by Broersma (1994) to the
student subjects with high proficiency of Englisithhe University of lllinois, exploring
whether ESL learners can learn implicatures thraagilicit teaching using the materials
resembling to the ones by Nicholls (1993). Tag2hD7) investigated development of
pragmatic comprehension ability across time, ande@1988) showed that there existed
positive effects for instruction in apologizing wmitten tests in class. The research relating to
conversational implicature can also be found invileeks in Bouton (1992), who compared
the ability of non-native speakers to interpret listgimplicature appropriately over several
years while living in America, while Montserrat @3, explored the production of English
apology strategies by Spanish speakers studyinfisBnglowever, it seems that existing
studies and reports have neither investigatedffloaey of the strategies which introduce
conversational implicature and some elements of@wational analysis for the listening
comprehension nor examined students’ developmetdrmmunicative ability in Japanese

high schools.

Adjacency Pairs

Volume 3 Number 2 November 2009 34

#



Accents Asia

Pairs of utterances such as greeting-greeting pold@y-acceptance are called adjacency
pairs, and are often mutually dependent (McCariB9,7). To examine the nature and
function of a pair of utterances, (i.e., a minimunit of conversation), is particularly useful
for my teaching and helps my students understamdistening comprehension of the TOEFL
test, since every dialogue in Part A of the sedtsatomposed of a pair of utterances by two
participants— that is, minimal, basic unexpanded form of an aelj@y pair (Schegloff,

2007). Schegloff and Sacks (1973) explain thatcafjay pairs consist of sequences which
properly have the following features: (1) two-udtlece length, (2) adjacent positioning of
component utterances, (3) different speakers pindweach utterance. Furthermore, these
two turns are (4) relatively orderedthat is, they are differentiated into “first pparts”

(FPPs, or Fs for short) and “second pair partsp&Spr Ss for short), and (5) pair-type
related; that is, the FPP and SPP come from the gain type to compose an adjacency pair;
the pair types are exchanges such as greetingrgyequiestion-answer, offer-accept/decline,
and the like (Schegloff, 2007). In addition, astfte pair-type relation, the two parts may be
either discriminately related or in a relation ohditional relevance (Psathas, 1995).
According to Levinson (1983), the adjacency pas been suggested to be a fundamental
unit of conversation by Goffman (1976) and Coulthdr977), as well, and such a view

seems to underlie the speech act models of conimrdee presents.

Methodology

Participants and Setting

The participants for this research were 17 higlosthtudents, including 5 boys and 12 girls,
who enrolled in the TOEFL preparatory class thagach. In this high school, more than 95
percent of students are to proceed to the affdiat@versity without taking the entrance
examination for outsiders, and TOEFL ITP is used plkcement test in the university to
assess freshmen English proficiency in order taddithem into appropriate classes based on
their competence of English. This one-year TOERdppratory class | teach takes two hours,
once a week. It is one of the elective coursegedféo prepare students for several English
proficiency tests, such as distinct levels of Ejkemd TOEIC, offered by the school to meet
MEXT'’s plan of fostering students’ communicativergoetence and global understanding.
During the course students are obliged to taketheal TOEFL test at least once a yeatr,
though it does not matter what scores they gehenest. Most of my students have passed

the pre-second or second level of Eiken test befarenone of them had experienced the
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TOEFL before. On the first day of this course inriipg conducted a pre-course
guestionnaire to investigate the aims and backgrafiparticipants. The questions asked
included:

1. Which of the following four skills of English d@u enjoy studying:

listening, reading, writing, and speaking? Choase item.

2. Which of the following four skills of English deu feel are difficult to

learn: listening, reading, writing, and speakingd@se one item.

3. Why did you enroll in this TOEFL course? Chegkta threereasons.
Table 1-a below shows the results of the questloaisd 2 above, in whidisteningwas
selected by more than 30% of students as thetbky enjoy learning, at the same time, more
students chose the skils the most difficult to master. This contradictdoyt noteworthy
result made me aware of the importance of teadistening.

Table 1-a:
Results from questions 1 & 2 of the pre-course quesnnaire:
Students’ preference in studying English skills irpercentages

Listening Reading Writing Speaking

1.Skill that students enjoy studying 35(%) 30 23 12
2.Skill that students feel difficult to 421% 23 12 23
acquire

Table 1-b shows the results of question No.3, whels the reasons why they enrolled in
this TOEFL class. The students were requesteddteaip to three appropriate items from
seven choices presented in the questionnaire.| @feabeventeen students, 24% of them
chose three reasons, but the rest 76% chose oalyetgons. It appeared that about 65%, the
largest proportion of students, took this classriater to improve in their English study.
Choice No. 2usefulness of TOEFL in the universityas selected by about 41% of them,
seemed to be the second most important reasohdor. tMoreover, it was found that about
35% enrolled botho take credits at high schoahdfor the interest in TOEFLOnNly 5.8%

wanted tochallenge for a new tesind no entry was written in the last open-endedespa
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Table 1- b:
Results from question 3 of the pre-course questiomire: Reasons to take the TOEFL

course and the proportion of students who checkedaeh reason (up to 3 reasons were

allowed.)
Proportion afidénts who
Reasons checked ¢lason
1) to prepare for studying abroad in the future 23 (%)
2) because it is used as a placement test in ilersity 41.1
3) to take credits at high school 35.2
4) to challenge for a test that | have never taken 5.8
5) to improve my English ability 64.7
6) because | am interested in TOEFL 35.2
7) recommended by family and friends 17.6
8) other reasons (no entry)

* Of all the students, 24%of them circled three raasbut the rest, 76%, chose only two reasons.

Lessons Applying Conversational Analysis

| organized three lessons on strategies attempdiagply conversational analysis, taking into

account Oxford’sight steps in the strategy training mo¢E990). Table 2 below shows the

steps | proposed and the processes in which | pthand conducted the strategy training.

Table 2:
Oxford’ model of eight stepsin the strategy training and the process of organizing and

implementing the three lessons following these step

Oxford’s Eight Steps Lessons for Strategy Training
1) Determine the learners’ | =Pre-course questionnaire
needs and the time (to get background information of students)
available. - Post-TOEFL questionnaire

(to find out learners’ needs)
=50 minutes were allotted to each of the three lesso

2) Select strategies well. | Three compatible and mutually supporting strategies
(Oxford,
1990) are selected to help learners interpret gpeak
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intention.
(Cognitive strategies)
= Identifying various types of speech
*Recognizing adjacency pairs

*Recognizing conversational implicature.

Employing these strategies when they actuallyriste
them.

3) Consider integration of

strategy training.

*\When the strategy training is closely integratethwi
language learning (in this case, the study of TOEFEL
helps learners better understand how the strategrebe

used in a significant, meaningful context (Oxfa2@01).

4) Consider motivational

issues.

=Creating the basic motivational conditions.
(appropriate teacher behaviors; a pleasant classroo
atmosphere; a cohesive learner group)

-Generating initial motivation.

(generating students’ interest; provide enjoyabks)
-Maintaining and protecting motivation.

(making learning and tasks stimulating; settingriea
specific goals; increasing their self-confidendivang
learners to maintain a positive social image) aglbpt

from Dornyei, 2001.

5) Prepare materials and

activities.

*Handouts were organized and distributed in eacotes
=Activities were designed to promote students’
recognition of the sociolinguistic aspects of casation
in our daily lives.=Tasks involve group/ pair works to
enhance cooperation of students.

6) Conduct “completely

informed” training.

Explaining why the strategies are important, in iwwha
situation they can use the strategies, how theyldho
apply the strategies. L1 was used for better pmé&tation
of students, while L2 was used for the terms sisch a
‘adjacency pairs’.

(Metacognitive strategy)
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7) Evaluate the strategy

training.

= Class discussion

(Students evaluate the instruction, helpfulnesd,tha
use of the strategies. Students are given an apptyt
for group discussion.)

- Evaluation questionnaire

(to give all students an opportunity to expresstviihay
think about the strategy training and strategy use.

8) Revise the strategy

training.

*Reflection on the questionnaire, teaching appraache

materials, and class discussion.

Table 3 below summarizes the purposes, procedctieiti@s, and materials of each

of the three lessons.

Procedure/ Activities

1. Teacher explains and lists the types

of speech. Students add examples

Table 3:

Purposes and procedure of activities for three lessis
Purposes

Lesson 1: = To make students aware of

Types of different types of spoken

Speech discourse in our daily life (from

casual conversation to formal

lectures and rituals).

they come up with.
2. Students are asked to recall the
situation where they actually had a
conversation with someone this
morning and write them down.
3. Listening activity
Students listen to a CD of short
conversations between two people
and identify who the speakers are,
where the conversation is taking
place, and what the speakers are
talking about.
*Material:

Handout for Types of speeth

ETS (1995)TOEFL Practice Tests.
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Lesson 2:
Adjacency
Pairs

*To make students aware of the
mutual dependence of a pair of

verbal utterances.

1. Teacher explains and lists the
typical examples of adjacency pairs
Students are encouraged to give
examples of paired conversation
corresponding to those adjacency
pairs.

2. Practice on handout

Students identify the patterns of
adjacency pairs corresponding to th
two-turn conversations presented in
the handout.

3. Speaking practice

Students practice speaking in pairs,
using these two-turn conversations
scripts, in order to confirm the
meaning and the pair construction o
each conversation.

» Material:

Handout for Adjacency pairs

(4%

Lesson 3:
Conversation

Implicature

*To make students understand t
speaker’s primary intention,
implication, and assumption

hidden under the surface meanir

*To encourage students to use t
knowledge of conversational
implicature in their production of

speech.

né&. Teacher shows an example
conversation adopted from Grice
(1991), and asks students to think

n@ver what is implied in the second
pair-part.

n@. Practice in pairs:
Students do exercises on finding ou
the hidden intention, implication, ant
assumption of the second speaker i
each conversation presented in
handout.
3. Applying the knowledge to speect
production:

Students try to produce utterances,

—F

-

-

—
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considering the situation where they
should answer indirectly to what are
asked.

*Material:

Handout for Conversation

implicature’.

Conducting the series of strategy trainings to tagents, | used their L1, Japanese, for the
explanation of the form and purpose of the straggnd this helped students to comprehend

the strategies and draw on the use and patterharghnaonventionalized in their L1.

Data Collection Instruments

Data for this research were collected through & Pp@EFL questionnaire, two mock-tests,
class discussion, and an evaluation questionnasréhe research focuses on the Listening
Section Part A, descriptions and analysis for ofleetions in TOEFL ITP are not included in

this paper.

Post-TOEFL Questionnaire
After the implementation of actual TOEFL ITP in timéddle of June, this questionnaire was
conducted to examine the results and reflectiorstumfents on the test. Students who
expressed difficulty and disappointment with the teere asked to identify the factors that
made the TOEFL Listening Part A so difficult foeth and to choose three itefnesm the
choices presented in the questionnaire. At the dam®e this questionnaire also functioned to
determine the students’ needs for planning stratiegying. The choices included:

= difficulty in understanding the choices

= unknown vocabulary

= talking speed of people in the recorded conversatio

= test conditions

= lack of continuing power of a candidate

= lack of time in reading choices

= inexperience with listening tests

= perplexity in deciding correct answers

= | wasunder test-taking stress
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Two Different Mock Tests

| implemented two different mock tests in April amdNovember, each of them including
entirely different exam questions taken from theEFQ preparatory textbook (ALC, 2006)
assigned by the school. Among four complete mosts tievolved in the textbook in the
same format as the actual TOEFL ITP, | used Tefsthkotextbook for the mock test 1 in
April, and Test 3 for the mock test 2 in Novembiére two mock tests were put into practice
in the same format and time length. In both tdsttening Section Part A included 30 full
guestions for the substantial data for my resed@chthe other hand, other sections were
reduced to some extent because of the time limitaescriptions and analysis for them are
not included since this paper focuses on the Lisge8ection Part A only. Outcomes were
drawn by comparing the results of these two tests.

In the beginning of the course in April, | gave oigss the first mock test for the
purpose of capturing the students’ current levdtglish proficiency. In addition, it seemed
useful for beginners to become familiar with thet fermat of TOEFL ITP, though it was the
shortened version. The second mock test was impleden November, after three lessons
employing strategies on conversational implicatuvese carried out. The purpose of this test
was to examine how these strategies helped studemisrstanding of the short
conversations in the Listening Section Part A ef IOEFL-like mock test. Although not
conducted in formal settings, these mock testqcavide essential data for my analysis
because most of the students do not take the TQ&iEk during the course, and therefore,

comparison of actual TOEFL scores is impossible.

Class Discussion
| provided time for a 20 minute discussion in thessroom after the implementation of the
second mock test. The class was divided into fooumms, three groups of four members and
one with five. One representative student was ahoseach group and was charged to
integrate what they discussed among themselveas pit@esented the results in front of the
class. The issues | proposed to them for the dismusvere as follows:
1. Were the series of listening strategies applyirgTipes of Speech,
Adjacency Pair, and Conversational Implicaturerggéng to you?
2. Do you think they were effective to understahdrsconversations in Part
A of TOEFL Listening when you took the second moe#t?
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3. Do you think they were helpful for you to undarsl the structure and
meaning of conversation in English?

4. Do you think they were useful for you to improxaur English ability?

Evaluation Questionnaire
This questionnaire for affective evaluation wasigiesd to supplement the findings of class
discussion and conducted anonymously in ordert@xicit numerical data for the strategy
training, and to provide all the students with dipportunity to express their own feelings and
opinions, which they might have not been able &sent publicly in the class discussion. The
contents of the questionnaire included nine stat¢srnes shown below and one open-ended
guestion with blank space:

1. | could understand the strategies.

2. | enjoyed studying the strategies.

3. The strategies effectively helped me understaedonversations in the

mock test.

4. The strategies effectively helped me answeqgtlestions in the mock test.

5. The strategies are helpful for me to understasic structure and meaning

of English conversation.

6. The strategies help me think more carefully albow | express myself in

English.

7. The strategies helped me improve my Engliskrisiy ability.

8. The strategies helped me improve my speakirigyabi

9. The strategies helped my improvement in ové&nagjlish study.

10. Express your opinion about the lessons frgely. )

The Likert Scale was used for questions 1 to Ydioto elicit the extent of students’
agreement with the questionnaire items, since Likgre questionnaires are particularly
effective in that they elicit information in a maerthat permits quantification and
comparison with other features of the same prodtemning, 1987). The measurement
scale includes five choices: 1: Strongly agreddee, 3: Undecided, 4: Disagree, and 5:
Strongly disagree. Students were requested teedinel number coinciding with their reaction
to each statement, from1 to 9. The last questicowaged them to state their own opinions.
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Results
Data were collected and analyzed through a postHIQftiestionnaire, two mock tests, class

discussion, and evaluation questionnaire.

Results from Post-TOEFL Questionnaire

The results of the question asking to choose thiggest factors that made TOEFL Listening
difficult are presented in Table 4. According te thable, about 60% of students selected
bothdifficulty in understanding the choiceasdunknown vocabulargs the most significant
factors.Talking speed of people in the recorded convergdtitbows, selected by 53%. The
reason concerninigst conditionsvas selected by 33%, and 25% circled such faeisleck

of continuing power of a candidasadlack of time in reading choiceBoth the factors
inexperience with listening tesasdperplexity in deciding correct answengere checked by
only a few students. There was nobody who thoughthtfe made mistakesder stressand

it is probably because the Institutional TOEFL édhat school, which is a familiar learning

environment for students.

Table 4:
Factors that made TOEFL Listening difficult and the proportion of students who

selected each factor as one of the biggest three.

Factors Percentage of students whocsadkethe factor
=difficulty in understanding the choices 60(%)
= unknown vocabulary 60

= talking speed of people in the recorded convesati 53

= test conditions 33
= lack of continuing power of a candidate 25
= lack of time in reading choices 25

= inexperience with listening tests
= perplexity in deciding correct answers

= | was under test-taking stress 0

Results from the Two Mock Tests
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Improvement of students was examined by compahegésults of two mock tests. Table 5
below shows the proportion of students who hadérigin lower scores between the two
mock tests. The results indicate that 23% of sttedeould answer two more questions, about
30% could answer one more question, and 6% cowde@nfour more questions in the
second mock test than in the first one. Howeveisgare change was seen in about 35 % of
participants, and a one-point decrease was pect@iv@o of participantsTo sum up,
approximately 60 % of the students made progreasoand 1.7 points on average, though
the rest, 35%, made no progress and 6% achiewadex score on the second test.

Table 5:
Score changes in 30 questions between Mock TestriddViock Test 2 and the

proportion of students corresponding to the change

Change of the number of correct

answers between Mock test 1 and 2 Pertage of students
Students whose score increased +4 6(%)

Students whose score increased +2 3(%R

Students whose score increased +1 0(%)3

Students whose score decreased -1 6(%)

Students whose score was not changed (%)35

Findings from the Class Discussion

Students’ discussion was carried out after the é@mgintation of the second mock test, aiming
to investigate psychological aspects of studeefection to the strategy training. These
appeared to play a significant role in supplementite results illustrated in the two mock
tests. In a 20-minute class discussion, four stucgresentatives integrated and presented
the opinions of each group to the class. | askethtto discuss such issues as whether the
series of listening strategies applying conversati@analysis was interesting to them,
whether the strategies effectively helped them tstded short conversations in Part A of
TOEFL-like Listening in the second mock test, wieetthey thought the strategies were
helpful to understand the structure and meanirigngflish conversation, and whether they
regarded the strategies useful to improve theidiEm@bility. The discussion was done in

Japanese, their first language. | wrote down sanp®itant points of students’ comments in
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my field notes, since tape-recording was not allbvethe classroom. Below are the English

translated comments of student representativesllmsey field notes.

Student Representatives’ Comments

Kumi: student representative of Group 1:

“We all agreed that TOEFL is really difficult, espely in the listening section. Toru
mentioned that while listening, recorded conveosetirun through quickly like a stream of
water and they were hard to follow. The strategiésred in the three lessons were
interesting and we all enjoyed them. For instastigying ‘conversation in pairs’ attracted
my attention a lot, because | had never thoughtitaie structure and function of a pair-
relation in those conversations. Miwako agreed withand said that, as she came to
understand the basis of conversation more clelady before, she thinks these strategies can
help her interpret listening comprehension in TOEKEKumi, interview, November 14,
2008).

Yoshiki: student representative of Group 2:

“The lessons offered were interesting and notlaimtd the other English lessons, since we
were not forced to memorize the sentences and wimsisad, we were asked to think over
what we are doing and saying in daily life. It veasnfortable for me” (Yoshiki, interview,
November 14, 2008).

Rie: student representative from Group 3:
“Memorizing vocabulary is more important than thimd of people’s intention and
implication in TOEFL Listening.” (Rie, interview,®Wember 14, 2008).

Sota student representative from Group 4:
“We could sit for the second mock test with lessiety. | think this is because it was our
second trial, and partly because we learned atlmmwtersational implicature, which allowed

us to feel that we are prepared.” (Sota, intervisayember 14, 2008).

Findings from the Evaluation Questionnaire
This questionnaire provided important numericabdatsubstantiate the results of the class

discussion. Personal feelings and opinions of theéents were also expressed in the last
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open-ended question. Phased analysis was doneeagteps: numerical results from the
guestionnaire in a chart in Table 4; proportiopositive and negative answers in the
integrated data from the questionnaire in a bapilgra Figure 1; and more synthesized
picture in the form of a pie chart in Figure 2.

First of all, Table 6 shows the students’ reflectio terms of the number of answers
to nine questions selected by students, applyiad.ikert-type five-point scale which
included: Strongly agree (SA), Agree (A), Undeciddd, Disagree (D), and Strongly
Disagree (SD).

Table 6 : Results from the evaluation questionnaire

Statements and the proportion of students correspating to the scales

Statements Percentages of students
SA A U D SD

1. | could understand the strategies.

11.%6 | 47% 17.66 | 23% Ove

2. | enjoyed studying the strategies.
11. 26| 29.4% | 35.2 | 5.8 | 17.60

3. The strategies effectively helped me understhad

. . 0% 29.%6 | 41.206 | 11.h6 | 11.7h%
conversations in the mock test.

4. The strategies effectively helped me answer the
586 [41.26 | 23% | 11.% | 11.7%

guestions in the mock test.

5. The strategies are helpful for me to understasic
) i . 11.%6 | 35.26 | 35.26 | 5.8% | 11.7%%
structure and meaning of English conversation.

6. The strategies help me think more carefully abhowv |

. . 586 | 586 |41.17% | 29.46 | 5.8%
express myself in English.

7. The strategies help me improve my English listgn
- 9165 TiEp me fmprove my=nd 586 | 235 |35.2|586 | 586
ability.

8. The strategies help me improve my speakingtgbili
gies help me improve my speaking®bill | | 5 g | 41,36 | 29,40 | 11. 7

9. The strategies help my improvement in overatilish

11.76 | 35.26 | 23% 11.%6 | 5.8%
study.

* (SA—strongly agree; A-agree; U-undecided; D-disagree; SB-strongly agree)

As for the last open-ended question, EQjpress your opinion about the lessons fresbyne

students made entries of their comments as follows:
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“I learned a lot of things that | had not known dref”

“I think the strategy taught in the lessons arduider TOEFL listening.”

“I enjoyed the lessons, particularly the pair-wésk activities of pair-
relation.”

“The lessons were interesting, but | hope moreystaidocabulary would be
included.”

“l could sit in the second mock test with relatiwelkeaceful mind, because my
anxiety was reduced because | had prepared ipritielessons of
conversation in TOEFL listening.”

“TOEFL listening is really difficult for me.”

Secondly, in order to grasp a clearer pictureréiselts are integrated into a bar-
graph in Figure 1n the graph, the number of answers for “Stronglye®” and “Agree” are
combined to form the category d®dsitive Answei's while “Strongly Disagree” and
“Disagree” are combined intd\egative AnswetsThe results in “Undecided” are displayed
unchanged inNeutral’ in the bar graph. According to the bar graph,rlye@0% of the
students indicated they understood the strategieésreore than 40% of them were likely to
have enjoyed the lessons. 35% of them answeredhthsiirategies made the conversations in
TOEFL more understandable, while 47%, nearly hiafhe students, thought that the
strategies were helpful in not only selecting arrsviie the TOEFL test, but also
understanding the basic structure of English casatean and improvement in overall English
ability. On the other hand, regarding statementh&}trategies help me think more carefully
about how | express myself in Englighthey help me improve listening abilignd 8)they
help me improve speaking abilithe percentages of positive answers are low %t, 29%,
and 18% respectively, with the negative answeedively high at 35% for statements 6 and
7, and 41% for No.8.
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Figure 1: Proportion of Positive and Negative Answers for Each
Question

1.Iunderstood the strategy

2.1 enjoyed learning the strategy —‘_ 35:% __

3.1t maﬂ; ggfﬁ; ;;Ei\:rs ation — ‘ 41%"' —

4. It helped ;ii)leEc;}-l"nﬁ E?;E;: answers in — 2‘9% —

b e S

G.Itmade 11191:;11;;1213:.:1:; gzl'efu.lly about _ “11% | —

7.Ithelps me improve my listening skill _ | 35% | _

8.1t helps me improve my spealking slkill |-—‘ 41“% _‘—‘

e I 555 NS
0% 20%  40%  G0%  80%  100%

m Positive: SA&A Neutral: U  m Negative:SD&D

| | S— |

Finally, all the results are integrated in a piartin Figure 2 for the purpose of

capturing the overall tendency of what my studéss about the new strategies they learned

for the first time. The pie chart shows that al@fipercent of the students strongly agreed or

agreed with the statements asking about the effsass of the strategies applying

components of conversational analysis, and apprabeiyn 29% of them are in a neutral

position, though 33% expressed a negative attitomtards these strategies. These results

indicate that nearly 40 percent of the whole clasmbers positively accepted the

introduction of new strategies | proposed.
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Figure 2: Summary of the Positive and Negative
Answersin theQuestionnaire

m Positive answers
Neutral answers

B Negative

Discussion

The goal of this research paper was to examinehghet not the strategy training applying
conversational analysis to the listening compreioens TOEFL is feasible for high school
students, whether or not the strategies can help tmderstand speaker intention in
conversations in the TOEFL Listening Section, ametiver or not the understanding of
speaker intention will contribute to choosing tleerect answers in the TOEFL Listening
Section. The results indicate that the feasibdityhe training was mostly evidenced. As for
the helpfulness of the strategies, though the stsdeere likely to understand and become
able to use the strategies to some degree, it wtaslty shown if they actually used the
strategies in the real testing environment of tR&ETFL.

Through the strategy training | offered, many &f students were likely to become
familiar with the strategies | proposed and un@edtthem to some degree. In fact, they were
able to respond to the practice questions preseémiedson-handouts largely correctly.
Particularly in the last lesson introducing conaéimal implicature, many of them could
produce their own indirect answers under the sjgesituations using the strategies. For
instance, according to my field notes, some ofpiigicly presented answers includeto
sorry. | don’t have my purse néwand “l have to buy an expensive book for the
class’(indirect refusal to lend some money)du look beautiful when you are dressed in
bright colors(indirect opinion suggesting that dark coloreds$reoes not suit the person
well). They used not only conventional, typicalugdl patterns such & sorry, but also
less-conventional implicature for refusal such den’t have my purse noandl have to buy
an expensive book for the claseemingly expressing their opinions in a less-cotigeal,

indirect way.
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The results from two mock tests, class discussind,the evaluation questionnaire
reported on in this paper have produced interestatg and indicated important points to
discuss regarding the feasibility and effectiverddbe strategies applying conversational
analysis. Overall, it was found that most of thedsnhts understood the strategies and many
of them enjoyed studying through the training, adow to the class discussion and the
results of the evaluation questionnaire. Noticeabdyne stated in the free space in the
evaluation questionnaire that their exam anxiety vealuced because of the lessons. This
might be because their negative task-expectatiognjive component of anxiety) and the
feelings of uneasiness (emotional component) (Eoksel®79 cited in Arnold, 2000) were
reduced through the instruction previously giveraNy half of the students think the
strategies are helpful in determining the corréctices in TOEFL listening comprehension
and understanding the basic structure of Englisbadirse, and only a few students regard
them as ineffective. All of these factors might tdoute to heightening the proportion of
respondents who think the strategies were helpftheir improvement of overall English.
is noteworthy that about 33 percents of the candglpositively accepted (understood and
enjoyed learning the strategies, admitted theegjres as helpful for them to interpret the
conversation in TOEFL, and thought they help timprovement in English study) the new
strategies | introduced, judging from my analydithe questionnaire and the students’
comments. Students might have been unfamiliar thighterms and concepts of
conversational implicature and adjacency pairgesthese items are seldom taught in high
school English courses, particularly in listenihgsses. | suppose this is why the new
strategies drew attention and interests of theesiisd

On the other hand, as the pie chart in Figure vshthe proportion of negative
answers against the strategies is still big. Mdaglents think the strategies are not so helpful
to improve their listening and speaking skills aadnot let them think more carefully when
expressing themselves in English. It seems thessdtseare derived from the students’ beliefs
that repeated listening is more important thanyamad) the text and that unknown
vocabulary makes listening difficult to understaasl shown in the student’s comments in the
results of the evaluation questionnaire.

As for the achievements, there was a moderateaserfom mock test 1 to mock
test 2. However, any concrete evidence was notfeoijustify that this progress is solely the
result of the strategy training | offered as anynber of factors could have contributed to the

results, such as the possibility that other absitisuch as vocabulary and grammar which had
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been taught in class continuously, might have mirednd repeated listening and test format
experience might have contributed to their improgem

Some constraints became apparent throughout theecofithe research. One main
constraint was that of methodology. It was impdssib divide the class into two groups for
an experiment because of the school policy, whecjuires teachers to teach all students
equally. This limitation prevented me from expligiproving the effectiveness of the
strategies in listening comprehension to a testganly, for example.

Another constraint was the impossibility of compgrthe scores of actual TOEFL
tests, since most of the students take TOEFL ontgauring the course, according to the
school’s minimum course requirement. This constrais, however, compensated by the
implementation of two mock tests, which presentqalieit numerical data to some degree.

Another constraint was that recording was not afidw the classroom. Instead of
tape-recording, | wrote down some important studentments in my field notes during the
class-discussion.

Finally, reflecting on the group discussion, itresgo have some shortcomings in
spite of providing students with a good opportumityhink over and discuss learning
strategies. It is not unlikely to happen that comte@f all the members of group might not
be presented and that all the reports of stud@nésentatives might not be faithful
representations of the group discussion but thdteesf their threatening to the good image
of a teacher. The class size was not so big aralkdea around from group to group during
the discussion, which enabled me to listen onlyigér to what they actually said. However,
the evaluation questionnaire was conducted anongiyoal provide all the students with

opportunities to express themselves and to gaire mxplicit data for the research.

Conclusion

Students’ difficulty of understanding the short eersations and choosing a correct answer
for each conversation in the TOEFL Listening ledtmdesign and implement three lessons
on the elements of conversational analysis, nanmghgs of speech, principles of adjacency
pairs and conversational implicature. Scores wenepared between two mock tests, and the
data were collected from class discussion and atiumaire. A moderate score
improvement was noticed between the two mock testssufficient evidence could not be
drawn to prove that this progress was the soldtretthe strategy training | offered.

Returning to the purpose of this research, it aasdd that feasibility of the strategy training
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applying conversational analysis to listening costgnsion was demonstrated, though the
effectiveness of the strategies was not fully fiesti Further research should be conducted on
two groups, a control and test group, practicirglistening with or without the strategy
training, and preferably over a longer period ofdi Such enhancements should provide
more clarified data. Furthermore, it is cruciahiy future project to investigate cognitive
processes - how students actually learn and beeabiedo utilize the strategies in

appropriate situations.

Overall, it seems that the instructions applyingwarsational analysis obviously
aroused interest of and enhanced the motivationasfy students in the study of TOEFL
listening. These approaches can be taken into @ raitge of EFL classes and may function
better when carried out together with teaching batay and grammar. Although the study
of listening to spoken discourse has concentratekpeated listenings with little analysis of
the scripts) would propose more analysis of conversation &tdring comprehension in
Japanese secondary school learning. It is impotit@abtdiscourse analysis be subjected not
only to the scrutiny of applied linguistics butais light of standardized testing and practical

materials and classroom activities.
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