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Main research themes and their characteristics

[The effects of perception- vs. production-based pronunciation instruction ]

While research has shown that provision of explicit pronunciation instruction (Pl) is facilitative
of various aspects of second language (L2) speech learning, a growing number of scholars have
begun to examine which type of instruction can best impact on acquisition. In the current study,
we explored the effects of perception- vs. production-based methods of Pl among tertiary-level

Improvement in Pronunciation Accuracy

Japanese students of English. Participants (N=115) received two weeks of instruction on either E

segmental or suprasegmental features of English, using either a perception- or a production- g o

based method, with progress assessed in a pre/post/delayed posttest study design. Although all 4

four treatment groups demonstrated major gains in pronunciation accuracy, performance varied 35 a— — e

considerably across groups and over time. A close examination of our findings suggested that —-—cG 39 405 a07

perception-based training may be the more effective training method across both segmental and - — - =
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Fig.1 Data from: Lee, B., Plonsky, L., & Saito, K. (2019).

[Smartphone tapping vs. handwriting: A comparison of writing medium

Mobile-learning (m-learning), or mobile-assisted language learning (MALL), has been the object Output of t-tests
of a great deal of research over the last twenty year. However, empirical work in this area has (word count of paper- vs. smartphone-based writers)
largely failed to produce generalizable conclusions due to variation in methodology, target feature,
and task-type. As schools in Japan begin to join the growing number of classrooms worldwide
using mobile-based assignments, this study examined how Japanese EFL students’ writing task
production differed depending on writing medium (i.e., handwritten on paper vs. tapped on a
smartphone). Writing samples were collected from N=1,449 participants, divided into smartphone-

Level T df P d 95% CI
Al 473 203 <.001 .66  7.86,19.08
A2 421 246 <.001 53 4331193
B1 3.03* 250 .003 .38 1.80,849

or paper-based groups, across a spectrum of English proficiencies. Handwritten submissions 2 15 U 228 G
were found to be significantly longer than those composed on a smartphone (p<.001, d=.54), with B3 140 52 168 38 -130,7.30
differences being more pronounced for learners of higher proficiency. These results indicate that * denotes significance at the p < .05 level

care must be taken in designing m-learning activities, and that students must be given adequate ** denotes significance at the p <.001 level

training in input-skill (i.e., tapping) and time to acclimate before using such tasks for high-stakes

assessments.

Fig.2 Data from: Lee, B. (2020).
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