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ABSTRACT 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

Texting (text messaging or chatting) is a form of communication that is widely used 

in our daily lives. The purpose of this study is to investigate whether texting as a 

communication medium is effective in task-based language teaching compared to face-to-

face for novice language learners (CEFR A1-B1). Language learners at an early stage 

struggle to communicate in a foreign language. The use of online communication may 

alleviate their problems and expand their opportunities to practice the target language. This 

study examined the effects of texting and learning English as a second language through tasks 

on lexical accuracy, syntactic complexity, grammatical accuracy, lexical diversity, and 

fluency in the subsequent English speaking test and compared them with face-to-face 

learning.   

Chapter 1 explains the inherent feature of texting and the differences between face-to-

face communication. Previous research has found linguistic similarities between texting and 

spoken language (Jonsson, 2016). In addition, texting supports learners with lower 

phonological abilities, suggesting the use of texting with a broader group of language learners 

(Payne &Whitney, 2002).  

Chapter 2 reviews a series of previous studies on the usefulness of texting for second 

language acquisition. Findings suggest that self-repairs during texting improve the efficiency 

of second language acquisition because the information is given visually, and the pace of 

exchange is slower (Sauro & Smith, 2010). On the other hand, it is still unclear how language 

learning through texting affects subsequent speaking tests. This research analyzed whether 

the self-repairs in texting affect subsequent speaking tests on lexical accuracy, syntactic 

complexity, grammatical accuracy, lexical diversity, and fluency. 

Chapter 3 refers to tasks for foreign language learning. Crucial factors in elucidating 

the relationship between texting and speaking are the task-implementing conditions. 

According to Skehan (2014), the conditions of the task include repetition and time 

constraints. These are found to affect the language produced. It has also been pointed out that 

the task type also affects it. Therefore, in this research, the task type was determined 

considering the proficiency level of the learners who were to be the research participants.  

Chapter 4 states research questions based on task implementation conditions and how 

self-repairs affect subsequent speaking outcomes. The hypothesis is that the use of texting 

directs attention to linguistic forms to allow self-repairs in texting (Sauro & Smith, 2010). As 

texting may follow the language production model of Payne and Whitney (2002), the practice 

of texting may support other skills, such as speaking. The inherent feature of visual saliency 

and slow-paced exchange in texting may support the language production process. 
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 In Chapter 5, a pilot test was conducted on three task types (interview, narrative, and 

decision-making) in texting and face-to-face. The purpose of this pilot study was to select the 

task type to be used for the main studies. The results of the lexical analysis showed that the 

interview task had the least differences between participants compared to the narrative and 

decision-making tasks. In addition, it was found that the interview task, unlike the other two 

task types, did not require specific lexical knowledge to complete the task. Therefore, the 

interview task was selected for the main studies.  

Chapters 6, 7, and 8 report on the three studies (Study 1, 2, 3) conducted to investigate 

the effect of texting on speaking under task repetition and time constraint conditions. Study 1 

investigated the effect of texting under three task repetitions for both face-to-face and texting 

groups. The results were compared on a one-minute speaking test between pre- and post-test 

for both modes.  

The results showed that the texting group had lower lexical error rates for both 

content and function words and higher sentence structure scores for syntactic complexity. 

Further analysis of lexical error types also revealed that the texting group used fewer L1 

(native language), repeated, and omitted words. No statistical improvement was found in the 

face-to-face group. The reason for the improvement in lexical accuracy in the texting group is 

that it spent about three times as much time on the task compared to the face-to-face group. 

Therefore, in Study 2, the time between the two modes was kept constant. 

For Study 2, the research was conducted under the same procedure as Study 1, except 

for a constraining practice time of 15 minutes. The results showed that the lexical error rate 

improved only for the content words in the texting group. There was no repetition or use of 

L1 in the texting group during the practice session. This may be because texting allows the 

participants to visually check the language produced, which enables them to notice and 

correct errors before sending the message.  

To test the feasibility of using texting as an effective communication medium for 

learning new terms, Study 3 was conducted to investigate the learning of lexical phrases in 

the two modes. The study was conducted under task repetition and 15-minute time constraints 

for three weeks. The exercise included two tasks: an interview task with a questionnaire of 

new lexical phrases and a repetition task. Both tasks were performed once a week for three 

weeks. The face-to-face group performed the tasks orally only, while the texting group 

performed everything online via texting. The outcome was measured using a cloze test on 

lexical phrases and a one-minute speaking test before and after the practice.  

The results showed that there was no difference in the outcome of the cloze test. High 

scores were achieved in both modes. In the post-speech test, the texting group showed a 

decrease in the lexical error rate for both content and function words and a higher score for 

syntactic complexity and speech rate. On the other hand, the speech and articulation rates 
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improved in the face-to-face group. The articulation rate, which is considered an indicator of 

comprehensibility of speech (Suzuki & Kormos, 2019), did not improve in the texting group. 

Chapter 9 discusses the results from the three studies conducted for this research. 

Under certain conditions, texting influenced lexical accuracy, syntactic complexity, and 

speech rate in the post-speaking test. In contrast, when the same task was performed face-to-

face, both speech and articulation rates improved under sufficient timed conditions. 

This study found that lexical error types, such as repetitions or the use of L1, were 

reduced in the texting group. This could be due to the availability of visual information and 

the slow exchange during texting. In other words, the lexical error types showed that texting 

helped foreign language learners to recognize and correct errors in lexical usage and syntactic 

structure, which had a positive effect on their later speaking performance. 

In contrast, for the group that spoke face-to-face, both speech and articulation rates 

improved. Texting had no effect on articulation rates because it does not involve speech, 

revealing differences in the effects of the two modes on language learning. This research 

implies that mode differences impact different areas of speaking and that educators may 

select the mode according to their specific educational purpose. More details are discussed in 

Chapter 10 on the implication and limitations of this study. 
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INTRODUCTION 

CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION 

In terms of language teaching, experts believe that the use of computers can offer 

learning opportunities for high-quality learning (Golonka et al., 2017; Michel & O’Rourke, 

2019; Sauro, 2012). This paper aims to examine the use of texting in task-based language 

teaching and to identify its effects on second language acquisition by comparing the results 

between texting and face-to-face instruction. The study investigates whether the difference in 

the mode of communication affects participants’ speaking performances.  

According to Information and Communications in Japan (2017), the use of 

smartphones and other Information and Communication Technology (ICT) devices has 

spread rapidly, showing that over 94.7% of households own mobile phones and 73.0% own 

personal computers (PCs). In addition, reading and writing text messages, including mail 

messaging, blogs, and SNS postings, make up over 50% of device usage (Ministry of Internal 

Affairs and Communications, 2017). Overall, texting increased by more than 7,700% in the 

past decade, making it the most common method of communication globally (Statistic Brain, 

2014). Thus, texting strategy as a global communication method needs to be studied in 

greater detail, especially regarding its impact on language learning.  

This chapter will discuss the features of texting and the language production process 

of texting and face-to-face speaking.  

1.1. What is Texting?  

Texting, “text-messaging,” “short messaging service,” “chat,” or “chatting” is an 

online text-based communication method that has been in use for the last ten years (Peslak & 

Hunsinger, 2018). It is manually entering text into an electrical device or reading text from it. 

It was first defined by the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration in the United States 

(US) in 2012 as “manually entering text into or reading text from an electronic device. 

Texting includes (but is not limited to) short message services, e-mailing, instant messaging, 

a command or requests to access a Web page, pressing more than a single button to initiate or 

terminate a call using a mobile telephone, or engaging in any other form of electronic text 

retrieval or entry, for present or future communication.” 

Texting can refer to different types of computer-mediated communication. There are 

two types of text message communication techniques: synchronous computer-mediated 

communication (SCMC) and asynchronous computer-mediated communication (ASCMC). 

SCMC involves real-time communication, such as texting, while ASCMC, such as e-mail, 

involves time delays. In the 1990s and early 2000s, the distinction between SCMC and 

ACMC was distinct because networking infrastructures were still developmental, and 

transferring data was costly and time-consuming. However, due to technological progress and 

infrastructure development, the difference between SCMC and ACMC is now subtle. In 
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terms of technological progress, the modalities of texting have become more diverse, as 

verbal or textual language can vary depending on the tool. For example, the exchange of 

recorded messages, voice chat, can provide a more verbal interaction than text-only chat, 

blurring the lines between spoken and written language (Yus, 2011). This study is limited to 

text because bandwidth issues do not interfere with text-only communication, and the study 

can be implemented with actual students in the classroom.  

Texting and face-to-face communication are similar in that they are instant exchanges. 

The difference is that text is a written mode of communication, while face-to-face exchanges 

are in speech. Significantly, the written mode also provides visual information that remains 

after it is produced, whereas information received via speaking diminishes the moment it is 

articulated. Further differences include that texting may require more production time, and 

the exchange is slower. In contrast, speaking allows for timely responses, and exchanges are 

fast. An advantage of texting is that it has no location restrictions; distant interlocutors can 

communicate instantly. Texting ignores the nonverbal aspect of communication, whereas 

face-to-face communication requires understanding both verbal and nonverbal messages. As 

texting and face-to-face communication are immediate, both have the potential for language 

acquisition. This study examines language acquisition differences between using texting and 

face-to-face.  

 Finally, texting input devices vary in type. For instance, the QWERTY keyboard for 

mobile devices generally has two input types: a physical keypad and a touch screen (Kietry et 

al., 2015). Additionally, electronic pens are also used as input devices. However, this 

research is limited to the physical QWERTY keyboards on a computer.  

1.2. Language Production Process of Face-to-Face Speaking and Texting   

Although the language production process of texting is not yet clear, Payne and 

Whitney’s (2002) model can serve as a basis for understanding the use of texting in the 

second language process (L2) (which has a processing stage similar to face-to-face speaking 

production). Payne and Whitney (2002) attempted to show how texting and face-to-face 

speaking production overlap in some areas by referring to the oral production model (Levelt, 

1989). They claim that the production of texting can be predicted and L2 oral proficiency can 

be developed indirectly through texting. The only difference is the production of overt 

speech.  

According to Levelt (1989), there are three main phases in the process of face-to-face 

speech production. First, in the conceptualization, formulation, and articulation phase, where 

ideas are generated, lexical, grammatical, and phonological encoding occurs. For each phase, 

a phonetic plan is translated into muscle movements. An important phase in the speech 

process is the formulation phase, in which preverbal messages are encoded and provided with 

words, structures, and a phonetic plan to be articulated in the final phase.  



3 

INTRODUCTION 

Payne and Whitney argued that texting and face-to-face speaking production 

processes are almost equivalent; the only difference is the phonetic planning and the 

articulation stage. However, because texting is text-based, the writing process is also 

interwoven, allowing planning, reformulation, and the availability of greater attentional and 

memory resources before sending the message. Further, time availability eases the cognitive 

load in texting at the important stage in language production. This frees up attentional 

resources to enable L2 learners to attend to retrieving vocabulary and attach grammatical 

features to match the intended message in texting.  

One less stage of articulation in texting may be beneficial for some learners with 

lower phonological buffering capacity. Payne and Whitney (2002) examined the relationship 

between working memory and speaking performance. In their study, they compared non-

word repetition and pre- and post-speech outcomes between two groups who communicated 

face-to-face and via texting. They found that the group that communicated face-to-face had a 

higher correlation between non-word repetition and speaking performance outcomes than the 

group that communicated via texting. This indicates that learners with lower non-repetition 

scores, indicating lower phonological buffering capacity, were not disadvantaged compared 

to the face-to-face group. This suggests that the use of texting could be beneficial among a 

wide range of learners for phonological buffering capacity.   

1.3. Constructs of Speaking and Texting 

Speaking and texting are both output activities that share similar constructs. Previous 

researchers claim that the construct of spoken language consists of linguistic features from 

three main subgroups: phonological, lexico-grammatical, and discourse (Bygate, 2009: 

Kormos, 2006). Texting and speaking share lexico-grammatical and discourse features, and 

according to the speaking rubric for the International English Language Testing System 

(IELTS) and Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL), lexico-grammatical features 

are described as vocabulary, grammar, and syntactic variation; and discourse features include 

coherence, pausing, stress, topic development and pragmatic structures (Byagte, 2009: 

IELTS, 2022; Iimura & Takanami, 2016; TOEFL, 2022). Although the idea of constructs is 

evolving due to the idea that language is part of a social context, the lexico-grammar and 

discourse feature plays a crucial role in conveying the message of these two modes. This 

research seeks to identify how practice in different modes affects these constructs.  

The distinction between the two modes lies in the way the information is organized. 

In written language, complete sentences are formed to organize and express thoughts. In a 

speech, smaller groups of words in clauses or phrases can convey a single thought (Brown & 

Lee, 2015). Although texting is a form of written language, it has been found that sentences 

in texting are shorter than in traditional writing (Jonsson, 2016). Since texting is an 

instantaneous exchange, it is likely that sentences will be shorter. Single words can act as a 

response, as found in the spoken exchange. Another clear difference between the two modes 
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relates to prosody. Since texting is a written exchange, there are no prosodic features. 

However, in English, stress and rhythm convey subtle messages when speaking (Fraundorf & 

Watson, 2011). Intonation patterns can also be used to express information for criticism and 

praise, and pauses are used to convey and emphasize ideas. The absence of prosody in texts 

illustrates another uniqueness of direct exchange in the written mode.    

This study investigates how the different constructs in the two modes affect 

subsequent speaking performance. For example, in texting, the grouping of words and the 

prosodic features found in speaking are lacking.  However, texting may support the 

production process given its inherent features, such as the presence of visual text. Face-to-

face may also be advantageous as the subsequent test is conducted in speech, not in written 

form. This research will investigate how the two modes differ in the learner’s speech which 

follows practice.      

1.4. Purpose and Objectives of the Study  

As texting is now a dominant communication method, investigating the methodology 

and the effect of this communication medium on foreign language learning will benefit both 

teachers and learners. Additionally, it may create and expand opportunities to practice and 

further develop understanding of the target language. The question, however, is whether 

texting is an effective medium for improving speaking. Thus, this research investigates the 

differences and impact of texting and face-to-face learning in English as a Foreign Language 

(EFL) context.    

This research also discusses the uniqueness and significance of using texts in language 

learning compared to face-to-face learning. Texting can assist students in solving the 

problems they encounter in face-to-face learning and practicing their existing knowledge 

outside the physical classroom. Further, it provides an additional avenue for learners to 

practice within the online virtual world, allowing for global interaction with different people. 

Inherent features of texting may aid language learning as it offers visual text. In addition, it 

has the potential to draw attention to linguistic aspects and gaps in the target language and its 

production (Blake, 2000; Hayati et al., 2013; Zhang et al., 2011).   

This study investigates whether speaking can be improved by texting in an EFL 

environment in Japan. It is expected that the theoretical and pedagogical implications will 

contribute to research on second language acquisition (SLA) and teaching in EFL 

environments.  

1.5. Summary 

Methods of communication have evolved due to technological advancement. 

Consequently, texting is now a widely used form of communication. This research 

investigates texting as one of the synchronous computer-mediated-communication (SCMC) 

tools for foreign language learning compared to face-to-face teaching. The difference lies in 
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the availability of visual text, time, location constraints, and non-verbal aspects of 

communication. Previous research has not shown how speech is processed during immediate 

texting exchanges. Payne and Whitney (2002) claimed that texting has one less stage than the 

model of oral language production presented by Levelt (1989) for L1. In writing texts, there 

are no articulatory and auditory inputs, which could be helpful for learners with lower 

phonological abilities. Their findings suggest that texting could be a helpful communication 

tool to support many learners in an educational setting.  

Furthermore, the absence of prosodic features in written exchanges may affect speech 

production. Therefore, the purpose of this study is to investigate how the use of texts differs 

from the practice of face-to-face speaking in language acquisition. Finally, examining the 

effects of this medium of communication may provide learners and teachers with additional 

ways to compensate for or replace face-to-face language instruction.  

Chapter 2 reviews previous studies on texting and foreign language learning and 

explores its potential to impact speaking performance. 
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CHAPTER 2 FOREIGN LANGUAGE LEARNING AND TEXTING 

Many researchers have been interested in incorporating Computer-Mediated 

Communication (CMC) in foreign language learning. Studies on the use of texting in 

language learning concerning linguistic competence and patterns in interactions and discourse 

markers are well-represented (Abe & Roever, 2019; Blake, 2000; Hayati et al., 2013; Smith, 

2003; Zhang et al., 2011). For instance, Hayati et al. (2013) focused on texting for vocabulary 

learning. Abe and Roever (2019) established sequential structures and interactional practices 

similar to spoken interaction by adopting the conversational analysis method.  

Several studies have highlighted the spontaneity of texting exchanges and therefore 

suggested that texting could be used as a substitute for spoken language in the language-

learning process (Abe & Roever, 2019; Blake, 2000; Hayati et al., 2013). However, there are 

also studies that classify texting as a pure exchange of written text and find no effect on 

speaking (Abrams, 2003; Beauvois, 1997). These studies limit their effects to specific 

domains (Ziegler, 2018). In this section, we review previous research on the potential of 

texting for second language acquisition, its linguistic features, and how texting behaviors 

support language acquisition in contrast to face-to-face learning.  

2.1. Synchronous Communication in Texting and Second Language Acquisition 

Research has shown that inherent features of texting facilitate language learning 

(Blake, 2000; Payne & Whitney, 2002; Ziegler, 2016). As a form of synchronous 

communication, texting provides opportunities for instant and comprehensible interaction, 

which has significant consequences for SLA (Second Language Acquisition)  (Blake, 2000; 

Kitade, 2000; Long, 1981; Swain & Lapkin, 1995). Ziegler (2016) states that the use of 

technology for language learning is beneficial as it offers not only interactional features but 

also “additional opportunities to notice target language features” (p.142), such as text-based 

visual saliency, additional time for interactions, and it is less intimidating than face-to-face 

interactions. All of which could positively impact individual engagement.   

Language learning through face-to-face and computer-mediated interactions has been 

studied and provides opportunities to test students’ language knowledge and solve language 

problems that are critical for L2 development (Long, 2015; González-Lloret, 2022). The 

challenge of learning through face-to-face interactions is that learners need to notice the gap 

between the interlanguage and the target language. In comparison, the use of texts and written 

exchanges focus on language production and thus helps learners notice their errors (Kitade, 

2000; Lai & Zhao, 2006).  The early research suggests that the saliency of text brings 

enhanced noticing to their own language errors compared to face-to-face conversation (Lai & 

Zhao, 2006).  

Another advantage of texting is that it encourages learners to take additional time to 

process information when producing messages in ongoing interactions. Lai and Zhao (2006) 
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claimed that this might reduce learners’ cognitive burden so they can use their attention to 

monitor and evaluate their linguistic production.  

In addition, texting could encourage greater student participation because it is not as 

intimidating compared to face-to-face communication. For example, there is less social 

pressure, more time to respond (González-Lloret & Ortega, 2014). Students who are afraid of 

speaking face-to-face may therefore find it easier to engage in a virtual world.   

2.1.1. Linguistic Features of Texting 

Despite the wide range of research on texting, there are different opinions on whether 

texting exchanges are spoken language or written language and on how it impacts these 

modes. Recent research on corpus comparisons has examined the properties of texting by 

comparing them to speech and writing corpora. Based on Biber’s (1988) multidimensional 

approach, Jonsson (2016) has shown that texting has a similar distribution of linguistic 

features as speech. To this end, L2 text types (genres), including writing, conversation 

samples, emails from an electronic company, and Internet relay chats, were analyzed for 67 

linguistic features. Jonsson successfully analyzed different text types by utilizing the method 

provided by Biber (1988). By comparing with a balanced set of corpora, Jonson based the 

findings on the variation feature of mode among different text types. Table 1 describes the 

results of the salient linguistic features that appear in 1,000 words among the different modes;  

texting (SCMC, SSCMC), speaking (Speech), e-mails (ACMC), and writing (Jonsson, 2016: 

p.150). Accordingly, the SCMC and SSCMC are more similar to speech distribution than 

writing. In sum, Jonsson (2016) concluded that the language used in texting could be 

regarded as the most oral-like form of writing. Thus, Jonsson (2016) has named texting 

“conversational writing” (Jonsson, 2016).  

Table 1 

Frequencies per 1,000 words for the Most Salient Linguistic Features 

 
(Jonsson, 2016: p.150) 

An analysis of the language used in texting suggests that a greater part of the language 

is a standard form, and the message is semantically understandable (Kemp & Bushnell, 
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2011). Shortis (2007) and Carrington (2004) claim that the spelling in texting is only in 

“squeeze-text” form, which captures the principle and is capable of predicting and 

recognizing from the standard language. Research on letter and number homophones, 

contractions, and emoticons shows that these elements are used less frequently. Further, 

texting is distinctly unique in its use of abbreviations and nonstandard forms of words. This 

includes features such as letter and number homophones (4 for “for” and u for “you”), 

contractions (text for txt), and nonconventional spelling by substituting parts of words, for 

example, “gr8”, “4”, “sum1” (Lyddy et al., 2014; Thurlow & Brown, 2003). Although one 

might assume that this unique form of writing may harm academic skills, research shows no 

significant difference between the traditional literacy skills of spelling and reading, and 

texting (Kemp & Bushnell, 2011). In addition, it shows that the majority of text language is 

in standard form (Thurlow & Brown, 2003). 

McSweeney (2017) confirms that students who send more English texting have higher 

academic skills. Thus, it has been proven that texting does not harm learning. Rather, it leads 

to higher English literacy scores. Other research with American undergraduates found that 

texting and literacy ability is related to the style of texting or textese, such as the omission of 

letters or accent stylization, rather than the use of texting itself. Ouellette and Michaud (2016) 

found that the use of textese in personal messages has declined and that there is little 

relationship between texting and literacy skills. They found that most participants used 

QWERTY keyboards and some form of autocorrect or predictive technology that did not 

negatively impact the literacy domain. In addition, they claim that spontaneous 

communication in texting is similar to spoken language in the form of visual text, and it does 

not hinder academic learning.   

2.2. Self-Repairs in Face-to-Face and Texting  

Self-repairs are how speakers direct their attention during language production 

(Segalowitz, 2010; Zuniga & Simard, 2019), and it has been of much interest to many 

researchers. Self-repair behavior provides information on how language has been processed 

and acquired (Kormos, 2006; Levelt, 1989). Although there are similarities in the production 

process of texting and face-to-face speaking (Payne & Whitney, 2002), self-repairs are 

demonstrated differently in how attention is brought to linguistic elements (Smith, 2008; 

Sauro & Smith, 2010). In speaking, for example, the information disappears from one 

moment to the next, while in texting, a certain time passes before the message is transmitted 

and the visual text is presented. 

Face-to-face production consists of multiple processes and requires the allocation of 

attention at a rapid pace (Levelt, 1989). For language learners, processing information rapidly 

for communication can sometimes lead to difficulties, errors are often overlooked, or 

breakdowns can occur. Self-repairs in face-to-face speech may occur before or after the 

articulation phase in the speech production phase (Payne & Whitney, 2002). It requires 
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instant processing to detect errors, retrieve linguistic information, and then make corrections 

while also processing information for what to say next. Self-repairs in face-to-face 

communication may be articulated, but they can also be covert (Kormos, 2006). For example, 

when speaking, acts of hesitation, false starts, and pauses can manifest as self-repairs, while 

covert repairs are difficult to observe as they are carried out mentally (Zuniga and Simard, 

2019).  Both overt and covert repairs are conducted under multiple parallel processes that 

may burden the cognitive load, especially for novice language learners.   

In contrast, self-repair in texting is perceived as less burdensome because there is one 

less stage of articulation in the speech process than in speaking. In addition, visual 

highlighting in texting is beneficial for detecting errors (Smith, 2008). Smith (2008) 

conducted a study of self-repairs and documented all self-repairs, including those that were 

not sent and did not appear in texting logs. He found a significant number of self-repairs in 

texting behaviors and that those repairs acted to correct or rephrase a message before it was 

sent. Therefore, Smith (2008) found that self-repairs in texting are overt, and although Smith 

(2008) failed to find statistical significance, self-repairs in texting are reported to impact 

grammatical-related problems and vocabulary.  

Sauro and Smith (2010) have further explored self-repair in texting. Their research 

was conducted using a video-enhanced chat script which enabled them to capture all behavior 

during texting. The logs were analyzed, including the three categories: plain text with no 

evidence of self-repair, deleted text, and text after repair (post-deleted text). They found that 

texts that contained evidence of repair had higher scores on linguistic complexity and lexical 

diversity than plain text with no evidence of self-repair. In their study with learners of 

German using a jigsaw task, the post-deleted text measure scored higher on syntactic 

complexity, grammatical accuracy in relation to gender, and lexical diversity compared to the 

plain text or deleted text. The results suggest that the language learners in this study created 

more complex and sophisticated language through their self-repair behavior when texting. In 

addition, they found evidence of self-repair in the language production process when texting, 

which allowed learners to monitor their production as they typed by revising linguistic 

aspects and repairing what they saw on the screen.  

Textual saliency is an advantage for L2 learning and has been reported in several 

other studies (Lee, 2021; Lee & Révész, 2020). In a study using textual captions for news 

clips, Lee & Révész (2020) explained that increased salience enhanced by textual captions 

allowed learners to reflect and apply their declarative knowledge. Lee & Révész (2020) stated 

that “the learners were able to automatize their explicit knowledge throughout the task” and 

found textual captions to be effective in drawing attention to the target grammatical form. 

Repair in the text has a similar benefit. The visual text allows learners to use moment-to-

moment online planning time to carefully produce and monitor language use (Sauro & Smith, 
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2010). It follows that the visual effects of texting are beneficial to second language 

acquisition.  

2.3. Empirical Research on the Use of Texting for Vocabulary Learning 

Previous research on self-repairs and texting found that texting is an effective medium 

for catching errors, using tasks that require the retrieval of existing linguistic knowledge, 

such as a jigsaw task chosen to induce information exchange (Smith, 2008; Sauro & Smith, 

2010). Moreover, previous research has also addressed learning multiword expressions 

(MWEs) online through the saliency of texting and other affordances such as audio and 

videos offered in the computer-assisted learning environment.  

MWEs, also known as multiword sequences, formulaic sequences, or lexical phrases, 

are the collection of single words that are stored as single units (Wood, 2010) or a 

“continuous or discontinuous string of meaningful elements commonly interpreted together 

as a single unit, in some cases allowing modifications of specific elements” (Christiansen & 

Arnon, 2017, p.544). Recently, MWEs have gained attention for vocabulary acquisition as 

they play an important role in language acquisition and process (Boers et al., 2014; 

Christiansen & Arnon, 2017; Lewis, 2009; Towell et al., 1996). Studies show that MWEs are 

processed faster than individual words because they are treated as a bundle (Erman, 2007), 

thus affecting fluency development (Towell et al., 1996). However, as MWEs are often 

composed of familiar words, L2 learners skip the short words and may not recognize them as 

units (Carrol & Conklin, 2020). In addition, MWEs are not frequently repeated in a short text, 

which L2 learners find difficult and time costly (Boers et al., 2014; Lewis, 2009; Towell et 

al., 1996).  

The learning of MWEs has been explored in an online setting to ease the difficulty of 

acquisition (Boers et al., 2014; Cucchiarini et al., 2020; Stengers et al., 2016). In a series of 

studies, Boers et al. (2014) presented MWEs with picture cards to link the meaning and word 

unit to MWE’s meaning retention and linguistic form. However, the results concluded that 

using picture cards for learning the MWE was insufficient to retrieve the form, leading to 

further investigation of the form by Stenger et al. (2016). Stenger et al. (2016) found that 

typing practice of  MWEs drew attention to linguistic forms. The cloze test revealed that 

typing is a valid practice for learning new MWEs with no difference in recall compared to the 

mean-oriented task. Recently, Cucchiarini et al. (2020) conducted a study on idiom learning 

using texting and investigated the effect of repetition. In their study, German students 

learning Dutch practiced idioms twice for one group and 12 times for another using the 

Computer Assisted Language Learning (CALL) program with different types of exercise, 

including practice through typing. The results of the cloze test showed that even for the group 

that practiced twice, using the CALL program with typing exercise facilitated the acquisition 

of certain types of idioms. The input of the new idioms was through reading or listening, but 

the results imply that it did not affect the cloze test results. The findings from this study 
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indicated no difference in the type of input, reading or listening, to the learning of idioms. 

Attention to the orthographic form of the idioms can be possible without verbal sounds. 

However, the study is limited as results vary depending on the type of idiom. The opaque 

phrases showed lower scores. Nevertheless, this demonstrates that online practice that 

included typing supports idiom learning, as some words require less repetition than others. 

Studies have shown that the meaning and form of the new vocabulary could be learned in the 

texting environment.   

2.4. Limitations of Previous Research and the Current Research 

Previous research has found two important pieces of evidence on how behavior in 

texting can facilitate SLA, self-repairs, and typing. Self-repairs are present while texting 

(Smith, 2008), and it is beneficial in improving syntactic complexity, grammar, and lexical 

diversity. For instance, Sauro and Smith (2010) noted that seeing text on the screen allowed 

learners to detect and modify errors. Practice through typing has also been found to be 

effective in learning new words, such as MWEs (Cucchiarini et al.,2020). The post-test gap 

score revealed learning new MWEs is possible without orally practicing them. This suggests 

that new items can be learned through texting.  

However, there are limitations to the research that has been conducted. Task selection 

deserves further attention (Lin, 2014;Sauro & Smith, 2010) because some tasks require 

specific knowledge or language to perform, which affects language production. If a research 

task is too complex, it may hinder language production and affect the study of texting for 

language learning. The current study attempts to fill this gap by further investigating the 

effects of texting on task types and conditions.  

So far, texting has been shown to be a valid medium for SLA. As the corpus study of 

spoken, written, and texted data has shown, the linguistic features of texting are similar to 

speaking (Jonsson, 2016). It could be hypothesized that texting practice affects speaking. 

However, there is currently no evidence to support this hypothesis, and further research on 

the relationship between text use and speaking practice is needed. The present study aims to 

fill this gap by investigating whether language practice via texting affects syntactic 

complexity, grammar, and lexical diversity of speaking performance under specific task types 

and conditions. It will also investigate how self-repairs in texting affect speaking 

performance. In addition, this research will clarify whether learning new terms via texting 

can be used in speaking tasks.  

2.5. Summary 

A review of studies of texting in foreign language learning has revealed important 

implications for SLA. The inherent property of synchronous interaction through written texts 

allows learners to expand their metalinguistic knowledge and modify their output in real-
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time. Therefore, identifying the gap between linguistic output and the target language is 

crucial in L2 learning.  

Self-repair emphasizes a language user’s linguistic elements and directs their attention 

to errors. Self-repair in texting impacts linguistic complexity and lexical diversity (Sauro & 

Smith, 2010). Additionally, studies show that texting is beneficial for learning new linguistic 

items such as MWEs (Boers et al., 2014; Stengers et al., 2016; Cucchiarini et al., 2020). 

Jonsson (2016) found positive results on the linguistic similarity of texts to speech. However, 

no study has found a relationship between texting and its effect on subsequent speaking 

performance. Therefore, this study investigates the effects of texts on SLA through careful 

task implementation (Lin, 2014; Sauro & Smith, 2010). The next chapter will evaluate the 

variables that influence the learning process in face-to-face task-based learning. This 

assessment will provide suggestions for task-based learning with texting.  
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CHAPTER 3 TASK-BASED LANGUAGE TEACHING  

Tasks play an important role in pedagogy, as they target and enhance the development 

of appropriate L2 processes and outcomes. Tasks are “holistic activities” (Samuda & Bygate, 

2008, p. 7) that incorporate the knowledge used in context. They can also be applied to 

texting, a communication tool widely used today. It has been pointed out that using it alone 

will not lead to successful communication activity for second language learning, as texting is 

merely a medium (Blake,2000; Carr, 2020). However, through engaging in tasks, learners 

will practice the language in an authentic context, and the inherent features of the computer 

medium may allow for highlighting language aspects that can affect the process and outcome 

of learning via texting.  

Many studies have examined the use of face-to-face tasks in learning (Long, 2016; 

Moore, 2018; Samuda & Bygate, 2008) and found that the implementation conditions that 

apply to texting tasks are important. In other words, the design and implementation of 

language tasks need to be carefully considered for face-to-face or texting tasks. This chapter 

discusses these issues by first defining task-based language instruction. It then examines 

variables that have been researched in face-to-face task practice that affect language 

performance, such as task type, task repetition, time pressure, and familiarity. Reliable 

assessment measures are also considered to understand the effect of texting through task-

based learning. 

3.1. Definition of Task-Based Language Teaching 

Task-Based Language Teaching (TBLT) is an approach to language teaching research 

that emanated from communicative language teaching in the mid to late 1980s. It has been 

adopted widely in language classrooms to elicit practical use of the target language (Long, 

2016; Moore, 2018; Samuda & Bygate, 2008). TBLT’s definition has been widely used to 

describe simple activities and curriculum development (Long, 2015). Moreover, the term 

“task” also has various definitions. Moore (2018), drawing on previous research, defines a 

task as having five features: 1) there is a work plan; 2) a language-based focus on meaning; 

3) a reflection of real-world language use; 4) the promotion of language development; 5) it 

has a communicative outcome. In assignments, the learner is presented with a work plan that 

includes instructions, procedures, and assessments. It requires communication to solve 

authentic problems, such as activities with information gaps. An important characteristic of 

tasks is that they require meaningful outcomes or goals. The difference between a task and an 

activity is that tasks involve an end product of information, a key feature of language 

development (Samuda & Bygate, 2008).  
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3.2. Features of Task and Implementation  

Extensive research on TBLT has revealed that tasks may require several conditions to 

succeed. Skehan (2014) suggested a framework that illustrates task application’s direct 

feature in actual teaching situations. The framework has two phases; one deals with features 

of the task itself, such as task types and difficulty. The second point is the condition and 

performance of the task. Skehan lists the conditions for performing face-to-face tasks (these 

conditions also apply to text tasks): Repetition, timing and planning, and familiarity with the 

content. These conditions outline the “preparedness” of a task which may directly affect 

language production regardless of the mode (Skehan, 2014).  

3.3. Task Type  

Task type is a term related to different cognitive loads that execute a particular task on 

discourse features or linguistic function (Foster & Skehan, 1996). Foster and Skehan (1996) 

conducted a study with three types of tasks (interviews, narration, and decision-making) and 

found that strategic planning affects performance by trading off performance areas among 

language complexity, accuracy, and fluency (Foster & Skehan, 1996). Trade-off effects are 

likely to occur in many parts of language production as learners might have difficulty 

bringing attention to various aspects of the language simultaneously (Foster & Skehan, 1996; 

Rahimpour & Safarie, 2011). The trade-off effect is based on theories of information 

processing (Anderson, 2005) and limited processing capacity. When language users are faced 

with high task demands, they selectively allocate their limited attentional resources to some 

parts of the task, thereby neglecting other parts. The nature of the task and other factors, such 

as task implementation conditions, for example, repetition, time, familiarity with the task, and 

individual learning style, influence performance (Hu, 2018; Skehan, 2014).  

The condition of task type on language production has been explored widely in face-

to-face studies (Egusa & Yokoyama, 2004; Foster & Skehan, 1996; Hu, 2018). Studies report 

that a task with a clear structure will likely promote fluency and accuracy (Hu, 2018), while 

tasks requiring more attention to language form or the need for cohesiveness may impact 

certain grammatical forms or syntactic complexity (Hu, 2018). In early research, Foster and 

Skehan’s (1996) study found that among personal, narrative, and decision-making tasks that 

discriminate between cognitive load, the personal interview task positively affects fluency 

and accuracy at the expense of complexity. In contrast, narrative and decision tasks tend to 

promote accuracy and complexity at the expense of fluency. That is, narrative and decision-

making tasks are more concerned with argumentation and justification and sequential or 

conceptual structure to accomplish the task than with the construction of ideas. 

In a study comprising English as a Foreign Language (EFL) students, Egusa and 

Yokoyama (2004) found that an information gap task-induced fluency while decision-making 

tasks enabled students to produce accurate and complex language. Accuracy improved with 
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the task with more cognitive load. They believe that the trade-off effect is not as pronounced 

for EFL learners as it is for English as a Second Language (ESL) learners because of their 

limited exposure to the language. Even if learners attempted to correct their errors, those 

corrections might not be correct. Thus, although there are subtle differences in outcomes 

between EFL and ESL learners, this demonstrates the trade-off effect between task types and 

their impact on language production.   

There is a considerable body of research examining language production under 

different task types on SCMC (Blake, 2000; Smith, 2003; Yilmaz & Granena, 2010). 

However, it is not yet known whether there is a trade-off effect in task performance on 

SCMC. Previously, Blake (2000) performed three types of tasks (jigsaw, information gap, 

and decision-making) via texting. The study found that while a jigsaw task elicited a lot of 

negotiation, there was no evidence that other task types were unsuccessful. Language-related 

episodes (LREs) indicate opportunities for language learning. Yilmaz and Granena (2010) 

compared the number of LREs in the jigsaw and dictogloss tasks per texting. They found that 

between jigsaw and dictogloss tasks, the latter had more opportunities for LREs. In addition, 

they stated that the LREs were qualitatively different between jigsaw and dictogloss tasks and 

reached a solution in the latter. In addition, Yilmaz and Granena (2010) claimed that 

comparing this research result to others is problematic as the number of LREs may not 

directly reflect the performance among different task types. Task conditions and individual 

learner factors may have impacted the results.   

Thus, the task-type studies on SCMC are inconclusive. In other words, how tasks 

impact language in texting is unclear.  

3.4. Repetition   

The impact of repetition has been widely researched in face-to-face learning 

(Ahmadian & Tavakoli, 2014; Fukuta, 2016; Gass et al., 1999), and according to Segalowitz 

and Segalowitz (1993), there are two ways in which practice may benefit performance. One is 

the facilitatory effect, which involves speeding up the processes of executing a given task. 

After the first attempt, learners can focus more on linguistic form than content in the 

following review task. Another effect is that it becomes easier to convert declarative 

knowledge into procedural knowledge, which is useful for automation. Kormos (1999) notes 

that in L2, learners need more time to retrieve linguistic knowledge and to load the 

conceptualizing and formulating processes of the language production model. Since texting 

provides additional time, practice can thus reduce this load and provide cognitive space for 

conceptualizing and formulating a process for qualitative information exchange. Anderson 

(2005) claims that repetition leads to automatic processing that can close the gap between L1 

and L2 learners (Bot, 1992).  
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There are two types of task repetition: (1) using the same tasks (content repetition) 

and (2) repeating the same procedure with different content (procedural repetition). The 

results differ between the types of repetition. However, the findings of previous studies 

suggest that repetition of the same task plays a facilitative role in accurate oral development 

(Fukuta, 2016: Hawkes, 2012) and fluent oral production (Bei, 2012; Bozorgian and Kanani, 

2017; Lynch & Maclean, 2000; Kim & Tracy-Ventura, 2013). Hawkes (2012) conducted a 

study with Japanese junior high school students and found more error correction in repeated 

tasks than in the initial tasks. Bozorgian and Kanani (2017) studied the effects of task 

repetition on the accuracy and fluency of speaking of intermediate EFL learners. Their study 

indicated that learners in the experimental group that completed the listening recall task 

repetition outperformed the learners in the control group in the post-test on speaking. 

Bozorgian and Kanani (2017) investigated the effect of task repetition between the pre and 

post-test speaking tests with students from Iran who used story retelling as an intervention. 

They found that participants’ accuracy and fluency improved. In a study using cartoon video 

clips, Bei (2012) confirmed that repetition affects accuracy and fluency.  

However, the study by Jong and Tillman (2018) found that immediate task repetition 

resulted in reusing words, thus impacting only fluency. Without a clear objective, the benefit 

of repetition may be limited to fluency.  

Further research has been conducted to explore the effect of multiple task conditions 

and their effect on performance. For example, Ahmadian and Tavakoli (2010) explored the 

repetition effect of video narration tasks under two conditions (repetition and online 

planning) on face-to-face learning. They found that this improved accuracy, complexity, and 

fluency with greater effect than in single-condition groups. They explained that the additional 

time spent on careful online planning and task repetition provided learners with additional 

cognitive space to rely on their rule-based system during the conceptualization and formation 

phases of the speech production process. It also allowed students to test their new linguistic 

knowledge simultaneously. These results provide important information for understanding 

online planning time in writing texts. Since online planning is associated with text writing, 

text writing may predict positive outcomes. Through the effect of task repetition, texting is 

expected to improve several performance domains.  

Some researchers point to the negative effects of repetition, such as limited 

performance effects (Boers, 2014; Thai & Boers, 2016) and a decline in motivation in some 

individuals (Qui & Lo, 2016). Using the 4/3/2 activity, in which language learners repeated a 

task under increasing time pressure, Thai and Boers (2016) found that many errors were 

repeated across iterations and that accuracy was not observed. Their results suggest that time 

pressure has a greater impact on accuracy than repetitions do. The same result was found in 

another study by Boers (2014), compromising accuracy over fluency. This suggests that 

consistent time for task implementation may be more prudent for improving accuracy (Boers, 
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2014). The disadvantages of repetition are also mentioned in Qiu and Lo’s (2017) study on 

speaking with EFL learners. While some learners felt more relaxed and confident with 

repeated tasks, others felt less motivated and showed a decrease in self-repair. For some, 

repeating the same task can be boring, causing learners to lose interest. However, overall, 

task repetition is effective in improving speaking performance in face-to-face learning. The 

effects of task repetition on texting have not yet been reported. The current study aims to 

investigate this condition.  

 

3.5. Time Constraint  

Planning has attracted researchers’ attention (Ellis, 2005; Foster & Skehan, 1996; 

Housen & Kuiken, 2009) as it is necessary for language production, especially second 

language production when the production process is difficult (Ellis, 2005). Planning is 

distinguished by the time at which it occurs, before, during, and by the repetition of the task. 

According to Ellis (2005), planning emphasizes linguistic form, whether planning occurs 

before the task (pre-task planning), during the task (online planning), or by performing a 

similar task before the main task (rehearsal). A recent study has shown that different types of 

planning affect specific performance domains in face-to-face studies.  

3.5.1. Pre-Task Planning 

Across studies, pre-task planning has been reported as having little impact on 

accuracy (Mehrang & Rahimpour, 2010; Rahimpour & Safarie, 2011; Ortega, 2005). A study 

on EFL intermediate learners found that pre-planning a narrative speaking task using cartoon 

strips did not affect accuracy and fluency but increased complexity (Mehrang & Rahimpour, 

2010). Mehrang and Rahimpour (2010) discussed that learners “choose to focus on meaning 

and plan what they want to say rather than planning grammatical forms” when they are given 

time to plan before a task. Similar results were also obtained for the effect of pre-task 

planning on writing. Rahimpour and Safarie (2011) conducted a study with EFL college 

students on descriptive writing. The group that engaged in pre-task planning had better results 

in terms of fluency or the number of T-units per text. However, there was no effect on 

sentence complexity or accuracy in writing. They stated that pre-task planning might impact 

the content and facilitate organization, which only affects learners’ writing clarity. While pre-

planning affects fluency, it is not easy to generalize the results as studies were conducted 

under various timed conditions. The common finding can be concluded that pre-planning 

does not positively affect accuracy for speaking and writing.   

3.5.2. Online Planning 

Online planning allows language users more time to check their speech for 

grammatical accuracy. It also allows learners to look up appropriate lexical items, thus 
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improving the accuracy of speaking tasks in face-to-face studies. (Ahmadian & Tavakoli, 

2014; Saeedi, 2020; Wang, 2014). In Wang’s (2014) study, online planning time allowed 

learners to monitor their language production using video annotation. This improved 

accuracy and complexity. A study by Ahmadian and Tavakoli (2014) confirmed these 

findings. They performed a narration task with silent videos with two groups and found that 

the group with online planning had better accuracy and complexity, but fluency was 

impaired. They found that careful online planning gave room to speakers’ limited attentional 

capacities and enabled them to formulate accurate and complex speech structures (Ahmadian 

& Tavakoli, 2014).  

Additionally, self-repairs are reported to increase under online planning conditions 

(Ahmadian & Tavakoli, 2014; Saeedi, 2020). Saeedi (2020) found that online planning 

correlates with cases of repairs to accuracy. Saeedi (2020) states that additional online time 

allows learners to reach their explicit L2 knowledge, emphasize language production, and 

facilitate accuracy through self-repairs. This finding corroborates Ahmadian & Tavakoli’s 

(2014) results. Their study found more error-type repairs in the online planning group than 

appropriate repairs or different repairs (which focus on error correction concerning language 

use sophistication).  

In summary, the types of planning affect performance differently. For example, while 

accuracy was not affected under pre-task planning conditions, it was affected by online 

planning conditions (Ahmadian & Tavakoli, 2014; Saeedi, 2020; Wang, 2014). Online 

planning also affected complexity (Ahmadian & Tavakoli, 2014; Wang, 2014). Thus, for the 

face-to-face learning condition, additional time spent on tasks affects accuracy and 

complexity.   

3.6. Task Familiarity  

Task familiarity is a condition that impacts learners’ performance by affecting the 

accessibility or organization of ideas based on prior experience (Nazemi & Rezvani, 2019; 

Wolters & Taylor, 2012). For example, Nazemi and Rezvani (2019) claimed that participants 

working on a familiar task produce more words, can handle more elaborate tasks in a shorter 

time, and make fewer errors than an unfamiliar task. This is because a less familiar task 

requires more attention to its structure.  

The problem with task familiarity, however, is that it is difficult to assess the validity 

of a particular task. The familiarity elements of a task may include its number of abstract and 

concrete features. According to Skehan (2014), these task features are complex and are 

influenced by the context of the particular task. In addition, Ahmadian et al. (2015) found that 

task features differ depending on factors such as proficiency level, participant age, and 

cultural knowledge, which makes it difficult to determine the difficulty of a task. To address 

this issue, this study conducts a pilot study to assess the familiarity and difficulty of a task. 
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3.7. Measuring Task Performance  

Recent assessments of task performance in TBLT use a cognitive approach by 

referring to three dimensions of mastery and the main stages of L2 acquisition. These 

dimensions include 1) internalization of new L2 items (complexity), 2) modification of L2 

knowledge (accuracy), and 3) consolidation and proceduralization of L2 knowledge (fluency) 

(Housen et al., 2012; Norris & Ortega, 2009; Skehan, 1998). For example, Housen et al. 

(2012) explained that a new L2 target object is internalized due to complexity as knowledge 

is developed. It is then modified for more sophisticated and accurate language, eventually 

aiming to consolidate the L2 knowledge into fluency for higher performance. However, 

researchers mentioned that “language learning does not progress linearly” (Ellis, 2005), and 

these three measures have appeared throughout L2 studies to measure language performance 

(Foster & Skehan, 1996; Norris & Ortega, 2009; Yuan & Ellis, 2003).  

This study aims to identify whether texting impacts speaking performance, and this 

section discusses how the three dimensions (complexity, accuracy, fluency) can be applied to 

assess its aim.   

3.7.1. Syntactic Complexity 

A wide range of measurement scales has been adapted to measure syntactic 

complexities. For example, the average number of words per clause (mean length of clause 

[MLC]), T-units, and AS-units (Foster et al., 2000; Norris & Ortega, 2009; Hunt, 1965). 

However, each measure has limitations that must be carefully considered before adoption; for 

instance, the validity of how the measure corresponds to what it is intended to measure. 

Further, there is an ongoing debate on whether these measures capture modification at all 

levels, including task content, proficiency, and language mode, either for writing or speaking, 

and the accuracy of scores (Foster et al., 2000; Ortega, 2005).  

In this study, the IPSyn score (Scarborough, 1990) is used to measure complexity 

because it is automated and accurate. Although the IPSyn score was developed to measure 

child language development, it also captures spoken data in the early stages of language 

acquisition. This automated measure, widely used to measure children’s syntactic 

development, provides information on syntactic forms and grammatical emergence. 

Language data are analyzed for 56 syntactic structures within four subscales: noun phrases, 

verb phrases, question/negation, and sentence structure. Each sentence receives zero to two 

points according to emergence. Altenberg, Roberts, and Scarborough (2018) claim that while 

the score does not reflect mastery of the language, the automatic score can be processed 

accurately and provides information about sentence structure and grammar.  
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3.7.2. Accuracy 

The accuracy of a second language performance may refer to how it deviates from a 

rule (Wolfe-Quintero et al., 1998) or is interpreted as adequacy and acceptability. The present 

study follows this standard, and accuracy is examined by two evaluators. First, inter-

reliability is calculated to highlight discrepancies. Then, all items are discussed to reach a 

consensus.    

Recent research claims that repairs account for fluency (Lambert et al., 2017; Suzuki 

& Kormos, 2019; Tavakoli & Skehan, 2005). However, repairs can also be an indicator of 

accuracy as they may directly affect accuracy. In other words, repairs are measures that affect 

accuracy. Further, repairs have been operationalized as repetition or corrections made by the 

speaker (e.g., Saito et al., 2019). It is widely understood that L2 speaking follows similar 

stages as the L1 model (Kormos, 1999; Hartsuiker & Kolk, 2001). The difference being L2 

speakers may require more processing capacity and time, which might make it difficult to 

notice errors or monitor their output (Gilabert, 2007). Despite this difference, repairs indicate 

errors noticed by speakers and allow for the possibility of correcting them, which may 

directly affect accuracy.  

3.7.3. Fluency 

Fluency is defined as ease, eloquence, smooth, and native-like speech (Chambers, 

1997). Unlike other dimensions of performance which rely on linguistic knowledge and 

repertoires, fluency is performed in real-time (Chambers, 1997: Lennon, 1990). There has 

been much debate about its constructs and identifying reliable ways to measure them 

(Lennon, 1990; Segalowitz, 2010). Recent research has found that the construct of 

comprehensibility is strongly related to articulation rate, the mean number of words produced 

in phonation time (Suzuki & Kormos, 2019). This study encourages comprehensible 

interaction through tasks and adopts the articulation rate to measure fluency improvement.  

Speed is another indicator of fluency. Speech rate refers to the number of words 

spoken in a given time. Speed can refer to all stages of speech production. Towell et al. 

(1996) noted that observed progress in speech rate reflects how linguistic knowledge is 

stored. A change in speed can be interpreted as a shift in knowledge from declarative to 

procedural. The mode may affect the production procedure; therefore, speech rate is also used 

in this study to measure fluency.  

3.8. Summary 

Task-Based Language Teaching (TBLT) has garnered great attention as it promotes 

language development. Although many TBLT studies are conducted face-to-face, this chapter 

provided insights for learning via texting. Learning through tasks enables language learning 

in context and promotes second language acquisition. Recent research has shown that task 
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characteristics and implementation conditions such as task types, time pressure, planning, 

task repetition, and familiarity influence language performance (Skehan, 2014). Functional 

demands on language can vary by task, and these differences affect different domains of 

language performance. In addition, differences in planning conditions also affect learner 

performance. Accuracy was affected in all studies only when the conditions included online 

planning. This finding predicts positive results for texting because they inherently allow for 

online planning. Task repetition and familiarity improve language performance by 

compensating for the lack of knowledge from the initial task experience and providing 

additional processing space for language elements.   

Another important issue of TBLT is how performance is measured. Based on previous 

L2 acquisition research, complexity, accuracy, and fluency measures are adopted to indicate 

task performance (Housen et al., 2012; Norris & Ortega, 2009; Skehan, 1998).  

The next chapter will state this study’s research questions and make predictions about 

texting on speaking performance.
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CHAPTER 4 RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESIS 

The traditional pedagogical approach to developing a particular performance, such as 

speaking, is based on the assumption that practicing speaking will improve speaking ability. 

A study by Payne and Whitney (2002) suggests that synchronous exchanges via texting can 

also indirectly improve L2 speaking. However, there are no studies along the same lines, nor 

are there any studies that address how texting might affect subsequent speaking performance. 

Since the texting mechanism has not been sufficiently researched and fully understood, this 

chapter poses the research question and hypothesizes about the effects of texting on speaking 

in L2.  

4.1. Research Questions 

This research investigates the effect of texting on speaking in L2 learning by 

investigating it under different task conditions. Skehan (2014) mentioned that task 

implementation conditions, such as task types, time repetition, time pressure, and task 

familiarity, affect language performance. This research also examines the influence of task 

variables using texting on speaking performance.  

Texting has similar linguistic aspects to spoken language (Jonsson, 2016), and texting 

follows a similar production process to speech (Payne & Whitney, 2002). In addition, 

research has shown the presence of covert repair during texting, which displays evidence for 

syntactic complexity, grammatical accuracy, and lexical diversity of language (Sauro & 

Smith, 2010; Smith, 2008). Despite this evidence, there has been no research on how these 

repairs in texting affect subsequent speech performance. The present study aims to fill this 

gap. 

Previous studies examined the effects of texting on speaking and writing (Abrams, 

2003; Beauvois, 1998; Payne & Whitney, 2002) and vocabulary acquisition, such as multi-

word expressions (Littlemore & Eyckmans, 2008; Cucchiarini et al., 2020; Stengers et al., 

2016). While there have been attempts to explore texting for language learning, the findings 

have been mixed. The differences in these results emphasize the variables of task 

implementation that this current research seeks to pursue. In addition, a detailed analysis of 

syntactic complexity, grammar, fluency, complexity, accuracy, and fluency (Norris & Ortega, 

2009; Housen et al., 2012; Skehan, 1998) will lead to a better understanding of the effects of 

texting on speaking.  

Additionally, exploring the validity of learning new content is essential. Based on 

previous studies (Littlemore & Eyckmans, 2008; Cucchiarini et al., 2020; Stengers et al., 

2016), this research explores lexical phrase acquisition through repetition practice and using 

tasks. As mentioned in Chapter 2.3, learning lexical phrases is not easy, as they carry less 

literal meaning. Consequently, language learners are often confused with the combination of 

the words such as “look at” or “look for.” The current research investigates how texting 
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supports learning new lexical phrases and how non-articulated language learning affects 

speaking.  

The following research questions are addressed: 

RQ 1) How does task repetition in task-based language learning via texting affect 

post-speaking tests on lexical use, grammar, and syntactic complexity? 

RQ 2) How does time pressure in task-based language learning via texting affect post-

speaking tests on lexical use, grammar, and syntactic complexity? 

RQ 3) Is there a difference between learning new lexical phrases via texting and face-

to-face learning?  

4.2. The Hypothesis of the Language Production Process   

 Texting is believed to ease the language production process as texting allows more 

time for interaction, and the interactions are visually salient. In addition, texting features 

allow users to monitor and edit their errors, which is considered beneficial for SLA. 

Accordingly, this study hypothesizes that learning with texting can influence subsequent 

speech performance. Speaking is considered a complex task for language learners, in which 

many phases of speech production are not automated. Since speech behavior consists of 

several concurrent processes, it becomes difficult to retrieve accurate linguistic information 

and monitor production (Levelt, 1989). Furthermore, Levelt (1989) explains that language 

learners notice errors depending on the context and that the level of error detection is 

unstable. Therefore, it is believed that the use of texts can mitigate speech production 

difficulties in speaking through the inherent features it possesses for communication. 

Recent research found self-repairs in texting that are not apparent in the texting logs, 

found in computer transcripts (Smith, 2008) but contribute to language production. Sauro and 

Smith (2010) discovered that covert repairs in texting exhibit syntactic complexity, 

grammatical accuracy, and lexical diversity. Current research predicts that this behavior will 

affect subsequent speaking performance. Because task conditions affect speech production, 

the current study considers each variable and its influence on speaking.  

4.3. Task Implementation 

This section hypothesizes the effect of task implementation based on Sauro and 

Smith’s (2010) findings on syntactic complexity, grammar, and lexical use.  

4.3.1. Hypothesis on the Condition of Task Repetition 

The rationale for task repetition is that it reuses certain words and grammatical 

structures or uses more advanced linguistic elements, making future recall faster and less 

effortful (Jong & Tillman, 2018; Kim & Tracy-Ventura, 2013). In addition, prior experience 
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automates some retrieval processes by drawing more attention to the message or formulating 

new messages (Jong & Tillman, 2018).  

Previous research found that task repetition impacts accuracy and fluency (Fukuta, 

2016; Hawkes, 2012; Bei, 2012; Bozorgian & Kanani, 2017; Lynch & Maclean, 2000; Kim 

& Tracy-Ventura, 2013). Therefore, texting is hypothesized to resemble the result of face-to-

face practice and improves accuracy and fluency.    

4.3.2. Hypothesis on the Condition of Time 

The time condition has been discussed under two types, pre-task planning and online 

planning. Online planning has been reported to affect the accuracy and complexity of face-to-

face studies. For example, in a repair study, online planning was found to increase error 

repairs more than appropriate or different repairs, showing attention to accuracy (Ahmadian 

& Tavakoli, 2014). Since online planning is a feature of texting, it is reasonable to assume 

that texting leads to the same results and affects the accuracy and complexity of subsequent 

speech performance.  

4.3.3. Hypothesis on Learning Lexical Phrases 

Previous studies show that using the task is expected to elicit target language 

acquisition, and multiword expressions were successfully acquired (Chapter 2.3). This study 

hypothesizes that engagement in tasks via texting facilitates lexical phrase learning based on 

previous studies. Although texting is an exchange in written form, speech production follows 

the same process as face-to-face learning (Payne & Whitney, 2002). However, the absence of 

the articulation phase in texting may be a disadvantage for the subsequent speaking task. 

Since articulation is not practiced during texting, the new words may not be used in the 

subsequent speaking task. Nevertheless, under the same conditions as face-to-face learning, 

texting practice can improve overall speaking performance as more time and visual text is 

available for planning online, which may benefit performance (Ahmadian & Tavakoli, 2010).   

4.4. Summary 

When speaking in a second language, the high demands of parallel processing, 

working memory constraints, and online planning limitations make oral tasks more 

challenging, especially in the earlier stages of language learning (Anderson, 2005; Levelt, 

1989). This study investigates how texting can solve this problem and support the 

developmental process. In addition, this study posed three research questions based on 

previous research on self-repair in texting (Sauro & Smith, 2014).  

RQ 1) How does task repetition of task-based language learning via texting affect 

post-speaking tests on lexical use, grammar, and syntactic complexity?  

RQ 2) How does the time pressure of task-based language learning via texting affect 

post-speaking tests on lexical use, grammar, and syntactic complexity?  
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RQ 3) Is there a difference between learning lexical phrases via texting and face-to-

face learning? 

This study uses the speaking language production model (Levelt, 1989; Payne & 

Whitney, 2002) and previous research on TBLT. Subsequently, this study predicts that 

learning L2 through texting will affect accuracy and complexity through the inherent features 

of texting, namely visual salience and slow exchange. The language process will be analyzed 

based on the findings that texting repairs affect syntactic complexity, grammar, and lexical 

usage. In addition, the use of tasks is expected to support language acquisition regardless of 

modality.   
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CHAPTER 5 PILOT STUDY  1: SELECTING THE TASK TYPE 

Previous studies on texting have provided positive evidence for language learning 

(Abrams, 2003; Payne & Whitney, 2002). For example, Sauro and Smith (2010) found that 

texting repair behavior has important consequences for foreign language acquisition. Since 

texting has been found to share similar characteristics with speaking (Jonsson, 2016), the 

study of how texting affects speaking has great potential. The literature on TBLT also 

suggests that the approach to language learning is maximized when there is a context or 

purpose in the language task. The current study uses the TBLT approach to investigate how 

texting affects speaking performance.  

TBLT includes several factors that influence language learning. According to Lin 

(2014), variables such as task type have a crucial influence on language production. Before 

examining the task condition of texting in conjunction with other variables (task repetition 

and time pressure) in more detail, this chapter discusses and selects a task type that can be 

used in texting and face-to-face interactions between learners at levels A1-B2 of the Common 

European Framework of Reference (CEFR). The chapter reports on a pilot study to select the 

most appropriate task type for subsequent studies.   

5.1. Aims and Scope 

To further investigate the effect of texting on speaking, eliminating the influence of 

task type is crucial. This pilot study explored the language production of different task types 

and selected the type that provides equal opportunity for the participants to finish the task. 

The selected task is required for minimum disparities among the participants, as the 

research’s goal is to investigate the effect of the texting intervention. Therefore, a detailed 

language outcome analysis of the different task types used in both modes is compared.  

The pilot study explored the following questions in texting and face-to-face modes: 

(1) What vocabulary differences are found for CEFR A1-B1 learners in each task type, that 

is, interview, narration, and decision-making?  

(2) In which task type does prior lexical knowledge necessary for CEFR A1-B1 learners? 

 The three task types were selected based on Foster and Skehan (1996), according to 

which the three tasks have different structures that affect cognitive load. The interview tasks 

involve sharing personal experiences, the narrative task involves describing an event in the 

correct order, and the decision-making task requires finding solutions to a problem. It is 

assumed that the differences in task types affect the allocation of attention, which in turn 

affects speech production. The current study investigates the use of vocabulary among these 

task types for CEFR A1-B1 learners. As novice language learners have a limited lexical 

repertoire, measuring lexical items may indicate completing the task. Additionally, this pilot 

study aims to choose a task type that does not require specific vocabulary knowledge to 

complete the task. If the task type required specific lexical knowledge, it would be difficult to 
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determine the effect of the intervention. To compare task type with vocabulary, this pilot 

study analyzes total word count, word error rate, lexical diversity, and vocabulary level. 

The study was conducted in both texting and face-to-face modes to identify factors 

that may affect one mode over the other.  

5.1.1. Participants 

Participants in the pilot study were 104 students from two faculties and two 

departments at a college in Japan. The study was conducted from April to December 2014. 

The ratio of female to male participants was 3 to 1. All participants were non-native English 

speakers, and the study was conducted in the context of an English course taught by the 

researcher. The goal of the course was to improve communication skills and integrate all four 

skills. All instructions were given in both English and Japanese. Students were informed of 

the purpose of this study, which had no direct impact on their grades. Informed consent was 

obtained before the study began (Appendix 1). Participants’ language proficiency ranged 

from 80 to 166 (N = 142; M = 130.66; SD = 15.83) according to the institutional Test of 

English for International Communication (TOEIC) Bridge Program. This was estimated as 

A1-B1 level on the CEFR. 

Participants were randomly paired and divided into groups so that each group of 

students participated in both face-to-face and online texting tasks. To avoid the possibility of 

cheating, participants did not sit next to each other. One group worked on the face-to-face 

task first, while the other group worked on the texting task. Thereafter, they switched task 

modes. To avoid mode order and task types affecting results, each group followed the task 

order shown below in Table 2. For example, when the first task was a face-to-face interview 

task, the second task was either a texting narration task or a texting decision-making task. 
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Table 2 

Order of Tasks for Each Group 
 First Task  Second Task 

group Mode Task Type 
number 

of pairs 
 Mode Task Type 

number 

of pairs 

1 F2F Interview 11  Texting Narration 5 

     Texting 
Decision-

Making 
6 

        
2 F2F Narration 11  Texting Interview 5 

     Texting 
Decision-

Making 
6 

        

3 F2F 
Decision-

Making 
8  Texting Interview 4 

     Texting Narration 4         
4 Texting Interview 8  F2F Narration 3 

     F2F 
Decision-

Making 
5 

        
5 Texting Narration 8  F2F Interview 4 

     F2F 
Decision-

Making 
4 

        

6 Texting 
Decision-

Making 
6  F2F Interview 3 

     F2F Narration 3 

Note. F2F = face-to-face 

 

The face-to-face tasks were conducted after a one-minute preparation period, while 

the texting group had no task planning guidance or stipulations. The study took place in the 

computer lab with CaLabo🄬EX installed, and participants used the same type of computer. 

The researcher was able to control the computers remotely if needed and was able to monitor 

the screens and listen to the participants’ exchanges from their seats. In the face-to-face 

group, each student had a headset, and all exchanges were recorded. The groups performed 

each task at their own pace and without time constraints. They were asked to speak only 

English, and their discussions were recorded and transcribed for analysis.  

For the texting tasks, an open-source Common Gateway Interface package 

(http://www.phpfreechat.net/) was used (Figure 1), and participants were assigned to 

different chat rooms so that only designated pairs could join. The texting application allowed 

only text-based exchanges, and videos, avatars, and audio were not available. In addition, 

features and applications such as spell check, autocorrect, and translation were blocked to 

ensure language practice.  
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Figure 1 Online Chatrooms for the Texting Group 

 

5.1.2. Task Types 

The types of tasks used were based on those defined by Foster and Skehan (1996), 

and the content of each task was modified to match the language proficiency and familiarity 

of the students. In the interview task, students were asked to conduct an interview in which 

they explored the advantages and disadvantages of using computers and the Internet. Each 

student took turns asking and answering questions. In the storytelling task, students were 

given clips from a cartoon and asked to retell the story of the part they were given. In the end, 

the students completed the cartoon strip together, which represented the whole story. While 

one student told their part of the story, their partner had to sketch the scene (see Appendix 2 

for an example). The decision-making task required partners to decide whom they would save 

in the event of a fire and in what order they would save them. As in Foster and Skehan’s 

(1996) study, the three tasks in the present study were hypothesized to reflect different levels 

of attention and to influence the familiarity and predictability of the problem. It is 

hypothesized that less familiar and predictable tasks will increase cognitive load and impair 

language performance (Foster & Skehan, 1996). 

5.1.3. Data Analysis 

All data resulting from student performance on the tasks were collected and used for 

analysis. The face-to-face conversations were transcribed, and the texting transcripts were 

retrieved from the server in texting mode. The face-to-face transcripts were first transcribed 

by a person with experience in L2 instruction. Then, the researcher checked the transcription 

for errors. Finally, analysis was conducted using the transcription of both modes. Only 

English words were counted in the text transcripts; symbols, emoticons, and L1 words were 
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marked. Spelling errors were corrected, and messages generated by the software were 

deleted.  

Vocabulary. Vocabulary errors were first checked for gaps in accuracy. The errors 

comprised word misuse, unidentifiable words, repetition, the use of L1 words, unnecessary 

words, and lack of words. Fillers were counted if they filled in any missing words. The 

vocabulary error rate is a percentage of all the errors by the total number of words. The total 

number of words includes all the words produced for completing each task. Grammatical 

errors were not included in the vocabulary errors. To ensure the reliability of the error rate 

analysis, the obtained data were analyzed by another evaluator. First, 20% of the data was 

rated for errors by the researcher. Then, the second evaluator (who has a master’s degree in 

teaching foreign languages) assessed the same data. The agreement between the two raters 

was r = .87. The discrepancies were discussed and solved. Accordingly, the rest of the data 

were analyzed by the initial evaluator. The vocabulary error rate was calculated by dividing 

the total number of errors by the number of words and converting them into percentages.   

Before analyzing lexical diversity, filler words, repetitions, self-repairs, and L1 usage 

were extracted. The Measurement of Textual Lexical Diversity (MTLD) was adapted to 

measure lexical diversity (McCarthy & Jarvis, 2010). To calculate MTLD, the text was first 

divided into sequences with the same type-token ratio (TTR; set to 0.72). The average length 

of the sequences was then calculated based on the TTR sets. The higher the MTLD value, the 

more diverse the vocabulary used.  

Vocabulary level was measured to compare the complexity of vocabulary that 

participants used in the tasks. A lexical analysis was performed using the AntWord profiler 

program (Anthony, 2014) and Range for Text v.5 (Heatley et al., 2020). The words used in 

the tasks were then compared with the word lists from The New JACET (The Japan 

Association of College English Teachers) List of 8,000 Basic Words (2016). These word lists 

consisted of 8,000 words and were created based on the frequency of words appearing in 

British National Corpus and the Corpus of Contemporary American English. English 

textbook-authored entrance exams and proficiency tests in Japan were also used. 

Statistical Analysis. The current study was conducted in a natural classroom with a 

limited sample size. For some measures, the data contained outliers. Therefore, a non-

parametric test was considered. To compare results between groups, the Kruskal-Wallis test 

was chosen, and the Mann-Whitney U test with adjusted Bonferroni analysis was applied for 

the post hoc test. Independent variables were the interview, narrative, and decision-making 

tasks, and dependent variables were the linguistic scores from face-to-face and texting modes. 
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R statistical software was used for the calculations. The letter “n” represents the number of 

pairs. 

5.2. Results and Discussion 

5.2.1. The Total Number of Words Produced 

The Kruskal-Wallis test was applied to find the differences in the total number of 

words among the mode and task types. Table 3 illustrates the descriptive statistics of each 

group. Statistical difference was found among the groups to reject that the total number of 

words is the same among the groups (χ2 = 58.15, df = 5.00, p = .00, r = .66). The Mann-

Whitney U test was conducted to test pairwise comparison. For the face-to-face group, there 

was no difference  (p > .05) among the three task types (interview- narration: Z = 1.81,          

r = .32, p = 1.00; narration- decision-making Z = 0.74, r = .13, p = 1.00; interview- 

decision-making Z = 0.51, r = .09, p = 1.00). For the texting group, the interview task was 

significantly different from the decision-making task (Z = 3.17, r = .54, p = .02) and 

narration task (Z = 3.74, r = .64, p = .00). The results for the texting group showed that 

interview task produced fewer words compared to other texting tasks. The increased number 

of words for narration and decision-making tasks compared to the interview task may reveal 

that more vocabulary was necessary to carry out the task.  

  Table 3 showed that the standard deviation score was lower in the interview task than 

in the decision-making task in both face-to-face (Interview: SD = 20.70; Decision-making: 

SD = 26.58) and texting mode (Interview: SD =  17.00; Narration: SD = 39.41; Decision-

making: SD = 46.81) (Figure 2). The standard deviation results may imply that some learners 

had difficulty producing words and engaging in decision-making tasks in both modes.  
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Table 3 

Total Number of Words Used for Pilot Study 1 

Mode Task Type n M Mdn SD 

F2F Interview 18 54.61 52.5 20.70 

F2F Narration 14 42.71 41.5 14.95 

F2F Decision-Making 17 51.12 49 26.58 

Texting Interview 17 78.71 74 17.00 

Texting Narration 18 120.94 115 39.41 

Texting Decision-Making 18 124.67 123.5 46.81 

Note. F2F = face-to-face 

Figure 2 Histogram for the Total Number of Words Produced for Each Task Type 

 

Note. F2F = face-to-face, DM= Decision-Making, Error bar indicates standard deviation.  

5.2.2. Vocabulary Error Rate 

The Kruskal-Wallis test result showed the score for vocabulary error rate is not the 

same among the six groups (χ2 = 44.09, df = 5.00, p = .00, r = .56). For the face-to-face 

group, there was no difference (p > .05) among the task types (interview- narration Z = 0.36,            

r = .06, p = 1.00; narration- decision-making Z = 1.81, r = .33, p = 1.00; interview- 

decision-making Z = 2.66, r = .45, p = .12). For the texting groups, statistical difference was 

found that narration task was significantly higher to interview task (Z = 3.41, r = .58,  

p = .01) and decision-making task (Z =3.37, r = .57, p = .01). Narration task in texting 

scored the highest vocabulary error mean (n = 17, M = 11.70, Mdn = 11.70, SD = 2.43) in the 

texting group.  

 For the standard deviation score, the error rate was the smallest for the interview task 

face-to-face (Interview: SD = 3.39; Narration: SD =5.23; Decision-making: SD = 5.55). The 

texting mode also showed similar results in terms of the standard deviation, with the 
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interview task scoring lower than the decision-making task (Interview: SD = 3.17; Decision-

making: SD = 3.61) (Table 4, Figure 3). 

  The result of the word error rate score and the standard deviation mean score implies 

that more participants struggled in the narration and decision-making task compared to the 

interview task. The significant difference in the error rate for texting showed that the 

narrative task produced more errors, suggesting that participants may have found it difficult 

to complete the task. 

Table 4 

Descriptive Statistics for Word Error Rate for Pilot Study 1 

Mode Task Type n M Mdn SD 

F2F Interview 18 14.96 14.55 3.39 

F2F Narration 14 14.69 14.61 5.23 

F2F Decision-Making 17 11.13 11.31 5.55 

Texting Interview 17 7.94 7.36 3.17 

Texting Narration 17 11.70 11.70 2.43 

Texting Decision-Making 18 7.50 7.72 3.61 

Note. F2F = face-to-face; n = the number of pairs  

  

Figure 3 Histogram for Word Error Rate for Each Task Type 

 

Note. F2F = face-to-face, DM = Decision-Making, Error bar indicates standard deviation.  
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5.2.3. Lexical Diversity 

Lexical diversity results are represented in the MTLD score. The Kruskal- Wallis test 

result found to reject that MTLD scores are the same among the six groups (χ2 = 29.32,        

df =  5.00, p = .00, r = .42). There was no difference (p > .05) among the task types in face-

to-face mode (interview- narration Z = 0.08, r = .01, p = 1.00; narration- decision-making  

Z = 0.91, r = .16, p = 1.00; interview- decision-making Z = 1.06, r = .18, p = 1.00). 

However, for the texting groups, a significant difference was found between the interview 

and decision-making task (Z =4.39, r = .74, p = .00). The result shows diverse words were 

necessary to complete the decision-making task (n = 18, M = 34.94, Mdn = 33.65,               

SD = 7.39). The scores’ differences may be due to the variety of vocabulary elicited by the 

task. A decision-making task requires giving a situation to solve a problem. Thus, the related 

vocabulary for solving the problem is necessary for discussion. Therefore, it can be assumed 

that various words were necessary to complete the decision-making task for both groups.   

 The standard deviation also showed differences in scores (Table 5), suggesting that 

some participants had a lower score than others who may have had difficulty finding the right 

words. The lack of prior knowledge of the vocabulary for a particular task may have 

influenced the results. The standard deviation was lowest for the interview task for both 

modes (interview task F2F: SD = 6.95; interview task texting: SD = 4.28) (Figure 4). 

Possibly, the interview task was more successful for larger participants. 

 Table 5 

Descriptive Statistics for Lexical Diversity for Pilot Study 1 

Mode Task Type n M Mdn SD 

F2F Interview 18 23.01 20.87 6.95 

F2F Narration 14 23.47 21.23 7.78 

F2F 
Decision-

Making 

17 27.66 27.12 15.69 

Texting Interview 17 24.00 23.04 4.28 

Texting Narration 17 32.38 31.06 13.15 

Texting 
Decision-

Making 

18 34.94 33.65 7.39 

Note. F2F = face-to-face 
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Figure 4 Histogram of Lexical Diversity for Each Task Type 

 

Note. F2F= face-to-face, DM= Decision-Making, score = MTLD score. Error bar indicates standard 

deviation.  

5.2.4. Level of Vocabulary  

Further vocabulary analysis was conducted to find out any differences in vocabulary 

level usage among the task types. Table 6 shows the percentage of words used in each level 

of the New JACET List of 8,000 Basic Words (2016). Base Level 1,000 is a list that includes 

the 1,000 most frequently used words in the English language. Base Level 2,000 includes the 

second 1,000 most frequently used words. Word level percentages were calculated for the 

first 1,000 words and words beyond base level 2,000 (Table 10). Proper nouns and first-

language vocabulary were not included in any base-level lists. 

As shown in Figure 5 and Figure 6, the levels of vocabulary used in the three tasks 

followed the same pattern. These results seem reasonable given that the student’s proficiency 

levels were equal across the groups in the two modes and three tasks. The result indicates that 

the narration task produced higher-level words in both the face-to-face and texting modes. 

This may be because the task involved narrating a comic-strip scene, which required 

employing words from the 2,000-8,000 Base Levels. Some examples of the words in the 

2,000-8,000 Base Levels lists include “messenger,” “dash,” and “stripes.” 

The results for the vocabulary level show that it would be difficult to continue the task 

if the participants did not have access to 2,000-8,000 level words. A higher percentage of 

Base level 2,000- 8,000 words in narration tasks compared to other task types could indicate 

greater difficulty.  

There is still concern regarding the decision-making task in which the percentage of 

base level 2,000 to 8,000 words was the highest after the narration task. In conjunction with 
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the standard deviation results from linguistic diversity, it could imply a disparity among the 

participants in completing the decision-making task as it may require a certain vocabulary as 

a prerequisite to completing this task as well as the narration task.    

Table 6 

Word Level Percentages for Each Task Type 

  

F2F Texting 

Interview Narration 
Decision-

Making 
Interview  Narration 

Decision-

Making 

Base level 

1000 
80.85 64.91 77.41 83.39 67.00 79.95 

Base level 

2000-8000 
2.86 7.66 4.56 2.71 9.36 5.64 

Words not 

on the list 
16.28 27.43 18.03 13.9 23.64 14.41 

Note. F2F = face-to-face 

 

Figure 5 Percentages of Base Level 1,000 Words 

 

Note. F2F = face-to-face 
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Figure 6 Percentages of Base Levels 2,000-8,000 Words 

 

 
Note. F2F = face-to-face 

 

5.3. Conclusions: Task Type Selection  

The purpose of this pilot study was to answer the two proposed research questions and 

to select a task type for subsequent main studies. To answer the first research question on 

vocabulary use between task types, statistical analysis showed differences between task types 

in total word count, lexical error rate, and lexical diversity, indicating that the interview task 

is different from the narrative and decision tasks. A stepwise comparison in the texting group 

showed that the narrative and decision-making tasks had higher total word count scores. In 

addition, the lexical error rate was significantly higher in the narrative task than in the other 

two tasks in texting, and lexical diversity was higher in the decision-making task than in the 

interview task in both modes. In terms of standard deviations of lexical diversity, the 

narrative and decision-making tasks had higher values, indicating inequalities between 

participants. The result indicated that narration and decision-making tasks might have been 

challenging in terms of vocabulary for the participant’s level.  

Further analysis of participants’ word-level usage revealed that the narration task 

required an advanced vocabulary. Referring to the previous studies, linguistics constraints 

may result in low performance (Crowther et al., 2015; Derwing et al., 2004), and CEFR A1-

B1 learners may have difficulty completing the task.   

The second research question, namely, what type of task requiring prior knowledge 

has the least impact on performance, was critical to the selection of the interview task. The 

interview task allows CEFR A1-B1 students to complete tasks without requiring a specific 

vocabulary level or other language skills. In addition, the interview task was found to have 

lower variance in vocabulary error rates and linguistic variety scores; therefore, this task type 

provides learners of both modes with equal opportunity.  
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Regarding selecting the task for the main study, the interview task may best suit the 

purpose considering the difficulty and because it requires minimum prior linguistic 

knowledge to complete the task. In addition, in terms of familiarity, the interview task is 

commonly used in the language classroom, and learners do not need higher cognitive skills to 

complete it. Thus, it is fair to learners who have not engaged with unfamiliar English 

communication tasks such as narration or decision-making. Accordingly, the interview task 

may be suitable for CEFR A1-B1 learners. 

That being said, the interview task requires careful attention to the degree of freedom 

it allows in vocabulary, sentence structure, and content (Hu, 2018). Compared to narration or 

decision-making tasks, less structured tasks allow for greater freedom, leading to disparities 

in information among individuals.   

5.4. Summary 

As far as we know, no previous study has examined the influence of task type on 

texting. Therefore, the aim of this study was to compare speech production between task 

types in face-to-face and texting and to select the task type to be used in the main studies. In 

addition, two research questions were pursued: The first examined the differences in 

vocabulary that participants showed in each task type. The second was to identify the task 

type that was least influenced by the prior knowledge of CEFR A1-B1 learners.  

The research presented in this chapter examined the effect of the task type (interview, 

narration, and decision-making tasks) on participants’ performance in the face-to-face and 

texting modes.1 The 104 participants were divided into 6 groups and engaged in both face-to-

face and texting tasks. The responses were analyzed for vocabulary use (total number of 

words, vocabulary error rate, lexical diversity, level of vocabulary). By comparing the results, 

the interview task was chosen to fit the purpose best as the standard deviation score showed 

lower disparities among the participants on the analyzed measures. In addition, higher-level 

(Base Levels 2,000-8,000) vocabulary words such as “messenger,” “dash,” and “stripes” was 

necessary to complete the narration task, which may not have matched the proficiency level 

of all the participants. Furthermore, the narrative and decision-making tasks also require 

reasoning and language skills that may have overwhelmed students, as these skills correspond 

to a higher CEFR level. An analysis of vocabulary revealed that the interview task relied least 

on prior knowledge. Therefore, it was selected as the task type for the main studies.  

 

 
1 The linguistic analysis has been modified from the researcher’s previous study to 

investigate the research questions of the pilot study (Takase, 2014).  
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CHAPTER 6 STUDY 1: TASK REPETITION CONDITION 

The pilot study described in the previous chapter suggests that task type affects 

language production, and the interview task was confirmed to be the best fit for the 

proficiency level of CEFR A1-B1 learners. Thus, it has been adopted for the main studies. 

The first main study, Study 1, explores the condition of task repetition, one of the variables 

that affect performance in task-based learning (Skehan, 2014). This study compares the 

speaking performance under the same task repetition condition in both face-to-face and 

texting modes to identify the effect of texting on speaking.  

The research presented in Chapter 6 aims to answer the following research question  

RQ (1) How does task repetition in task-based language learning via texting affect tests of 

syntactic complexity, grammar, and lexical usage after speaking (Sauro & Smith, 2010)? 

6.1. Method 

6.1.1. Participants 

Study 1 involved 32 first-year students attending an English communication class; the 

study formed part of the class’s content. The students were told about the purpose of this 

research and that the results do not reflect their grades. All students were non-native English 

speakers studying at a prefectural university in Japan. The instructions for this study were 

conducted both in English and Japanese. The participants’ language proficiency TOEIC IP 

scores ranged from 170 to 440 (M = 348.79, SD = 71.25, N = 33), placing them at the A1 to 

A2 beginners’ level in the CEFR. 

6.1.2. Task type 

Based on the findings from the pilot study, the interview task was adopted. This task 

type matched the knowledge of the participants. In addition, the participants had already 

worked on interview tasks in other class assignments, so they were familiar with conducting 

interviews in their L2.   

6.1.3. Procedure 

The students took part in an English communication class from October to November 

2017, integrating the four skills. Two groups were formed: a face-to-face group (the control 

group) and a texting group (the experimental group) from two classes taught by the same 

instructor. Before the intervention, both groups participated in a pre-test interview task. Then, 

they recorded a one-minute speech on what they did over the summer using the recording 

software in the university’s computer-assisted language learning (CALL) lab, where 

CaLabo🄬EX is installed. All the students were using headsets that had microphones for 

recording. Thereafter, another one-minute speech was recorded as a post-test after the 

intervention tasks.  
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In the intervention interview task, students were grouped into pairs and asked their 

partners what they did during summer vacation. The task was repeated three times with 

different partners. Students were also asked to switch roles to ensure that each student both 

asked and answered questions. Although the number of repetitions of a task for optimal 

efficiency varies across studies (as research objectives differ), a recent study on task 

repetition suggests three to four repetitions per set (Lambert et al., 2017). In addition, popular 

activities for improving speaking fluency, such as the 4/3/2 technique, use three repetitions 

(Boers, 2014; Jong & Tillman, 2018; Lambert et al., 2017); therefore, in the present study, 

participants were asked to repeat the task three times. 

Additionally, different partners were paired each time to “preserve task integrity” 

(Lambert et al., 2017, p.31). Task repetition may cause boredom and fatigue (Bygate, 1996); 

thus, working with different partners facilitates different interpretations of the task. In the 

face-to-face group, learners selected their new partners after each round. Whereas with the 

texting group, the teacher assigned a different partner per round.  

Learners in the face-to-face group recorded each interview round using the same 

recording software used for the pre-tests and post-tests. The texting group used the chat 

function in CaLabo🄬EX. Only the texting feature was used for the task. The participants were 

familiar with the chat function in the CALL lab because they had used it in other class 

activities. The computers in the CALL lab could be controlled and monitored from the 

instructor’s console. Spell check, auto-correct, and translation were turned-off, and learners 

could not search web pages. In such a case, a warning was sent to both the teacher and the 

user. Learners were instructed to use English only. After the post-test, all learners were asked 

to report to the teacher what they had learned from each other.  

6.1.4. Data Analysis 

The sound files for the pre- and post-tests were collected and transcribed for analysis. 

The transcription was first transcribed by a competent English speaker. It was then reviewed 

by the researcher for missing information. Only the data set that included full participation in 

all tasks was used; therefore, data from 32 participants were ultimately analyzed. In addition, 

the transcribed data and the texting transcripts were checked for spelling and all computer-

generated messages were deleted.  

For statistical analysis, because the research was conducted in a natural classroom 

setting with a small sample size, the non-parametric test was conducted. Paired Wilcoxon 

signed-rank test was applied between the paired pre-and post-test results. Statistical analysis 

software R and statistical power G*Power 3 software (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 

2007) were used for calculation. The effect size is referred to as small, r = .10;  medium,  

r = .30; and large, r = .50 (Mizumoto & Takeuchi, 2011).  

Vocabulary. Vocabulary was analyzed in terms of lexical diversity and error rate. 

Vocabulary measurements followed the same procedures as in Pilot Study 1. The MTLD was 
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used to measure lexical diversity. To investigate linguistic accuracy, the errors were analyzed 

in detail by counting the errors for both the content words and the function words. The lexical 

error rate for content words was calculated by dividing the total number of errors for content 

words by the total number of content words and then converting them to percentages. The 

lexical error rate for function words was also calculated using the same procedure as for 

function word errors. For further analysis, the error types for content words and function 

words were categorized. The errors were manually reviewed by two raters who have 

experience in teaching English as a foreign language and have conducted research in this 

area. The second evaluator scored 20% of the data from each group. The agreement between 

the two evaluators was r = 0.84. Errors that included incorrect word choice, unidentifiable 

words, repetition, use of L1, and missing words for both content and function words were 

counted as one error. Filler words that filled in missing words were also counted as errors. 

Grammatical errors such as incorrect plural forms and tense problems were not counted as 

lexical errors. After the discrepancies were resolved, the first rater independently coded the 

remaining data. Vocabulary errors for both content and function words were then manually 

grouped according to the error type determined by the researcher. Error type labeling was 

checked on 20% of the data by an experienced native English speaker. The agreement was 

95%. The discrepancies were discussed and changed. Then the researcher labeled the rest of 

the data, and the error types were counted manually.  

Grammar. Grammatical correctness was assessed by analyzing participants’ use of 

the past tense, as the task topic required participants to talk about what they did during their 

summer vacation. A Stanford Parts-Of-Speech tagger (Toutanova et al., 2003) was used to 

detect verbs in the data, and the past tense error rate was calculated by dividing the number 

of past tense errors by the total number of verbs and then converting them to percentages. 

Past tense errors were analyzed by two evaluators. Only verbs that contained errors in the 

past tense were counted. First, the researcher checked the errors. Then, 20 percent of the 

data from each group was checked by the second evaluator, the same person who checked 

the lexical errors. The agreement was r =.98. After all discrepancies were reviewed and 

discussed, the first evaluator counted the grammatical errors for the rest of the data.  

Syntactic Complexity. The IPSyn (Scarborough, 1990) score measures syntactic 

complexity by reviewing instances of noun phrases, verb phrases, questions, negation, and 

sentence structures. Each receives a maximum of two points per utterance.  It is 

recommended that the IPSyn score be used between 50 to 100 per utterance; thus, the 

randomly selected utterances were added and compared for analysis. To compare the score 

within groups, the baseline utterance was set to 43, the least number of utterances formed in a 

single group, including Studies 2 and 3 in this research. Then, random speech data from each 

participant were collected based on stratified sampling. Repeated words, self-repair words, 

fillers, and the use of L1 were eliminated before the analysis. Finally, the IPSyn score was 
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calculated using Computerized Language ANalysis (CLAN) (MacWhinney, 2000). Table 7 

shows the number of utterances per group and the ratio of utterances analyzed. 

 

Table 7  

Utterances Analyzed per Group for the IPSyn Score (Study 1) 

    n Mdn SD 

Total Number 

of Utterances 

per Group 

Ratio of 

utterances 

analyzed 

(%) 

F2F Pre 14 5.00 1.56 70 61.43 

F2F Post 14 5.64 1.84 79 54.43 

Texting Pre 18 5.00 1.80 90 47.78 

Texting Post 18 5.83 2.73 105 40.95 

Note. F2F = face-to-face 

 

Fluency. Fluency is a construct that encompasses several dimensions. Articulation 

rate and speech rate are used to measure fluency. Speech rate is a value that reflects the total 

number of words produced in one minute. Articulation rate, on the other hand, is measured by 

the number of words articulated in an utterance. Because speech often occurs in chunks of 

words, Suzuki and Kormos (2019) found that articulation rate best predicts comprehensibility 

among various linguistic dimensions. Since this study uses the interview task between two 

people, articulation rate is also used to measure speech comprehensibility. The articulation 

rate is calculated as the number of mean words by phonation time. Phonation time refers to 

the time between one pause to the next. The pauses are set to -25 (dB) (De Jong & Bosker, 

2013; 2018; Saito et al., 2019). Praat (Boersma & Weenink, 2019) was used to measure 

pauses. For this analysis, words that contain repetition, repairs, fillers, and L1 words are 

deleted.  

6.2. Results 

6.2.1. Lexical Diversity and Lexical Error Rate 

Table 8 presents the descriptive statistics for the lexical diversity and error rate of the 

content and function words produced in the pre-tests, post-tests, and paired t-test results. The 

paired Wilcoxon signed rank test showed no difference in pre and post-test results on lexical 

diversity for both modes (p > .05). The error rate for both content and function words 

improved for the texting group on pre- and post-tests (Figure 7, Figure 8). The statistical 

power obtained was higher than .80, indicating strong significance (content word error rate:     

power = 0.97; function word error rate power = 0.82). For the face-to-face group, the results 
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showed no significance on lexical error rate for both content and function words (p > .05), 

and mean and median scores gained a higher error rate on the post-test (Table 8). 
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Table 8 

Results of Lexical Diversity and Lexical Error Rate for Study 1 
                

   Pre-Test  Post-Test  Pretest-Posttest comparison   

  Mode n M Mdn SD n M Mdn SD  p Z r  Power (1-β) 

Lexical Diversity 
F2F 14 27.24 24.86 10.63 14 29.61 27.83 9.82  0.46 0.73 0.14  0.14 

Texting 18 29.27 25.54 13.69 18 27.28 22.29 13.07  0.50 0.68 0.11  0.10 

                

Content Word Error 

Rate 

F2F 14 12.82 10.00 7.71 14 17.63 14.32 17.34  0.43 0.80 0.15  0.27 

Texting 18 10.66 7.18 12.08 18 3.22 0.00 4.78  0.01 2.61 0.44 ** 0.97 

                

Function Word 

Error Rate 

F2F 14 12.97 12.25 9.84 14 16.53 15.04 7.09  0.27 1.11 0.21  0.37 

Texting 18 15.86 14.36 12.70 18 7.22 5.97 7.16  0.02 2.26 0.38 ** 0.82 

Note. *small r = .10, **medium r = .30, ***large r = .50  (Mizumoto & Takeuchi, 2011) 
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Figure 7 Content Words Error Rate for Study 1 

 

Note: F2F=Face-to-face, Score represents the percentage of errors on content words.  

Figure 8 Function Words Error Rate for Study 1 

 

Note: F2F=Face-to-face, Score represents the percentage of errors on function words.  
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Error Types for Content Words and Function Words. Table 9 and Table 10 

present the types of content and function word errors that occurred: the numbers represent the 

accumulated raw occurrence of each error type per data set. Table 9 shows that the use of L1 

and repetition were not found in the post-test for the texting group. Under the repeated task 

condition, the face-to-face practice increased L1 use and repetition in the post-test. It is worth 

noting that incorrect word choice declined in the post-test for the face-to-face group. 

Table 9 Number of Error Occurrences for Content Words for Study 1 

  Pre-F2F Post-F2F Pre-Texting Post-Texting 

Incorrect choice 20 10 8 9 

Use of L1 0 11 5 0 

Missing (Fillers)  5 4 7 5 

Repetition  5 7 4 0 

Other (Unidentifiables)  1 1 1 0 

Note. F2F = face-to-face. 

 

For function word errors, there was no evidence of repetition or missing function 

words in the post-test for the texting group (Table 10). For the face-to-face group, the 

repetition of function words increased nearly three times. In addition, other error types, such 

as unnecessary words found to increase.  

Table 10 Number of Error Occurrences for Function Words for Study 1 

  Pre-F2F Post-F2F Pre-Texting Post-Texting 

Incorrect choice 16 17 16 9 

Repetition  11 34 8 0 

Unnecessary 8 15 25 14 

Missing 7 5 11 0 

Other (Unidentifiables)  0 1 0 0 

Note. F2F = face-to-face. 

6.2.2. Grammar 

The Wilcoxon signed rank pair test showed no statistical difference between the two 

modes on the grammatical error rates in using past-tense verbs (p > .05). However, the mean 

and median score showed a decline for both modes (F2F Pre: M = 25.08, Mdn = 26.14, F2F 

Post:  M = 24.35, Mdn = 18.33; Texting Pre: 17.01, Mdn = 15.48, Texting Post: 13.85,    

Mdn = 10.12), which shows that both mean in the pre-and post-tests for either mode (Table 

11). 
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Table 11 Results of Grammatical Error Rate for Study 1 1 
                

   Pre-Test  Post-Test  Pretest-Posttest comparison   

  Mode n M Mdn SD n M Mdn SD  p Z r  Power 

(1-β) 

Grammatical (Past-tense verb) 

Error Rate 

F2F 14 25.08 26.14 18.41 14 24.35 18.33 21.75  0.94 0.07 0.01  0.05 

Texting 18 17.01 15.48 17.6 18 13.85 10.12 14.29  0.45 0.78 0.13  0.14 

Note. *small r = .10, **medium r = .30, ***large r = .50  (Mizumoto & Takeuchi, 2011) 

 2 

 3 
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6.2.3. Syntactic Complexity  

Table 12 shows the IPSyn score and syntactic complexity scores for each 

subcategory. Both groups increased their overall scores in the post-test. However, the face-to-

face group lost points in the sentence structure subcategory (F2F pre = 20, F2F post = 18; 

Texting pre = 17, Texting post = 18). For verb phrases, scores increased for face-to-face (pre 

= 19, post = 23) but decreased for texting (pre = 20, post = 18).  

Table 12 Results for the IPSyn Score for Study 1 

    
IPSyn 

Score 

Noun 

phrase 

Verb 

Phrase 

Question/ 

Negation 

Sentence 

Structure 

F2F 
Pre 

55 11 19 5 20 

Texting 50 12 20 1 17 

F2F 
Post 

56 15 23 0 18 

Texting 52 15 18 1 18 

Note. F2F = face-to-face. 

Figure 9 IPSyn Score for Study 1 

  

Note. F2F = face-to-face.NP = noun phrase, Q_N = question and negation, SS = sentence structure, 

VP = verb phrase  

6.2.4. Fluency 

The statistical results showed that the texting group significantly increased the speech 

rate in the post-test with a high statistical power of .99 (Table 13, Figure 10). Face-to-face 

showed no significant difference (p > .05). The result on articulation rate did not show any 

statistical difference between the two modes (p > .05) (Table 13).   



49 

STUDY 1 TASK REPETITION  

Table 13 Results of the Fluency Measures for Study 1 
   Pre-Test  Post-Test  Pretest-Posttest comparison   

  Mode n M Mdn SD n M Mdn SD  p Z r  Power (1-β) 

Articulation Rate 
F2F 14 1.33 1.27 0.37 14 1.54 1.56 0.44  0.24 1.17 0.22  0.54 

Texting 18 1.10 1.03 0.33 18 1.20 1.11 0.38  0.42 0.81 0.14  0.23 

                

Speech Rate 
F2F 14 47.00 47.00 12.32 14 51.07 52.50 12.03  0.35 0.94 0.18  0.26 

Texting 18 39.61 39.50 12.11 18 53.50 51.00 13.49  0.00 3.40 0.57 *** 0.99 

Note. *small r = .10, **medium r = .30, ***large r = .50  (Mizumoto & Takeuchi, 2011) 
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Figure 10 Articulation Rate and Speech Rate for Study 1 

  

Note: F2F = face-to-face, WPM = Word per minute (speech rate)  

 

6.3. Discussion  

This study aims to answer how task repetition conditions in task-based language 

learning via texting affect post-speech test scores in syntactic complexity, grammar, and 

lexical usage (Sauro & Smith, 2010). In summary, post-test results showed improvement in 

lexical error rates and increased syntactic complexity only in the texting group. In addition, 

no statistically significant improvements were found between the pre-test and post-test for 

any of the measures in the face-to-face group; rather, the results showed an increase in lexical 

errors, for both content and function words, in the post-test for this group. The results suggest 

that repetition significantly improves error rates in texting. The results regarding error rates 

and syntactic complexity were further examined by examining the types of errors and rounds 

of practice between the pre-test and post-test. 

6.3.1. Post-test Results 

Lexical Error Rate and Error Types. The lexical error rate was measured to 

determine differences in content and function words used between the pre-test and post-test. 

Content words are an indicator of information load, and errors in content words can indicate 

the success of information delivery. Function words have no meaning themselves, but they 

allow users to link information and then convey it effectively. The difficulty with function 

words is that they are not easily recognized because they are often processed as units (Healy, 

1994).  

In the current study, the lexical error rate for both content and function words 

improved only for the texting group. This may be because texting helps detect lexical errors 

since learners can visually capture what they have produced on the screen. Previous literature 
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supports the claim that visual saliency assists in identifying and correcting mistakes (Lee & 

Revez, 2020). However, when speaking, it loses nuance with time, and students may fail to 

notice the errors compared to when they are texting. 

In addition, certain types of errors occurred more frequently in one mode than in 

another. For example, content word errors, use of L1 words, and repetition occurred more 

frequently in the face-to-face mode than in the texting mode. In contrast, most of the function 

word error types (incorrect word choice, repetition, unnecessary words, omission of words) 

decreased in the texting mode. This can be explained by the inherent property of texting that 

the slow pace of texting helps to avoid the use of L1 words and give them enough time to 

retrieve the correct linguistic information. In contrast, speaking requires quick responses, 

using repetition or filler words to buy more time. In addition, visual support in texting 

enables the recognition of errors such as repetition. On the screen, it is obvious when words 

are repeated. The additional support of visual text can also help to detect small errors, such as 

function word errors, which are difficult to detect when speaking. The decrease in error types 

on function demonstrates how texting enabled the detection of those errors. Accordingly, it 

can be argued that repeated task conditions allowed learners to detect and modify errors in 

texting. For instance, the decrease in error types, such as using L1 words and repetition, 

supports this argument.  

In contrast, no effect on the lexical error rate was found in the face-to-face group for 

the three repeated task interventions. Although no statistical difference was found, fewer 

occurrences of the wrong word were reported for the content error types. This could be due to 

the practice effect of task repetition.  

Lexical Diversity and Grammatical Accuracy. No statistical difference in lexical 

diversity and grammatical accuracy was found between the pre-test and post-test for either 

mode. Under the repeated condition of texting use, this result is not consistent with the 

previous findings of Sauro and Smith (2010), who claimed that texting use affects these 

areas. Although lexical diversity and grammatical accuracy were not observed, the lexical 

error rate and accuracy, respectively, improved in the texting group. Several arguments can 

be made for the differences in the results. One is that the differences are due to the 

background of the participants and the target language. In Sauro and Smith’s (2010) study, 

the participants were native English speakers learning German. In this study, the participants 

were native Japanese speakers learning English. The differences between the participants’ 

native language and the target language may affect the lexical repertoire available to increase 

lexical diversity. Second, novice learners (CEFR A1-A2) in the current study may not be able 

to recognize and correct their past tenses. The limited knowledge of past tenses may hinder 

the improvement of grammatical accuracy. Another explanation regarding the results on  

lexical diversity and grammatical accuracy is that they may be due to the trade-off effect 

(Foster & Skehan, 1996). Instead of improving lexical diversity and grammatical accuracy, 
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the current study improved lexical accuracy. This could be because lexical errors, such as 

repetitions on the screen, can be detected and modified independently of language 

proficiency compared to selecting another appropriate vocabulary or correcting grammatical 

errors.  

Syntactic Complexity. The total score for syntactic complexity increased for both the 

texting and face-to-face groups. However, the results for the subcategory showed different 

results. The texting group saw a decrease in verb phrases but an increase in sentence structure 

scores. In the face-to-face group, the sentence structure score decreased. This could be due to 

the fact that learners often communicate in incomplete sentence parts when speaking and can 

fill in with words when their interlocutors do not understand them. Conversely, the texting 

group showed a reduction in phrase use and earned points for complete sentences. This 

suggests that texting likely allowed participants to notice their sentence structure better.  

Fluency. The results showed that the speech rate increased significantly for the 

texting group. However, the articulation rate, an indicator of comprehensibility, did not 

improve. Thus, since the articulate stage of the language production process is missing, it 

might be difficult to improve multiple dimensions of speech when texting.  

By contrast, the face-to-face group did not improve either fluency measure under the 

same repetitive task condition. This begs the question of why improvements were not found 

in any measures for this group.  

6.3.2. Practice Rounds 

Further attempts were made to observe the behavior under the two different modes. 

The practice rounds were further analyzed regarding the total number of words used and the 

time spent on each task.  

 Total Number of Words. The total number of words describes all the words 

produced in each round. Table 14 and Figure 11 list the descriptive statistics of the total 

number of words produced in the practice rounds. Kruskal- Wallis Test was conducted to 

compare the three repetition rounds, and significant differences were not found (χ2 = 8.64,  

df = 5, p= .12, r = .22) among the six practice rounds.  
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Table 14 

Total Number of Words Used in Each Practice Round during Study 1 

Mode 
Round 

Number 
n M Mdn SD 

F2F 1 7 89.57 75 48.83 

F2F 2 7 60.57 54 21.23 

F2F 3 7 86.43 87 28.93 

Texting 1 9 78.78 62 34.97 

Texting 2 9 105.89 94 43.39 

Texting 3 9 94.56 99 27.24 
Note. F2F = face-to-face, n= refers to the number of pairs  

 

Figure 11 Total Number of Words Used in Each Practice Round during Study 1 

 

Note. F2F=Face-to-face. Error bar indicates standard deviation. 

 

Time spent on the task. Table 15 shows the time spent on each round. The results 

from the Kruskal- Wallis test showed a significant difference among the six groups             

(χ2 = 30.52, df = 5, p = .00, r = .63).  The post hoc test was applied using the Mann-Whitney 

test with adjusted Bonferroni to test pairwise comparison. It was found that face-to-face first 

round was significantly shorter to texting round 1 (Z = 3.07, r = .77, p = . 03) and face-to-

face round 2 was significantly shorter to texting round 1 ( Z = 3.07, r = .77, p = . 01), texting 

round 2 (Z = 3.34, r = .84, p = . 01), and texting round 3 (Z = 3.02, r = .76, p = . 04). In 

addition, face-to-face round 3 was significantly shorter to texting round 1 (Z = 3.34, r = .83, 

p = . 01), texting round 2 (Z = 3.34, r = .84, p = . 01), and texting round 3 (Z = 2.91, r = .73, 

p = .05). 

The texting group spent two to three times longer on each round (Table 15). This 

corroborates previous studies’ claims that texting takes nearly three times longer than face-to-
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face communication (Carr, 2020). Figure 12 illustrates that the time spent on the task differed 

between the two modes. 

In addition, the time spent on the task may have had a major impact on language 

production in the post-test. For example, the decrease in lexical errors and increase in 

syntactic complexity in the texting group could be due to the fact that participants were able 

to spend more time on each round, which allowed them to process the information at their 

own pace. In texting, more attention can be paid to the production of content and function 

words and complex sentences, which affects the lexical error rate and syntactic complexity. 

This suggests that the time spent on the practice rounds may have affected participants’ 

speech production during texting and calls for the study of speech performance under a fixed 

time condition.   

Table 15 

Time Spent on Each Practice Round during Study 1 

Mode 
Round 

Number 
n Mean Mdn SD 

F2F 1 7 5.01 4.11 2.17 

F2F 2 7 2.94 2.41 1.64 

F2F 3 7 3.86 4.36 1.35 

Texting 1 9 10.67 11.00 2.50 

Texting 2 9 11.00 10.00 4.36 

Texting 3 9 10.78 10.00 4.94 
Note. n= refers to the number of pairs  
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Figure 12 Time Spent on Each Practice Round during Study 1 

 

Note: F2F=Face-to-face. Error bar indicates standard deviation.  

 

6.4. Conclusions  

This study examined how repetitive interviewing tasks conducted via texting and 

face-to-face affected speaking. The study found that repetitive texting tasks affected lexical 

error rate and syntactic complexity, while repetitive face-to-face tasks did not show statistical 

improvement. The articulation rate also did not improve in either mode, although the speech 

rate increased significantly with texting in the post-test. Some error types (e.g., use of L1, 

repetition, incorrect use of words, overuse of words, and omission of words) decrease in 

texting but not in face-to-face communication. As mentioned in Sections 2.2 and 2.4, visual 

support in texting facilitates the detection of common errors, which is beneficial. 

Furthermore, because visual speech production is an inherent feature of texting, reducing 

lexical errors shows that it can help learners speak accurately. 

The results of the practice rounds showed no difference between the two modes in the 

total number of words produced. However, it was found that the time spent on the practice 

rounds differed significantly between the two modes. This may have influenced the results. 

The texting group required more time per task than the face-to-face group. The reason for the 

lower lexical error rates, higher syntactic complexity, and higher speech rate observed in the 

texting group may be due to the time spent on task.  

Subsequently, time is another important factor to consider when implementing tasks. 

Therefore, the next study will investigate language production under time constraints on post-

speaking tests of syntactic complexity, grammar, and lexical use. 
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6.5. Summary 

Study 1 examined the effect of texting through task repetition.2 Pre- and post-test were 

conducted, and linguistic scores were compared. For the face-to-face task, 14 language 

learners engaged in the interview activity, while a different group of 18 language learners 

engaged in the same activity in texting. The results suggest the texting group gained accuracy 

in content and function word use. In addition, syntactic complexity score showed an increase 

while demonstrating a higher speech rate. However, the face-to-face group did not show any 

improvements.  The detailed analysis of error types on the post-tests and practice rounds 

revealed that visual salience on the screen may have enabled the learners to detect the errors 

and modify them. However, the time on task differed between the two modes, suggesting 

further examination under the fixed time condition.  

 

 

 
2 This study has been revised from the researcher’s former study (Takase, 2019). 

Detailed analysis of the content and function words, grammar, and syntactic complexity have 

been added and modified from the researcher’s previous study to investigate the research 

question for this study. 
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CHAPTER 7 STUDY 2: FIXED TIME CONDITION 

 

Under the repeated task condition, Study 1 improved lexical error rate, syntactic 

complexity, and speech rate over speaking when practiced in texting. In contrast, the face-to-

face group showed no differences. The difference between these two modes could be due to 

the different amounts of time spent on each practice session. In this chapter, we examine how 

practicing under the same fixed time condition in both modes affects speaking performance.   

Thus, Chapter 7 will investigate the following question:  

RQ (2) How does time pressure in task-based language learning via texting affect 

post-speaking tests on lexical use, grammar, and syntactic complexity (Sauro & Smith, 

2010)?  

7.1.  Method 

7.1.1. Participants 

The participants in this study were 26 first-year students from a private college in 

Japan. All students attended an English communication course and learned English as a 

second language. The majority of the students (24 of 26) passed the pre-second grade of 

EIKEN (Practical English Proficiency) test, a widely used test in Japan to assess English 

proficiency. In addition, one student had already passed the second-grade EIKEN test in the 

previous two years. Therefore, the estimated CEFR level was A1-A2.  

7.1.2. Tasks  

The task was part of an English communication course in September and October 

2020. Two groups were formed from two different classes, and all participating students were 

gathered in the classroom. Instructions were given in both English and Japanese. The purpose 

of the examination was explained, and participants were informed that their grades would not 

be affected. Before the task, both groups recorded a one-minute speech about what they had 

done during their summer vacation. The speech was recorded using their computers and 

microphones. 

Then the teacher divided the group via face-to-face, and the learners participated in 

the interview task. All learners were randomly matched by the teacher and were not allowed 

to exchange partners. In the face-to-face group, learners sat close together, and the task was 

recorded using a microphone and a computer. In the texting group, participants sat randomly 

and separately from their partners. The topic of the task corresponded to Study 1: they were 

asked to interview their partner about what they did during the summer vacation. Learners 

were asked to act as both interviewers and respondents. However, in this study, learners had 

only 15 minutes to complete the task in groups face-to-face and via texting. Fifteen minutes 
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was chosen as the time limit because the practice rounds in Study 1 revealed that most pairs 

took about 10-15 minutes in each round (Table 16). 

Table 16 Range of Time Spent on Each Practice Round during Study 1 

  n 

less than 9 minutes 10 

10~ 15 minutes 13 

more than 16 minutes  3 

Note. n = number of pairs  

 

The texting group used the chat room module in MOODLE (Figure 13) for the 

interview task. MOODLE was used regularly for sharing class material, so participants were 

familiar with it. The chat module was limited to texting only. Applications and technical 

functions such as spell check, autocorrect, and translation software were turned off. After 

completion of the interview task, a post-test was administered using the same procedures and 

content as the pre-test. After the post-test, learners reported to the teacher what they had 

discussed with their partners.  

Figure 13 Chat Module in MOODLE 

 

7.1.3. Data Analysis 

Pre- and post-test audio files, recordings of face-to-face interactions, and text logs 

were collected. Data were analyzed based on the measurements from Study 1. All data were 

spell-checked, and computer messages were deleted. Vocabulary and grammar error rates 

were assessed manually. Vocabulary errors followed the method of Study 1. Vocabulary 

errors included incorrect word choice, repetition, use of L1, and missing words. Both content 

and function words were reviewed. For grammatical errors, only errors in the past tense were 

counted. First, 25% of the data were analyzed for vocabulary and grammar errors by the 
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researcher. Then, it was reviewed by a native English speaker with teaching experience. The 

inter-rater reliability for the lexical errors was r = .92, and for the grammatical errors was  

r  =.91. After discussing the discrepancies, the researcher analyzed the remaining data. Part-

of-speech (POS) was tagged for analysis using the Stanford Tagger (Toutanova et al., 2003) 

to calculate the grammatical error rate by the researcher. A native English speaker with 

teaching experience reviewed 20% of the data. The agreement was 97%. After discussing the 

discrepancies, the researcher checked the rest of the tagging and counted the error types 

manually. 

Under the condition of repeating the task, the texting group improved some 

measurements. The face-to-face group, on the other hand, did not. This is due to the 

difference in the time available per task. Therefore, this Study 2 examines the effect of 

texting under the fixed time condition in both modes. To compare the differences, the same 

measures as in Study 1 are used, namely lexical accuracy, lexical diversity, grammatical 

accuracy, syntactic complexity, and fluency. In other words, lexical accuracy is described by 

lexical error rate, lexical diversity is measured by MTLD, grammatical accuracy by past tense 

verbs, syntactic complexity by IPSyn score, and fluency by articulation rate and speech rate.  

The IPSyn score was calculated following the same procedure as Study 1. The 

baseline utterance was set to 43 per group, the minimum number of utterances conducted in 

this research. Table 17 shows the ratio of utterances chosen for stratified sampling.  

 

Table 17 

Utterance Analyzed per Group for the IPSyn Score (Study 2) 

  n M SD 

Total 

Number of 

Utterances 

per Group 

Ratio of 

utterances 

analyzed 

F2F Pre 14 3.21 1.70 45 95.56 

F2F Post 14 4.93 2.55 69 62.32 

Texting Pre 12 3.58 1.66 43 100.00 

Texting Post 12 6.67 4.94 80 53.75 

Note. F2F = face-to-face 

 

Fluency measures were the same two measures from Study 1, articulation rate and 

speech rate. Articulation rate is the mean number of words between pauses which has been 

claimed to reflect comprehensibility (Suzuki & Kormos, 2019). Speech rate is measured by 

the total number of words in a minute. Repetition, repairs, fillers, and L1 use are deleted for 

this analysis. 

Statistical analysis followed the same procedure as Study 1. Paired Wilcoxon signed-

rank test was conducted to compare pre-and post-test scores in both the face-to-face and 
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texting groups. Statistic software R and statistical power G*Power 3 software (Faul, 

Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007) were used to test the power of significance.  

7.2. Results and Discussion 

Vocabulary, grammar, and syntactic complexity were analyzed to answer the research 

question.  

7.2.1. Vocabulary 

The results for vocabulary measures are summarized in Table 18. The paired 

Wilcoxon signed rank test showed there was no difference in lexical diversity for both modes 

between pre- and post-tests (F2F p = .36, Z = .92, r = .17; Texting p = .27, Z = 1.11,             

r = .23). The statistical power was also low (F2F power = .42, Texting power = .32) 

indicating no significant difference between the two modes. This followed similar results as 

Study 1.   

The lexical error rate was analyzed for both content and function words. Only the 

error rate about content words decreased significantly for the texting group (p = .05,              

Z = 2.04,  r = .42), with a statistical power of .88 (Figure 14). Although there was no 

statistical difference in the error rate of content words in the face-to-face mode, the error 

occurrences tended to increase. For the function word error rate, there was no difference in 

either mode (F2F p = .26, Z = 1.12, r = .21, power = .32; Texting p = .12, Z = 1.60, r = .33, 

power = .78) (Table 18). In this study, the fixed time condition may have affected the results. 

Study 1 reported improvement in both content and function word error rates for the texting 

group. This study only found a significant difference in the content words. The 15-minute 

time limit might be insufficient for the texting group to improve both types of words. 

Conversely, this time, 15 minutes might have been ample time to practice face-to-face. 

However, no statistical difference in lexical error rate was found between the pre-test and the 

post-test for the face-to-face group.  
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Table 18 

Results of Lexical Diversity and Lexical Error Rate for Study 2  
           

Pretest-Posttest 

comparison 

  

   Pre-Test  Post-Test   
Power 

(1-β)   Mode n M Mdn SD n M Mdn SD  p Z r  

Lexical Diversity (MTLD)  
F2F 14 26.25 26.07 9.73 14 29.97 28.61 7.86  0.36 0.92 0.17  0.42 

Texting  12 27.85 27.35 6.17 12 30.74 30.32 9.57  0.27 1.11 0.23  0.32 

                

Content Words Error Rate 
F2F 14 14.75 13.60 10.29 14 20.20 17.16 11.63  0.22 1.22 0.23  0.53 

Texting 12 16.52 15.48 10.87 12 8.76 8.89 6.99  0.05 2.04 0.42 ** 0.88 

                

Function Words Error Rate 
F2F 14 13.88 13.03 11.55 14 10.41 9.84 8.23  0.26 1.12 0.21  0.32 

Texting  12 12.50 12.70 6.74 12 8.00 6.67 6.00  0.12 1.60 0.33  0.78 

Note. *small r = .10, **medium r = .30, ***large r = .50  (Mizumoto & Takeuchi, 2011) 
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Figure 14 Content Word Error Rate for Study 2 

 

Note. F2F = Face-to-face, Score represents the percentage of content word error. 

 

 Table 19 shows the number of occurrences per error type of content words. Again, the 

face-to-face group increased the number of occurrences of misused words. Additionally, 

repetition counts remained high for the face-to-face group while the texting group decreased.  

Table 19 

Number of Error Occurrences for Content Words for Study 2 

  Pre-F2F 
Post-

F2F 

Pre-

Texting 

Post-

Texting 

Incorrect choice 17 35 17 12 

Use of L1 0 2 1 3 

Missing (Fillers)  10 6 3 2 

Repetition  17 11 10 6 

Note. F2F = face-to-face 

 

 Table 20 shows the number of error occurrences of function words. Misuse of words 

and repetition remained high for the face-to-face group in both the pre-test and post-test. 

However, the texting group was able to decrease its score for incorrect use of words and 

repetitions. In addition, the number of unnecessary function words increased in the face-to-

face group, while it remained the same in the texting group. An example of function words 



63 

STUDY 2: FIXED TIME  

found across the face-to-face data was the overuse of “so” and “and.” These function words 

may have been used as filler or to keep the conversation going.  

Table 20 Number of Error Occurrences for Function Words for Study 2 

  Pre-F2F Post-F2F Pre-Texting Post-Texting 

Incorrect Choice 12 13 11 3 

Repetition  8 7 11 4 

Unnecessary 9 18 5 6 

Missing 9 5 6 6 

Note. F2F = Face-to-face.  

7.2.2. Grammar 

Table 21 shows no statistical difference in the grammatical error rate of past-tense 

verbs. Similarly, no differences were found in the previous task repetition study (Study 1). In 

Study 1, the texting group spent more time practicing, but their grammatical error rate score 

did not improve. In Study 2 (the present study), the face-to-face group received about twice 

as much time practicing the tasks as in Study 1, yet there was no improvement in 

grammatical error rate, perhaps because time is not a condition that improves this 

grammatical feature.  
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Table 21 

Results of the Grammatical Error Rate for Study 2 
           

Pre test-Post test 

comparison 

  

   Pre-Test  Post-Test   
Power    

(1-β)   Mode n M MD SD n M MD SD  p Z r  

Grammatical (Past-tense verb) 

Error Rate 

F2F 14 23.06 8.33 30.73 14 34.38 25.62 31.7  0.26 1.12 0.21  0.30 

Texting 12 13.88 4.55 20.4 12 10.29 5.51 14.99  0.53 0.7 0.14  0.11 

Note. *small r = .10, **medium r = .30, ***large r = .50  (Mizumoto & Takeuchi, 2011) 
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7.2.3. Syntactic Complexity 

For syntactic complexity, the IPSyn score showed improvement in both groups (Table 

22). Scores for the sentence structure subcategory improved in the face-to-face group, while 

they remained the same in the texting group. For both groups, the scores for noun phrases 

increased, while the scores for verb phrases were lower in the post-tests (Figure 15).  

Table 22 

Results of the IPSyn Score for Study 2 

    
IPSyn 

Score 

Noun 

phrase 

Verb 

Phrase 

Question/ 

Negation 

Sentence 

Structure 

F2F 
Pre 

54 14 21 0 18 

Texting 57 11 24 0 22 

F2F 
Post 

56 16 19 0 21 

Texting 59 14 22 1 22 

Note. F2F = face-to-face.NP = noun phrase, Q_N = question and negation, SS = sentence structure,    

VP = verb phrase  

Figure 15  IPSyn Score for Study 2 

  

7.2.4. Fluency 

The results of fluency measures for articulation and speech rate are shown in Table 

23. There was no difference in articulation rate between the pre-and post-scores of both 

modes. The 15-minute task condition, again, did not affect the articulation rate for both 

groups. For speech rate, in this study, the face-to-face group showed an increase, while the 

texting group tended to decline (Figure 16). The time constraints of this study may have 

affected the results as they had less time than in Study 1.  
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Table 23 

Results of the Fluency Measures for Study 2 
           

Pretest-Posttest 

comparison 

  

   Pre-Test  Post-Test   
Power   

(1-β)   Mode n M Mdn SD n M Mdn SD  p Z r  

Articulation Rate 
F2F 14 0.81 0.82 0.27 14 0.81 0.83 0.29  0.09 0.12 0.02  0.05 

Texting  12 1.29 0.77 1.15 12 0.98 1.04 0.45  0.38 0.88 0.18  0.05 
                

Speech Rate 
F2F 14 28.14 28 11.86 14 37.36 36 15.62  0.07 1.78 0.34  0.81 

Texting 12 43.25 34 27.8 12 39.58 34 17.46  0.70 0.39 0.08  0.08 

Note. *small r = .10, **medium r = .30, ***large r = .50  (Mizumoto & Takeuchi, 2011) 

 



67 

STUDY 2: FIXED TIME  

Figure 16 Articulation Rate and Speech Rate for Study 2 

  

Note. F2F = face-to-face, WPM = words per minute (speech rate) 

7.2.5. Practice Session 

The practice session was analyzed for further study of content and function words. 

Content word lexical errors, including incorrect word choice, use of L1, omissions, and 

repetitions, occurred more frequently in the face-to-face group than in the texting group 

(Table 24). In contrast, there were no cases where the use of L1 and repetition occurred for 

the texting group. As the language produced on the screen is visually salient, it can be 

assumed that the participants were aware of avoiding those errors. This result best explains 

why the error rate improved only for the texting group.  

Table 24 

Number of Errors for Content Words in the Practice Session (Study 2) 

  
F2F Practice 

Session 

Texting 

Practice 

Session 

Incorrect choice 18 8 

Use of L1 49 0 

Missing (Fillers)  17 2 

Repetition  40 0 

Note. F2F = face-to-face. 

 The number of function word errors, especially repetitions, was also more frequent in 

the face-to-face group than in the texting group (Table 25). Repetitions and unnecessary 

function words were not found in the texting logs of the practice session. However, the 15-
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minute time constraint did not allow the texting group to significantly improve the error rate 

for the function words on the post-speaking test.  

Table 25  

Number of Errors for Function Words in the Practice Session (Study 2) 

  
F2F Practice 

Session 

Texting 

Practice 

Session 

Incorrect choice 7 10 

Repetition  22 0 

Unnecessary 1 0 

Missing 3 3 

Note. F2F = face-to-face. 

The time constraint condition yielded results different from Study 1. The total number 

of words produced in the 15-minute practice has been presented in Table 26. The Mann-

Whitney U test was applied to the two groups. A significant difference was observed in the 

total number of words between the face-to-face and texting groups (U = 0, Z = 3.00, p = .00,  

r = .83). There were twice as many words for the face-to-face group compared to the texting 

group (Table 26). In other words, the 15-minute task condition gave the face-to-face group to 

produce a mass amount of language. In contrast, the texting group may have focused on the 

accuracy or complexity of the language.  

 

Table 26  

Total Number of Words used in the Practice Session (Study 2) 
         

Power 

(1-β)   Mode n M Mdn SD  p Z r  

Total number of 

words 

F2F 7 202.14 197 68.33       

Texting  6 90.17 88.5 16.31  0.00 3.00 0.83 *** 0.95 
Note. *small r = .10, **medium r = .30, ***large r = .50  (Mizumoto & Takeuchi, 2011) 

 

7.2.6. Speaking Performance Under Fixed Time 

In relation to the research question, the texting group improved the content word error 

rate under the specified time. In this section, the effect of time on different domains of 

linguistic features for the face-to-face and texting modes is discussed.  

Speech rate. The results show that time impacted both modes greatly, especially as 

more words were produced in the face-to-face group than in the texting group during the 

practice session. For the texting group, 15 minutes were insufficient to improve the speech 

rate, unlike in Study 1, in which participants had more time, given that typing takes longer 

than speaking.   
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Notably, the articulation rate did not improve for both modes. Short practice, as three 

times repetition or 15-minute practice, may not be sufficient for improvement. 

Lexical Error. Even on a short 15-minute task, the texting group improved lexical 

errors on content words. The results from the practice session confirm the improvement of 

the content error rate. In the texting practice session, the use of L1 and repetition were not 

found for the content words, and incorrect word use or omission errors were reduced. The 

unique mechanism of speech production in typing affects subsequent speaking in a short 15-

minute task. Not only is typing slower than speaking, but because speech production is 

monitored visually, participants may spend a lot of time deleting and correcting messages 

before sending them. This can be explained by the different types of errors. Thus, it is evident 

that the visual highlighting of messages allowed learners to identify the errors under limited 

time pressure and correct them before sending the message. Overall, the slow pace of the 

conversation and the visual highlighting of the texting affect monitoring processes that 

impact subsequent speaking performance. These factors reduce cognitive load by allocating 

attentional resources to other areas of the speech production process, such as lexical or 

grammatical retrieval. Sauro and Smith (2010) have pointed out that the repair process in 

texting allows learners to notice, modify, and test language during a conversation. The 

analysis of error rates and types in this study supports this claim. 

In contrast, the 15-minute exercise for the face-to-face group showed no positive 

changes in error rates. The results show prominent differences in the effect between the 

modes. In face-to-face communication, subtle errors may be ignored or unnoticed. Instead, 

learners may try to overcome them by switching to a different method of communication, 

such as gestures. By contrast, the limited communication method using only text may help 

them focus their attention on linguistic aspects, which may facilitate language learning.  

Grammatical Error Rate and Lexical Diversity. This study also did not find 

improvements in grammatical error rates or lexical diversity in either mode. The grammar 

item was the past tense, in which the tense needed to share one’s summer vacation. The 

grammatical error rate did not show any statical difference between the two modes. This may 

be because novice learners struggled to encode their messages after the conceptualization 

stage, as it is not automatized (Lambert et al., 2021; Levelt, 1989). Because lexical retrieval 

and syntactic formulation in the encoding process require conscious attention in lower-level 

L2 speakers, grammar is confounded with other areas of language development. Moreover, 

this study was conducted in a class that focused on communication. Therefore, maintaining 

the flow of conversation may have been the focus, resulting in improved accuracy in content 

words and gaining scores in syntactic complexity. 

Lexical diversity score did not show improvement for this study as well. As discussed 

in Study 1, trade-offs may have occurred at the expense of improving syntactic complexity 

for both modes and lexical accuracy on content words for texting.  
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7.3. Conclusions 

 Results showed that even the short 15-minute time allotted to complete the interview 

task improved linguistic features in speaking for both modes. The texting group saw greater 

improvement in lexical error rate for content words. Further investigation revealed that the 

face-to-face group experienced an increase in lexical errors in word choice, L1 use, and 

repetition in the practice session. These types of errors may have influenced the error rate in 

the post-test. 

In contrast, in the texting group, there was no repetition or L1 use during the practice 

session. This could be due to the fact that learners had the opportunity to visually see and 

correct their output before sending a message.  

7.4. Summary 

Study 2 examined how 15-minute practice constraints affected the linguistic aspects 

of the subsequent speaking test. A face-to-face group was formed with 14 language learners, 

and the texting group had 12 learners. Both groups took one minute pre- and post- speaking 

tests, before and after the 15-minute practice intervention. The pre- and post-tests were 

examined according to the same measures as Study 1: lexical usage, grammar, and syntax 

complexity. The results suggest that the inherent features of texting facilitate error detection 

for content words. The error types, no repetition or L1 use, showed how they supported this.   

Studies 1 and 2 examined the effect of texting by determining the condition that 

affects speech production. Under both task conditions (repetition and time constraints), 

texting improved lexical accuracy for the subsequent speaking task. Regardless of the time 

allotted for the task, texting drew attention to errors, particularly screen errors. Examining 

task repetition and time eliminated these effects on speech production. However, it is not yet 

known whether texting is an appropriate method for learning new content. Completing tasks 

in Study 1 and 2 replied on the existing language knowledge, and it is not clear if texting 

allows for learning new items.  Therefore, the effectiveness of texting in learning new content 

needs to be investigated. The next chapter will address the validity of using texting to learn 

new lexical phrases. 
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CHAPTER 8 STUDY 3: LEARNING LEXICAL PHRASES 

Studies 1 and 2 found that completing interview tasks via texting improved speaking 

performance in terms of lexical accuracy and speech rate under different conditions. The 

drawback of the previous two studies is that the interview task only used existing language 

knowledge to complete the task. It is still unclear whether texting can be a platform for 

learning new terms for improving subsequent speaking performance. To investigate the 

effectiveness of using texting in language learning, it is inevitable to examine whether 

learning new content through texting is possible. Study 3 aims to investigate the relationship 

between texting and learning new content through the acquisition of new lexical phrases.  

 Previous research has shown that learning fixed expressions or lexical phrases is 

challenging for most language learners (Lewis, 2009). Since lexical phrases are commonly 

used among native speakers, learning the target language is challenging for EFL students who 

have little familiarity with the language. Since the meaning of lexical phrases is quite unclear 

and combining words can confuse learners, this study uses texting to focus attention on 

combining lexical phrases and to investigate whether the non-articulated form of learning 

enables learners to articulate and use the target words in the subsequent speaking test. The 

learning practice consists of target lexical phrase repetition practice and the interview tasks, 

and the results are compared with those of the face-to-face groups. 

8.1. Research Questions 

The following research questions:  

RQ3: Is there a difference between the texting and F2F modes when learning new 

lexical phrases? 

First, to answer this question, three sub-questions will be investigated to find the 

relationship between learning new lexical phrases and speaking.  

(1) Is there a difference in cloze test results between a texting group and a F2F 

group? 

(2) Will learners be able to use lexical phrases naturally in oral speech? 

(3) How does task practice affect texting and F2F modes regarding lexical use, 

grammar, and syntactic complexity when learning new lexical phrases?  

The hypothesis is based on former multiword expression (MWE) studies of each sub-

research question that there may be no difference in the cloze test results and target lexical 

phrases in the post-test speaking test. Alternatively, texting may outweigh the face-to-face 

results. According to Cucchiarini et al. (2020), typing out words emphasizes single words, as 

short-function words are often skipped when reading (Carrol & Conklin, 2020). Accordingly, 

texting can lead to equivalent or better cloze test results than face-to-face conversation. 

Moreover, the speech production system follows similar phases in texting as in face-to-face 

conversation. Therefore, there may be no difference in the use of lexical phrases in the post-
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test speech test. However, since the articulation phase is absent in texting, pronunciation of 

lexical phrases is a problem. Since lexical phrases are a combination of familiar words, a 

pilot study was conducted to test whether components of the expressions exceed the students’ 

knowledge.  

Referring to the results from Studies 1 and 2, task implementing conditions, such as 

repetition and time constraints, affect language production. The number of repetitions and 

time is predicted from the results of Studies 1 and 2.  

8.2.  Method 

8.2.1. Participants 

Thirty-eight undergraduate students from a college in Japan participated in this study 

from October to December 2018. All participants were Japanese non-English native speakers 

aged 19 to 22 years. One student did not complete the pre-test and post-test but participated 

in the practice tasks. Thus, the data used to analyze the pre-test and post-test were 37. In this 

study, LexTALE (Lexical Test for Advanced Learners of English) was used to predict the 

participants’ general English proficiency (Lemhöfer & Broersma, 2012). LexTALE correlates 

with other English proficiency tests (e.g., the Oxford placement test) that reflect CEFR levels 

(Lemhöfer & Broersma, 2012). The LexTALE scores indicated that participants were lower 

than the B2 level in CEFR (M = 57.22, SD = 6.16, min = 46.25, max = 72.5, N = 37). All the 

data for this study was collected during an English class with students’ consent, and they 

were informed that the results would not affect their grades. Task instructions were conducted 

in both English and Japanese. 

This study followed a quasi-experimental design and used pre-tests and post-tests. 

Two classes were asked to participate in the study. Both groups completed an lexical phrase 

vocabulary quiz before and after the three-week interventions. The first class acted as the 

control group, with 16 students completing only the face-to-face tasks. The second class 

acted as the experimental group, with 21 students solving all tasks by texting only. For the 

experimental group, typing speed was measured using a website (https://typing-speed-

test.aoeu.eu/) before the pre-test, and an exit survey was conducted after the post-test. The 

average typing speed for the texting group was 125.67 characters per minute (SD = 50.86, 

min = 76, max = 304, n = 21).  

8.2.2. Procedure and Tasks 

Two types of tasks (repetition and interview tasks) were used for learning lexical 

phrases in this study. The repetition task was adopted to ensure the target items were 

practiced and to present their translation into the students’ native language. For the face-to-

face group, the repetition task was practiced orally by repeating the teacher three times. In the 

texting group, the target lexical phrases were practiced silently by typing them, and Google 

https://typing-speed-test.aoeu.eu/
https://typing-speed-test.aoeu.eu/
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Forms was used to introduce new lexical phrases (Figure 17). The students were asked to 

practice typing the target lexical phrases three times on the designated activity page. All 

texting group activities were presented in the language management system MOODLE. 

Students used the same school computers and keyboards.  

After the repetition exercises, both the control and experimental groups conducted a 

face-to-face interview and a texting interview, respectively. The results were compared with 

those of Studies 1 and 2. For the pre-test and post-test, students recorded their speeches 

individually using the microphone. The teacher divided all learners into two groups, and they 

interviewed each other using the questions on the worksheet that contained the target lexical 

phrases. The face-to-face group sat next to each other and recorded the exchange with a 

microphone. The texting group sat randomly. The duration of the interview task was 15 

minutes. The interview questions inquired about their favorite city or what they would like to 

do there. Some of the interview questions were: 

⚫ If you could choose to go anywhere in the world, what do you look for in a 

place to live? 

⚫ Is it easy to get around by public transportation there? 

Figure 17 Web Page for Learning Lexical Phrases for the Texting Group 

 

 

All the participants took the pre-test in the first week. Then, through the second to 

fourth weeks, the learners practiced new sets of lexical phrases each week through repetition 

and interview tasks. Finally, learners were asked to take the post-test in the fifth week. 
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8.2.3. Pre- and Post-Test 

Two tests were used as pre-tests and post-tests: the cloze test and the one-minute 

speaking test. The cloze had a time limit of 15 minutes and consisted of 15 sentences 

containing the targeted lexical phrases. Learners were asked to fill in the blanks to match the 

sentences to the correct translation. Learners were not allowed to use any external resources. 

Application software such as a translator or autocorrect was turned off. The test was 

administered online in a classroom with the teacher watching the screen. The topic of the 

one-minute speech was, “If you could live in your favorite city, where would you live? 

Explain your reasons.” This corresponded to B1 level in the CEFR descriptor (Council of 

Europe, 2020). Before the recording, all learners had one minute to prepare their speech.  

8.2.4. Target Lexical Phrases 

Before the current study, two pilot studies were conducted to develop and ensure the 

reliability of the cloze test. For the first pilot test, a cloze test draft was developed by 

referencing the lexical phrases from a class textbook to match participants’ proficiency 

(Bolhke, 2016). The first draft consisted of 34 items (Appendix 3). Since an lexical phrase are 

multiple words retrieved as a whole from memory (Wood, 2010), it often relies on the 

conventional norm (Erman & Warren, 2000). Thus, to be proven, it needs to be assessed by 

several language users, not only the test developer. To reflect the norm of a native speaker, 

the naturalness and authenticity of the lexical phrases used, the list was consulted by a group 

of native or highly experienced students of applied linguistics and native-speaking colleagues 

with master’s degrees in the field. The list was then narrowed down to 25 items (Appendix 

4). From May to June 2018, 15 lower intermediate to beginner students completed the 25-

question cloze. Students were informed that their scores would not affect their grades and that 

only student-consented data were used for analysis. Each item was calculated as one point, 

and the maximum score was 25. The average score of the 25 cloze tests was 13.8 out of 25 (n 

= 15, SD = 4.18). However, there was a decline in the difficulty score (percentage correct) 

between items 15 and 16 (Table 27). Therefore, the researcher decided to use only the 15 

items for study 3 (Appendix 5) based on the difficulty score.  
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Table 27 

Pilot Study 2 Results of 25 Items 

  FSs 
Acceptable 

answers 
% Correct di 

1  (go) camping  
14.29% 0.50  

2  set (in)  
14.29% 0.50  

3  (group) of  
14.29% 0.25  

4  attracted (to)  
20.00% 0.25  

5  (with) ease  
26.67% 0.75  

6  check (out)  
28.57% 0.50  

7  (in) awe of  
30.00% 0.50  

8  something (else)  
35.71% 0.50  

9  engage (in)  with 40.00% 0.25  

10  find (out)  
42.86% 0.50  

11  turn (out)  
42.86% 0.25  

12  get (around)  
50.00% 0.00  

13  hang (out)  
53.33% 1.00  

14  search (for)  
57.14% 0.75  

15  interact (with)   60.00% 1.00  

16  (in) the shape  
73.33% 0.50  

17  (on) the left to 80.00% 0.50  

18  come (from)  
80.00% 0.50  

19  different (from)  
86.67% 0.50  

20  (pay) attention  
86.67% 0.00  

21  turn (on)  on, in 93.33% 0.00  

22  (at) the bottom  towards, near 
93.33% 

0.00  

23  look (for)  
93.33% 0.00  

24  grew (up)  
93.33% 0.25  

25  (on) the wall  against 100.00  0.00  

 

The second pilot study was conducted to measure the reliability of the completed 

cloze. A separate group of 21 lower intermediate to beginning students was presented with 

the cloze text twice, three weeks apart. Again, a high correlation (r = .81) indicates a reliable 

measure for assessment (Table 28).   
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Table 28  

                                 Correlation of the Finalized Cloze Test during Three-week Interval 

  n M SD r 

Week 1 21 5.48 1.47  

Week 5 21 5.19 1.86 0.81 

Note. F2F = face-to-face. 

8.2.5. Linguistic Analysis 

For the cloze tests, the difficulty index (percentage correct) per item was calculated by 

the ratio of the number of students with correct answers to the total number of students per 

group.  

The recorded one-minute speech and the data from the practice tasks were collected 

and transcribed. For the texting group, the chat transcripts were downloaded, and all 

messages were deleted from the software before analysis.  

The measures used for the linguistic analysis of the pre-test and post-test follow 

Studies 1 and 2: lexical error rate (content and function word), lexical diversity, grammatical 

error rate, syntactic complexity, and fluency (articulation rate and speech rate).  

The method of linguistic analysis is the same used in Studies 1 and 2. Two evaluators 

coded the lexical and grammatical error rates. The evaluators were the researcher and a native 

English speaker with teaching experience. Lexical errors included incorrect word choice, 

unidentifiable words, repetition, use of L1, and missing words. Missing words that were 

replaced with filler words were also counted. To label the error types, the researcher first 

labeled 20% of the data, after which it was checked by a native English speaker with teaching 

experience. The agreement was 91%. The differences were discussed and changes made. 

Finally, the researcher labeled the rest of the data and counted the error types manually.  

Grammatical errors only included verb errors. For the lexical and grammatical error 

rate, the researcher first coded 20% of the transcribed data. Then, it was reviewed by a 

second coder. The correlation between the two evaluators was r =.93 for the lexical error rate 

and r = .84 for the grammatical error rate.  

Syntactic analysis was performed using IPSyn scoring, and utterances were extracted 

using the stratified sampling method. The 43 utterances were analyzed per group, and the 

IPSyn score was calculated (Table 29). 
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Table 29  

Ratio of Utterances Analyzed per Group for the IPSyn Score (Study 3) 

    n M SD 

Total 

Number 

of 

Utterances 

per Group 

Ratio of 

utterances 

analyzed 

F2F Pre 16 3.75 1.20 60 71.67 

F2F Post 16 4.31 1.40 69 62.32 

Texting Pre 21 3.76 1.00 79 54.43 

Texting Post 21 5.10 1.77 107 40.19 

Note. F2F = face-to-face. 

 

The measurement of fluency follows the other two studies and records articulation and 

speech rate. Repeated words, repairs, filler words, and L1 words were omitted prior to 

analysis. The Wilcoxon Signed Rank Paired Test was performed for the pre- and post-tests. 

Pearson correlation was calculated to determine the relationship between typing rate and the 

number of words spoken in the post-test for the texting group.  

8.3. Results and Discussion 

 Cloze Test. Cloze tests on 15 lexical phrases were conducted to answer the first sub-

research question. Wilcoxon signed rank paired test results indicated significant differences 

with a large effect size between pre-and post-test for both modes (F2F: Z = 3.50, p = .00, r 

= .62. power = .99; Texting: Z = 4.02, p = .00, r = .62, power = .99). Power analysis showed 

strong power of .99 for both modes. The effect size for both modes had the same result  (r 

= .62), indicating a strong effect of the practice. This indicates mode difference was not 

found.  

Table 30 

Results of Cloze Test on Lexical Phrases (15 items) 
           Pretest-Posttest 

comparison 

  

  Pre-Test   Post-Test    

Mode n M Mdn SD n 
 

M Mdn SD  p Z r  Power 

(1-β) 

F2F 16 5.31 4.00 3.26 16  10.94 11.00 2.57  0.00 3.50 0.62 *** 0.99 

Texting  21 5.24 5.00 1.26 21  11.00 12.00 3.49  0.00 4.02 0.62 *** 0.99 
 Note. *small r = .10, **medium r = .30, ***large r = .50  (Mizumoto & Takeuchi, 2011) 

 

Concerning the second research question: “Will learners be able to use the target 

lexical phrases naturally in oral speech?” A small number of usages occurred in both groups. 

The target lexical phrases appeared twice in one speech of the face-to-face group and four in 

four speeches of the texting group in the post-test. Although there were only a small number 

of target lexical phrases in natural speech, both groups showed use. Problems in pronouncing 
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the lexical phrases were anticipated for the texting group, but there was no evidence for this. 

The reason why pronunciation was not a problem in texting could be that the lexical phrases 

were likely to be a combination of single words whose pronunciation the learners already 

knew. If the target lexical phrases had consisted of unknown words, the result might have 

been different.  

Lexical Measures. To answer the third research question: “How does task practice 

affect texting and F2F on lexical use, grammar, and syntactic complexity when learning the 

target lexical phrases?” The transcribed speech was examined for lexical use, grammar, 

syntactic complexity, and fluency. The Wilcoxon signed rank paired test was applied for 

analysis. Table 31 shows the results of the pre-and post-test of lexical diversity and lexical 

error rate. The results show that the texting group improved significantly on the error rate of 

content words (Z = 2.26, p = .02, r = .35, power = .99) and function words (Z = 2.65, p 

= .01,             r = .41, power = .99). Face-to-face group also showed improvement; however, 

it did not show statistical difference. The repeated task condition and the opportunity to spend 

three weeks on the task allowed sufficient practice time for texting, which improved the 

accuracy of both content and function words. The lexical diversity result is consistent with 

those of Studies 1 and 2, showing no difference between the two modes. This means that the 

improvement of lexical diversity in novice learners cannot be achieved quickly.  
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Table 31 

Results of Lexical Diversity and Error Rate for Study 3  
           

Pretest-Posttest comparison 
  

   Pre-Test  Post -Test    

  Mode n M Mdn SD n M Mdn SD  p Z r  Power 

(1-β) 

Lexical Diversity (MTLD)  F2F 16 27.64 26.07 10.76 16 29.32 28.08 7.53  0.67 0.43 0.08  0.18 

 Texting 21 26.73 26.94 9.23 21 28.55 29.46 9.45  0.20 1.27 0.20  0.25 

                

Content Words Error Rate 
F2F 16 14.4 8.12 14.72 16 13.72 11.15 11.16  0.94 0.08 0.01  0.07 

Texting 21 16.04 12.5 9.24 21 9.25 8.33 7.04  0.02 2.26 0.35 ** 0.99 

                

Function Words Error Rate 
F2F 16 13.63 13.56 10.55 16 12.53 9.84 7.72  0.67 0.43 0.08  0.12 

Texting 21 14.22 13.04 9.68 21 7.48 5.71 6.21  0.01 2.65 0.41 ** 0.99 

Note. *small r = .10, **medium r = .30, ***large r = .50  (Mizumoto & Takeuchi, 2011) 
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Table 32 shows the number of raw occurrences of error types of content words. 

Incorrect word choice errors decreased for both modes. However, the texting group showed a 

greater decrease in raw errors: Face-to-face group decreased by seven raw errors, while the 

texting group had a decrease of 17. This could be a reason for the improvement in the content 

word error rate. For the face-to-face group, there was a notable difference in the number of 

word omissions or filler words, meaning that the speakers could not recall the words from 

their repertoire. Face-to-face practice alone may increase the error rate, which could be 

difficult for novice learners to overcome.  

Table 32  

Number of Error Occurrences of Content Words for Study 3 

 

 

 

 

Table 33 shows the number of raw occurrences of error types of function words. For 

the face-to-face groups, the use of unnecessary words increased. The frequency of errors on 

unnecessary words almost doubled in the post-test for the face-to-face group. By contrast, the 

texting group decreased the errors for unnecessary words, repetitions, and missing words. 

The decrease here may have influenced the error rate for texting to improve in Study 3.  

The results of content and function word error rates are partially consistent with those 

of Studies 1 and 2 in terms of no L1 use of content words and repetition of function words in 

the post-test for the texting group. However, comparing the studies might be difficult because 

few errors were found in the pre-test for these items in Study 3.  

Under the current task condition of repetition and fixed time, more lexical errors were 

reduced in texting, such as incorrect use of content words or omission of function words in 

the post-test. In the face-to-face group, errors involving incorrect word choice, omission of 

function words, and addition of unnecessary words increased. The less frequent errors in 

texting suggest that it can provide an advantage for visual attention, allowing students to 

easily identify and correct errors on screen.   

 

  

  Pre-F2F Post-F2F Pre-Texting Post-Texting 

Incorrect choice 27 20 38 21 

Use of L1 0 2 1 0 

Missing (Fillers)  8 22 15 17 

Repetition  1 6 1 3 
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Table 33  

Number of Error Occurrences of Function Words for Study 3 

Note. F2F = face-to-face. 

Grammar. The grammatical error rate of verbs was analyzed. There were no 

statistical differences between pre-and post-tests for both modes (Table 34). Consistent with 

Studies 1 and 2, the results showed no improvement in grammatical errors for verbs. This 

result deserves attention because the mean score shows that all scores were zero. This implies 

that verb grammatical mistakes were rarely found in both pre-and post-test data. As the topic 

of the post-test was to describe their favorite cities and the reasons, the necessary verbs were 

mostly present tense. The difficulty of the topic may have affected this result. It can be 

assumed that the use of such a topic in an interview task does not improve grammatical 

accuracy in the tenses. 

Table 34  

Results of the Grammatical Error Rate for Study 3 

           
Pretest-Posttest 

comparison 

  

   Pre-Test  Post-Test    

Mode n 
 

M Mdn SD n M Mdn SD  p Z r  Power 

(1-β) 

F2F 16  4.12 0 5.18 16 4.95 0 6.91  0.72 0.36 0.06  0.13 

Texting  21  3.71 0 5.68 21 3.48 0 7.19  0.72 0.40 0.06  0.07 

Note. *small r = .10, **medium r = .30, ***large r = .50  (Mizumoto & Takeuchi, 2011) 

 

 Syntactic Complexity. For syntactic complexity, the IPSyn score showed different 

results between the face-to-face and texting modes. The texting group’s score improved from 

65 to 69, but the face-to-face group declined (Table 35). In the texting group, the score for the 

sentence structure subcategory increased by 3 points, from 24 to 27, whereas in the face-to-

face group, it increased by only one point, from 22 to 23. In the subcategory question and 

negation, the texting group’s score remained stable, while in the face-to-face group, it 

dropped by 5 points from 6 to 1. For noun and verb phrases, both groups recorded an increase 

in noun phrases, while the face-to-face group recorded a decrease in verb phrases (Figure 

18). Overall, the IPSyn score showed that practice via texting supports the production of 

complete sentences, while face-to-face practice was not as successful. 

 Pre-F2F Post-F2F Pre-Texting Post-Texting 

Incorrect choice 6 10 10 19 

Repetition  0 1 2 0 

Unnecessary 12 25 26 24 

Missing  26 23 22 11 
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The ISPyn score is consistent with the results of studies 1 and 2; the texting group 

improved or maintained scores between the pre-test and post-test. However, for the face-to-

face group, the results were negative. As the results show, the use of texting enables the 

achievement of scores on sentence structure with correct parts of speech and word order. 

Table 35  

Results of the IPSyn Score for Study 3 

    
IPSyn 

Score 

Noun 

phrase 

Verb 

Phrase 

Question 

/Negation 

Sentence 

Structure 

F2F 
Pre 

63 14 21 6 22 

Texting 65 16 20 5 24 

F2F 
Post 

59 15 20 1 23 

Texting 69 15 22 5 27 

Note. F2F = face-to-face. 

Figure 18 IPSyn Score for Study 3 

  

Note. F2F = Face-to-face. 

 Fluency. The Wilcoxon signed rank paired test result for articulation rate, and speech 

rate is described in Table 36. Both modes improved significantly on speech rate in the post-

test (F2F p = .00, Z = 2.82, r = .50, power = .99; Texting p = .00, Z = 3.89, r = .60,       

power = .99). However, only the face-to-face group showed significant improvement for the 

articulation rate (p = .02, Z = 2.42, r = .43, power = .96). There was no impact on 

articulation rate for the texting groups.  

The improvement in articulation rate is observed only in study 3; it was not observed 

in Studies 1 and 2. This result may be explained by the mode effect. As mentioned in Section 
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1.3, the construct of speech consists of small groups of words or units. A small group of 

words, such as sentences and phrases, can form a meaning that allows messages to be 

conveyed. When speaking face-to-face, small units are formed consciously or unconsciously, 

which can lead to an improved rate of articulation over the course of practice. However, 

when writing texts, these small units are not visible on the screen. Whether the clauses and 

phrases are typed in a small group of words or not, the message’s meaning does not affect 

how the message is sent if it is typed before hitting the “send” button.  Thus, small word 

groups are unlikely to be the focus of attention, and text practice had no effect on articulation 

rate and showed no effect in all three studies. The difference between modes affected 

different areas of fluency. 
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Table 36 

Pre- and Post-test Results on Fluency Measures for Study 3 
           

Pretest-Posttest comparison 
  

   Pre Test  Post Test    

  Mode n M Mdn SD n M Mdn SD  p Z r  Power  

(1-β) 

Articulation 

Rate 

F2F 16 0.93 0.94 0.34 16 1.16 1.08 0.35  0.02 2.42 0.43 ** 0.96 

Texting  21 1.17 1.06 0.62 21 1.35 1.27 0.69  0.18 1.34 0.21  0.40 

                

Speech Rate 
F2F 16 39.75 39 10.74 16 51.62 54 12.41  0.00 2.82 0.50 *** 0.99 

Texting  21 40.24 37 16.12 21 59.48 54 31.95  0.00 3.89 0.60 *** 0.99 

Note. *small r = .10, **medium r = .30, ***large r = .50  (Mizumoto & Takeuchi, 2011) 
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Figure 19 Articulation Rate and Speech Rate for Study 3 

 

Note. F2F = face-to-face, WPM = words per minute (speech rate) 

Typing Speed. Typing speed (M = 125.67, Mdn =107, SD = 50.86, n= 21) and the 

number of spoken words per minute in the post-test of the texting group (M = 59.48,        

Mdn = 54, SD = 31.95, n = 21) were analyzed to find the relationship of texting to speaking. 

Pearson’s correlation test showed no correlation between the two scores (r = .23, t(19) = 1.04, 

p = .31), indicating that the words produced in texting were not affected by the individual’s 

typing speed. The results suggest that learners with high typing scores may not be able to 

type more messages in L2. Another factor, language proficiency, may have a direct effect on 

language production. However, the effects of typing ability may be different for speakers 

with higher language proficiency who are able to continue the conversation.  

8.3.1. Learning Lexical Phrases and Texting 

To answer the first sub-research question, is there a difference in cloze test results 

between the two modes? The results showed that learning lexical phrases via texting was 

equivalent to face-to-face learning. Both groups saw a large effect size on pre- and post-cloze 

test results. In addition, there were no significant differences in the effect size. In other 

words, the cloze test results showed no difference in vocabulary learning between the two 

modes.   

To answer the second subquestion, will learners be able to use the lexical phrases 

learned in texting for speaking? The lexical phrases used in the post-test were limited. The 

data showed that there were few lexical phrases in the speaking tests. The interview tasks 

were designed to facilitate the acquisition of lexical phrases in a natural context, but this 

intervention lasted only three weeks, which may not have been sufficient. In addition, 
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speakers self-select their topics in the interview tasks, and those with unfamiliar words may 

have been avoided.  

Samples 1 and 2 are dialogue excerpts of the face-to-face and texting groups that 

incorporate lexical phrases in their speech. Both samples demonstrated “hang out,” which 

they learned by asking and answering the interview question, “Where do you often hang out 

with your friends?”  

Sample 1: Student 1 from the face-to-face group: 

Pre-test: …I think Tokyo has many things. For example, very favorite shops and the 

Tokyo tower. I want to go on sightseeing... 

Post-test: …I think Tokyo has many newest shops. I want to hang out with friends. My 

best friend lives in Tokyo now, so I want to hang out with her….  

Sample 2: Student 1 from the texting group:  

Pre-test: ... there are a lot of stores and amusement, and I want to go shopping in  

Tokyo. 

Post-test: I want to shop to search for good items and hang out with my friends in 

some amusement parks.  

8.3.2. Texting and Speaking Improvement 

To answer the third subquestion, how does practice affect texting and face-to-face 

mode? Improvement was found in both modes on the post-test. For the texting group, lexical 

accuracy on content and function words, syntactic complexity, and speech rate improved on 

the post-speech test.  

The results on texting are consistent with those of Studies 1 and 2 in terms of the 

relationship between lexical error rates and error types. The task condition in Study 3 allowed 

sufficient time and repetition practice for students to notice both content and functional word 

errors in texting. The face-to-group study showed no significant difference between pre-test 

and post-test scores in this regard. Errors occurred, for example, in the omission of content 

words and the overuse of function words. Texting decreased the errors, especially in the 

incorrect choice of content words and the omission of words. This suggests that practicing by 

texting under the same conditions reduces lexical errors and improves speech accuracy. 

Linguistic information on the screen facilitates the detection and subsequent correction of 

errors in texting.  

The improvement in the syntactic structure of the language could be due to the visual 

aid of texting. IPSyn scores increased with texting, while scores decreased with face-to-face. 

The result in this subcategory indicates an increase in the scores for sentence structure and 

verb phrase use, suggesting that texting supports the correct organization of words and the 

use of verbs. The ability to visually see speech production on the screen allows these errors to 

be noticed, and texting can support language practice.  
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8.3.3. Face-to-Face and Fluency 

In the face-to-face group, scores for articulation rate and speech rate improved 

significantly. The results for fluency showed that both modes improved the number of words 

produced per minute. This shows that the speech rate can be increased in both modes. 

However, the articulation rate improved only in face-to-face speech. Since the articulation 

rate affects the comprehensibility of speech (Suzuki & Kormos, 2019), this result indicates 

the limitations of practicing in texting mode. When practicing face-to-face, accuracy was 

sacrificed over fluency compared to texting. Given the absence of the articulation phase in 

texting, the result indicates partial acceptance of the hypothesis that texting has little effect on 

fluency.  

This research has clearly shown that conversations in texting and face-to-face groups 

affect different areas of speech production. The use of texting allows learners to notice errors 

and correct them, improving the accuracy of speech. In contrast, during face-to-face practice, 

both measures of fluency, articulation and speech rate, improved significantly. This research 

has shown that different modes can improve different areas of speech performance. 

8.3.4. Learner Feedback 

Texting for language learning is not common; therefore, a final survey was conducted 

for the texting group in Japanese. It examined the difficulty of the interview task, the cloze 

texts, and the online typing activity, as well as general feedback on online language practice 

(Table 37). A similar distribution of students found it difficult to participate in the interview 

tasks and cloze tests. However, most students felt that online activities helped them to acquire 

better English speakers. This might suggest that online exercises can be an alternative to the 

face-to-face practice environment. The answer to the follow-up question, why do you prefer 

one mode over the other, describes how learners perceived the task-based activities via 

texting. Some feedback from students who preferred texting included: 

• I feel more confident speaking after a texting activity.  

• I can practice writing and reading at the same time. 

• I have more time to write appropriately. Unfortunately, I feel more pressured 

when face-to-face and cannot continue the conversation. 

• I like doing texting activities because I can practice typing simultaneously.  

• I have more time to think.  

• I am not too fond of communicating orally.   
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Learners who could not decide said:  

• Texting is similar to speaking. 

• I can understand the words and sentences in texting. In face-to-face, you can 

practice pronunciation and accent. 

• There are both strong and weak points.  

• Those who preferred face-to-face stated:  

• I’m not used to typing in English. 

• The pressure of face-to-face helps me remember words. 

• I don’t have good writing skills.  

• I like the pressure of having to reply quickly.  

• I think there are differences. Maybe I was uncomfortable waiting for a reply 

because of the typing speed.  

• I’m not good at spelling.  

• I think speaking is important.  

Table 37  

Exit Survey  

Questions Easy 
Fairly 

Easily 
Neutral 

Fairly 

Difficult 
Difficult Total 

1. Was the online 

interview task difficult? 
5 7 13 5 7 37 

2. Was the cloze-test 

difficult?  
5 9 13 3 7 37 

  
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Agree 
Total 

3. Do you think the 

online activities help you 

become a better English 

speaker? 

4 24 6 3 0 37 

  
Online 

Texting 

Cannot 

say 

Face-to-

face 
  Total 

4. Which mode do you 

feel you can produce and 

practice English? 

11 11 15   37 

 

8.4. Conclusions 

In this study, no differences were found in the learning of lexical phrases according to 

mode. The cloze test results were the same between the two modes. In addition, after three 

weeks of practice, lexical accuracy and syntactic structure of speech improved on the post-

speech test, which was not the case for face-to-face practice. However, both groups improved 

speech rates, and the face-to-face group showed a significant improvement in articulation 

rate. 
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The results suggest that texting is a valid communication method for acquiring new 

lexical phrases and improving speaking. Moreover, under certain conditions, lexical accuracy 

and syntactic complexity can improve significantly compared to face-to-face practice. This is 

especially true for learners with basic proficiency (CEFR A1-B1) who need more time to 

process and retrieve linguistic information for output. The use of texting allows for visual 

support and slow exchange. Additionally, face-to-face practice has a significant impact on 

improving articulation rate. Overall, Study 3 found that texting can replace face-to-face 

interactions for learning lexical phrases and that practicing improves different areas of 

language constructs depending on the mode. 

8.5. Summary  

Study 3 examined the effect of texting on lexical phrase learning under task repetition 

and time pressure for three weeks.3 The cloze test was developed to ensure an examination of 

the effect of the intervention. The study was conducted by forming two groups, face-to-face 

and texting, with 16 and 21 language learners, respectively. The intervention included 

repetition practice of the target lexical phrases and an interview task that lasted three weeks. 

Cloze test, and pre- and post-speaking tests were conducted to measure the effect of the 

intervention. The result of the cloze test showed no difference in lexical phrase learning 

between face-to-face and texting modes. In the post- speaking test, there was small evidence 

of target lexical phrases used naturally in speech. In addition, the comparison of the scores 

between pre- and post-test indicates that the texting group improved lexical error rates for 

content and function words, syntactic complexity, and speech rate. By contrast, the face-to-

face group improved the area of fluency, speech rate, and articulation rate. The results 

support the claim that texting improved accuracy and use of complex speech compared to 

face-to-face, while the face-to-face group improved fluency scores.  

 

 
3 This study has been revised to investigate further the word usage of content and 

function words, grammar, syntactic complexity, and fluency from the researcher’s former 

study (Takase, 2020).   
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CHAPTER 9 DISCUSSION  

 

Previous studies on the use of texting for speech have yielded mixed results. This is 

because speech production is influenced by the nature of the task and the conditions of task 

implementation (Lin, 2015; Skehan, 2014). Based on research on repair in texting (Sauro & 

Smith, 2010), the current study examined the effects of texting under different task conditions 

in the subsequent speaking test. In texting, repair behavior affects linguistic complexity and 

lexical diversity (Sauro & Smith, 2010), but there are few studies examining these effects to 

subsequent speech. Using the results of the three studies conducted in this research, this 

section discusses how texting affects subsequent speaking under different task conditions. 

Accordingly, the following research questions are raised:  

Research Question 1: How does task repetition in task-based language learning 

through texting affect post-speaking tests on syntactic complexity, grammar, and lexical use?  

Research Question 2: How does time pressure in task-based language learning 

through texting affect post-speaking tests on syntactic complexity, grammar, and lexical use?  

Research Question 3: Is there a difference between learning lexical phrases through 

texting and face-to-face interactions?  

9.1. Use of Texting Under Repeated and Timed Condition  

The results of the three studies conducted in this research illustrate that the use of 

texting in task processing improves the areas of lexical accuracy, syntactic complexity, and 

speech rate. This generally supports Sauro and Smith’s (2010) findings about the function of 

repairing when texting. Repeated practice of tasks in texting improved the subsequent 

speaking test as learners showed fewer salient errors such as L1 use and repetition (Study 1). 

The error types describe two important findings about texting use. The use of texting draws 

attention to lexical errors and allows for modification, and even though texting lacks the 

articulation phase, it allows for improvement in speech performance. Study 1 showed a 

significant decrease in lexical error rates for content and function words. The reduced errors 

in L1 use and repetition in the post-test showed that the error that stood out on the screen was 

not found or reduced in the post-speech test. The results of Study 2 also supported this claim 

by analyzing the practice session. Repetition and L1 use were not found when texting was 

used during practice. Study 3 claimed a similar result. The results found in the three studies 

under different task conditions support the use of texting to highlight linguistic features and 

errors that allow for correction by focusing learners’ attention on form, thus improving 

lexical accuracy and syntactic complexity. Although texting is text-only, it has been shown 

that instantaneous exchange improves speaking. The use of texting is nonetheless inferior to 

practicing face-to-face or more effective than face-to-face practice in improving lexical 

accuracy and syntactic complexity. In contrast, face-to-face showed no significant difference 

in lexical error rates for both content and function words.  
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Although lexical accuracy improves after text practice, task implementation under 

time pressure conditions encountered limitations. For example, a 15-minute texting task in 

Study 2 showed improvements in content word lexical error rates but no difference between 

the pre-test and post-test for function words. The time limit may have directed attentional 

resources to content words, as the interaction in the task was more focused on message 

delivery. However, despite the time limit, the texting group showed a decrease in error types 

such as incorrect word choice and L1 use for content words and repetition of function words 

in the tests. Again, this could be because these errors are obvious on the screen. In Study 2, it 

was found that 15 minutes was not enough to improve function words because they were 

difficult to recognize. However, even under time pressure, learners can use text to identify 

errors in content words. 

Although the current research generally corroborates with Sauro and Smith’s (2010) 

findings of the function of texting in language learning, the studies conducted in this research 

did not find improvements in lexical diversity and grammatical error rates in either the face-

to-face or texting groups. The discussion was addressed in Section 6.3. This difference can be 

explained from two perspectives: the occurrence of trade-offs between lexical diversity and 

lexical accuracy and the different measures used for lexical diversity. First, the improvement 

in lexical accuracy (not lexical diversity) can be explained by the different L1 backgrounds of 

the participants. The participants in Sauro and Smith’s study were all native English speakers 

learning German, whereas the current study focused on Japanese learners learning English. 

Some believe that second language acquisition is influenced by similarity to the L1 (Allen, 

2019; Ortega, 2009; Ringbom & Jarvis, 2009). In other words, orthographically similar 

languages facilitate the acquisition of lexical items (Grosjean & li, 2013; Marian et al., 2012), 

so German ESL learners may have a lower cognitive load than Japanese ESL learners 

because of orthographic similarities. The Japanese learners in the current study may have 

focused on accuracy rather than variety because their vocabulary is limited to expansion.  

Second, the measures used for lexical diversity may have impacted the difference as 

well. In Sauro and Smith’s study, the Index of Guiraud was employed for lexical diversity, 

while the current research used the Measure of Textual Lexical Diversity (MTLD). The Index 

of Guiraud is affected by the length of the text (Kojima, 2012). In addition, the length of 

practice and task type may have allowed learners to produce more language. For instance, the 

Sauro and Smith study utilized the jigsaw task for approximately 40 minutes, while the 

current research analyzed one-minute speech. More time on the speaking test may have been 

an advantage for improving lexical diversity.  

Concerning syntactic complexity, Sauro and Smith’s study and the current research 

both found positive results. Sauro and Smith counted the ratio of clauses to c-units and 

occurrences of grammatical gender for syntactic complexity. This study corroborated these 

results using the IPSyn score and found that texting groups either maintained or improved 
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between pre-and post-speaking tests. Figure 20 shows how texting improved its score among 

different task conditions. The subcategory showed that the texting group scored high on 

sentence structure. Texting showed a lower score for verb phrases and a higher score for 

sentence structure, indicating word occurrence and syntax. 

For the face-to-face group, IPSyn score and subcategory score results were 

inconsistent across task conditions, and scores did not always improve. While Sauro and 

Smith (2010) counted only grammatical gender for sentence complexity, the IPSyn score 

reflects a more detailed analysis of grammar emergence and sentence complexity. Therefore, 

the inconsistent results for the face-to-face groups under the task conditions suggest little 

possibility of improvement. 

As for the fluency measure, the texting group showed no improvement in articulation 

rate. Nevertheless, the speech rate improved significantly under the repeated tasks and 

repetition conditions and under the temporal conditions at three-week intervals. Although the 

articulation phase is skipped in texting, there was evidence that texting improved fluency 

measures. The task conditions with sufficient time for practice allowed for improvement in 

speech fluency. For the face-to-face group, more practice time affected both articulation and 

speech rate. Further discussion is provided in the next section on face-to-face and fluent 

speaking.  

Figure 20 IPSyn Score across all Three Studies

Note. The IPSyn score results reflect how practice in each mode emphasizes sentence 

structure and facilitates sentence production. This is especially true of the texting mode.  
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9.2. Face-to-Face Practice and Speaking Improvement 

While the current study aims to examine the effects of learning via texting, the 

comparative analysis highlights the characteristics of the face-to-face group. Under 

conditions of repetition or time pressure, the face-to-face group showed no significant 

statistical improvement in lexical error rate, lexical diversity, grammatical error rate, and 

syntactic complexity after practicing the task. In particular, face-to-face practice showed no 

statistical improvement in lexical error rate for content and function words, in contrast to 

texting practice. Moreover, an increase in lexical errors, such as repetitions and unnecessary 

function words, was observed under several conditions. However, when the task was 

repeated, a positive outcome was observed on error types for incorrect word choice with 

content words; a decrease in the occurrences was found in Studies 1 and 3. It could be 

inferred that in face-to-face learning, repetition may lead to a reduction in content word 

choice errors.  

In many cases, as discussed in section 4.2, since speaking requires the attention of 

multiple areas simultaneously, many errors may be difficult to detect in face-to-face practice. 

This statistical result on lexical error rate was consistent across task conditions, suggesting 

that the amount of practice performed in these studies was insufficient to show improvement. 

Improving accuracy in face-to-face requires time and practice. By contrast, texting is more 

effective as improvements in lexical accuracy were found across all the task conditions 

conducted in this research.  

 When syntactic complexity was assessed for the face-to-face group, the results were 

inconsistent across the study. The IPSyn score increased after repetition and 15-minute 

practice but decreased during the 3-week repetition training for lexical phrases. This suggests 

that it is difficult for face-to-face modes to improve the same linguistic skills under the same 

conditions as texting.  

That being said, the significant advantage of the face-to-face mode is that, under the 

same time and practice conditions, a face-to-face practice allowed improvements in both 

articulation and speech rates (Figure 21). This improvement was not found in texting. The 

impact was significant when practiced for 15 minutes during lexical phrase learning. Both 

modes showed an increase in speech rate; however, only the face-to-face group improved 

articulation, predicting improved comprehensibility when speaking. This implies two things. 

First, oral practice is necessary to improve articulation since there is no articulation in texting. 

Speech behavior consists of several constructs, such as lexico-grammatical and discursive 

features, in addition to articulation mentioned in section 1.3. The feature that directly affects 

intelligibility is articulation rate. Articulation rate is a small unit of words between pauses 

that have been shown to be a strong indicator of comprehensible output (Suzuki & Kormos, 

2019). Texting may lack this feature because pauses are not visible when texting. In texting, 

pauses and repairs can be inserted without many constraints, which is an advantage for 
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improving accuracy, but may not be for improving fluency. This study found how the face-to-

face speaking mode affects fluency constructs more than the texting mode and that different 

modes affect different areas of speech constructs.  

The finding of this study can be confirmed from another perspective. The results of 

Study 1 through 3 have shown that articulation speed or speech rate can be achieved without 

explicit instructions. Note that none of the studies were explicitly instructed to focus on 

articulation or speed. However, the face-to-face group did improve its score on articulation 

rate. This rules out the possibility that only the mode difference affected the improvement. 

Second, despite the fact that mode difference affects fluency improvement, task 

conditions are also an essential construct. Fluency constructs such as articulation rate may not 

improve without sufficient time and repetition. Under the 15-minute timed condition, fluency 

did not improve for both face-to-face and texting. However, after the 3-week practice of 

learning lexical phrases, both articulation rate and speech rate improved for the face-to-face 

group. The result shows that both mode and task conditions affect task performance.  
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Figure 21 Articulation Rate and Speech Rate across all Three Studies 

 

Note. F2F = face-to-face, WPM = words per minute (speech rate) 

The face-to-face practice showed a tendency towards improving fluency measures 

over lexical accuracy or syntactic complexity. In other words, lexical accuracy and syntactic 

complexity may have been sacrificed to improve fluency. These results provide evidence of 

how improvements differ between the two modes.  

 

9.3. Using Texting to Learn Lexical Phrases 

Lexical phrases were chosen as the target items to test the effectiveness of using 

texting for learning. The second research question was, “Is there a difference in learning 

lexical phrases between texting and face-to-face interactions?” Cloze test results revealed no 

difference between the face-to-face and texting groups. Additionally, lexical phrases were 

used naturally in post-test speaking. This suggests that texting creates opportunities for 

lexical phrase learning, not merely retrieving stored information. Thus, texting facilitates 

lexical phrase learning for similar outcomes as face-to-face.  

A limitation of this study, however, is that it may be assumed that the list of lexical 

phrases was selected from a combination of known words. Had the words been unknown, the 
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lack of articulation practice in texting could have proved a disadvantage for natural use in 

speech.  

9.4. Summary  

This chapter summarizes the results and discusses the main findings from this 

research. Mode differentially affected the results in terms of lexical error rate, syntactic 

complexity, and fluency under three different task conditions: repetition, 15-minute time 

constraints, and repetition and time constraints for learning lexical phrases. The findings of 

this research were that while texting improved lexical accuracy and syntactic complexity, 

face-to-face practice improved articulation rate. In addition, there was no mode difference in 

terms of learning lexical phrases. The effect of texting on lexical accuracy has been proven 

by the detailed analysis of lexical error types showing a decrease in L1 use for content 

words and repetition for function words. The error types showed how the salient errors on 

the screen promote awareness to help achieve lexical accuracy.  

The results confirm those of Sauro and Smith (2010) with a few differences. One is 

that the current research did not show improvement in lexical diversity, but instead 

improved lexical accuracy. This may be due to the differences in participants’ native 

language engaging in the research and the measures applied. 

In the process of exploring the effects of texting, the effects of face-to-face learning 

were also identified. When equal time is given and repeated, only face-to-face mode 

improves both constructs of fluency, speech rate, and articulation rate. The mode of practice 

determines the areas of language improvement, but task conditions also affect the outcome. 
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CHAPTER 10 CONCLUSION 

 

Based on the results, this chapter presents the theoretical implications and limitations 

of this study, as well as suggestions for further research. The effect of texting on speaking 

was investigated in three empirical studies conducted with EFL learners at CEFR proficiency 

levels A1-B1. The result shows that there are differences in the area where speaking 

improves depending on the mode. It was found that both modes provide an improvement in 

speaking. 

10.1. Theoretical Implications 

The hypothesis, based on production models and previous texting research (Levelt, 

1989; Payne & Whitney, 2002), suggests positive outcomes for post-speech outcomes when 

texting is used as a medium for task-based learning. The results of this study showed that use 

of texting improved speaking, which implies that texting follows a similar process as 

speaking. The contributions of this study are not limited to the effects of texting but how 

mode differs from face-to-face practice by affecting various constructs of speaking; that is, 

texting may lead one to focus more on lexical accuracy or syntactic complexity when 

speaking and that face-to-face practice improves measures of fluency.  

The inherent features of visual salience and typing behavior in texting emphasize 

linguistic forms (Sauro & Smith, 2010, Smith, 2008). Thus, one clear difference between 

face-to-face interactions and texting is self-repair behavior. Although texting repairs are not 

always seen in transcripts (Smith, 2008), they do influence speech production. The post-

speech test supports the claim that texting draws attention to correct forms, which was 

justified by the results on lexical error rate and syntactic complexity. The analysis of the 

lexical error types in both content and function words showed that repetition or L1 use of 

error types reduced or was not found in the texting groups, both in the practice session and in 

the post-speech test. The noticeable errors on the screen enabled learners to notice and correct 

them.  

Payne and Whitney (2002) predicted, based on Levelt’s (1989) language production 

model, that texting develops fluency. This study was able to identify that speech rate, a 

construct of fluency, particularly improved in texting practice. Face-to-face practice, by 

contrast, allows practicing articulating the message, which helps to improve both articulation 

rate and speech rate. The results illustrate how mode impacts different areas of fluency 

constructs.  

Comparative studies have shown the effects of the different modes on subsequent 

speech performance. Language practice in texting is an advantage for novice language 

learners in speaking. Therefore, this study contributes to the existing literature on speaking 

practice and how texting supports it differently from face-to-face practice. 
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10.2. Pedagogical Implications  

An educational implication of this study is that there is a difference in areas of 

improvement when face-to-face and texting practices are compared. The findings can help 

educators in selecting the mode for pedagogical purposes. This study found that one of the 

benefits of using texting is that it draws attention to vocabulary and sentence structure, based 

on the outcome of lexical errors and syntactic complexity. The speed of the conversation is 

naturally slower, allowing them to assess and correct their performance in real-time. In 

addition to the visual information of the text on the screen, the extra time in texting can 

support language learning, especially for beginners, as it is less intimidating and responses 

can be delayed. Compared to face-to-face conversation, interlocutors can have more time to 

formulate messages and responses, leading to greater attention to correct forms. By contrast, 

in face-to-face speech production, multiple pieces of information must be processed 

simultaneously in a short period of time. For novice L2 learners, this can be overwhelming.   

Speaking is not just about lexical or syntactic accuracy and complexity. The 

comprehensibility of speech is an important construct as well. For this improvement, face-to-

face may be more effective compared to texting. The result of the articulation rate across the 

studies provide evidence for this. For improvement in fluency, especially for articulation rate,  

this study has found face-to-face to be more effective compared to texting.  

Overall, this study provides evidence that speaking can be improved through both 

face-to-face and texting practice. It was found that speaking can be influenced by the way 

learners practice, this is, mode. It can therefore be suggested that educators consider the 

differences in pedagogy.  

10.3. Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

This is a small-scale study and is, therefore, subject to some limitations. The first 

limitation is the sample size and the participants in this study. The purpose of this study was 

to investigate the use of texting in a natural learning environment. To this end, all studies 

conducted in this study were held during regular classroom hours. Moreover, although this 

study design was ecologically valid, the number of participants and the task conditions were 

limited to the class size and the lesson plan. In addition, the language level of the participants 

was limited to CEFR A1- B1, and they may have had difficulty holding a spontaneous 

conversation. Therefore, exchanges between participants were not always smooth and made it 

difficult to make accurate corrections. Had the participants been native speakers or proficient 

language users, the impact of the face-to-face and texting exercise might have been stronger. 

Gurzynski-Weiss and Baralt (2014) note that the feedback provider can influence language 

performance outcomes. In their study of corrective feedback, the interlocutor had a research 

and teaching background. This produced different results than a similar study in which the 

interlocutor was a native speaker. Thus, interlocutors with different backgrounds may be able 

to provide expert testimony on errors. In other words, the role of the interlocutor may 
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influence learners’ language performance, which could affect researchers’ understanding of 

the texting effect.  

Another limitation is the assumption of the interview task and the selection of the 

topic for the interview. As mentioned in Section 5.3.3, the interview task may lead to 

variations in the difficulty of the spoken content. Because the task depends on a topic that the 

speaker selects, some learners may avoid complex, unfamiliar topics or specific topics that 

require a certain vocabulary. The interview task in Study 3 was a question about one’s 

favorite place to live. This interview task may have been straightforward because 

grammatical errors related to verbs were rarely found. Other highly structured tasks or 

advanced topics that correspond to the learners’ language level (e.g., narrative or decision-

making) might have yielded different results. For example, Ziegler (2018) conducted a study 

using pictorial narrative tasks via texting and allowed three minutes of planning time. The 

results showed that learners improved their scores on the Guiraud index. This result provides 

insight into how task types and topics can influence outcomes.  

For further research, given the limitations discussed above, it would be worthwhile to 

examine various conditions and the extent of texting in other languages. Texting highlights 

linguistic forms. Ziegler’s (2016) meta-analysis on the use of SCMC for language learning 

found that the use of SCMC had a greater delayed effect on grammar compared to the 

practice of face-to-face interaction. This research can be continued in the long term to 

investigate the effects of retrieving information in different modes. In addition, it is 

worthwhile to investigate how the results differ in learning with other target languages than 

English. The current research selected English as a foreign language for the focus of the 

research. The specific language selected may lead to a different result. Future studies may 

investigate the use of texting in other languages and generalize the effect on language 

learning.  

In addition, tasks and lessons should be explored to make better use of the tool 

because texting can be useful both inside and outside the classroom. Texting can democratize 

the different language levels and cultural backgrounds of learners. Telecollaboration 

pedagogy is widely documented and provides a platform for successful ideas (Akiyama & 

Cunningham, 2017). Creative use of texting can facilitate learning and sharing ideas for 

authentic learning.  

10.4. Conclusion 

The current study sheds new light on the evidence that texting affects the subsequent 

speaking performance of novice learners, who achieve different results from face-to-face 

practice. In particular, lexical accuracy and syntactic complexity in speaking are improved by 

texting. Results showed that error types such as L1 use and repetition were reduced during 

texting, which affected subsequent speaking performance. Another important discovery was 

that face-to-face showed improvements in measures of fluency, while texting had limitations. 
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When practicing face-to-face, it was only this mode that improved articulation rate when 

practiced under the same conditions as texting. This suggests that mode affects different areas 

of speech performance and that both are important for language learning.  

Texting is an important aspect of communication today, and its integration into 

language learning benefits foreign language acquisition. Moreover, the study proved that 

texting, although a written mode, nevertheless helps to improve areas of speaking, especially 

where the face-to-face practice is less effective.  
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APPENDICES 

Appendix 1 Participant Consent Form 

Research topic: Texting and Face-to-face Speaking in Task-Based Language Teaching  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

□ 1. I confirm that I have read and understand the letter dated [insert date] 

explaining the purpose, method, procedures, benefits and risks for the above 

research project and I have had the opportunity to ask questions about the 

project.  

 

2. I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw 

at any time without giving any reason and without there being any negative 

consequences. In addition, should I not wish to answer any particular question 

or questions, I am free to decline. 

 

3. I understand that my responses will be kept strictly confidential. I give 

permission for members of the research team to have access to my 

anonymized responses. I understand that my name will not be linked with the 

research materials, and I will not be identified or identifiable in the report or 

reports that result from the research. 

 

4. I agree to be recorded for each session.  

 

 

5. I agree for the data collected from me to be used in future research. 

 

 

6. I agree to delete any materials and personal information obtained from taking 

part in the activity and will not disclose it to public or to the third party. 

 

 

7. I agree to take part in the above research project 

 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 
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＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿ ＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿ ＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿ 

Name of Participant                         Signature                                           Date 

 

＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿ ＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿ ＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿ 

Name of person taking consent        Signature                                           Date 

 

＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿ ＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿ ＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿ 

Research Representative               Signature                                             Date 

 

Retrieved from https://www.sampleforms.com/participant-consent-form-sample.html  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.sampleforms.com/participant-consent-form-sample.html
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Participant Withdrawal Form 

 

To the Research Representative, ______________ 

 

Research topic: Texting and Face-to-face Speaking in Task-Based Language Teaching  

 

I hereby request to withdraw from the study, although I have agreed to participate in the 

study above.  

 

＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿ ＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿ ＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿ 

Name of Participant                        Signature                                         Date of Withdrawal 

 

【Confirmation of the research in charge】 I confirmed that the participant above withdrew 

from the study.  

__________________               ＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿ ＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿ 

Research Representative                 Signature                                          Date of Withdrawal 

 

  



104 

APPENDIX 

Appendix 2 Worksheet for the Narration Task 

Student A 

 

 

Reprinted with permission from The Library of American Comics. 
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Student B 

 

 

Reprinted with permission from The Library of American Comics. 
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Appendix 3 The First Draft of Cloze Test 

 

1. This band is not so famous, but they’ve been ( ) a while. They’ve done a lot of albums. 

2. When she turned ( ) the car radio, the music was playing. 

3. Why I take the piano ( ) the road and in the air. 

4. I’m ( ) awe and have so much respect for the music. 

5. This sofa does not ( ) with the rest of our furniture in the living room. 

6. I don’t like the color. Can we look at something ( ), please? 

7. A stop sign in Brazil is ( ) the shape of an octagon. 

8. There is a unicorn ( ) the left. 

9. The family name is ( ) the bottom. 

10. When I ( ) down in the barber’s chair, there was a Chicago flag on the box that barber kept 

all his tools in. 

11. There was a Chicago flag ( ) the wall behind me. 

12. A design that is distinct is different ( ) others. 

13. If you engage ( ) something, you show interest in it. 

14. When you ( ) attention to something, you concentrate on it. 

15. Setting is an element in a story where and when the story ( ) place. 

16. This book is about a ( ) of people stuck on an island together. 

17. He goes to Egypt looking ( ) treasure. 

18. Historical fiction has a fictional story and is set ( ) the past. 

19. I grew ( ) in Tokyo. 

20. Although we have a good transportation system in our city, I think the best way to get ( ) is 

by bus. 

21. If you can choose to live anywhere in the world, what do you ( ) for in a city? 

22. The mall is a good place to hang ( ) with friends. 
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23. Since it’s raining today, let’s ( ) out and do nothing. 

24. Can you get to the airport ( ) ease? 

25. People come ( ) different part of Asia to live in Tokyo. 

26. I found ( ) that living in Hamamatsu is very convenient. 

27. I want to check ( ) the new restaurant. 

28. I often meet ( ) with my friends at the coffee shop. 

29. While you are in New York, take ( ) some live theater. 

30. I like to ( ) camping with my friends. 

31. There is a real excitement searching ( ) fossils.    

32. The book turned ( ) to be extremely exciting.  

33. Many people are attracted ( ) another country because they like the way they do things.  

34. When you are in a foreign country, try to interact ( ) others.  

 

Reprinted with permission from National Geographic Learning | Cengage Learning K.K. (Bohlke, 2016). 
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Appendix 4 Second Draft of Cloze Test 

 

1. When she turned ( ) the car radio, the music was playing. 

2. I’m ( ) awe and have so much respect for the music. 

3. I don’t like the color. Can we look at something ( ), please? 

4. A stop sign in Brazil is ( ) the shape of an octagon. 

5. There is a unicorn ( ) the left. 

6. The family name is ( ) the bottom. 

7. There was a Chicago flag ( ) the wall behind me. 

8. A design that is distinct is different ( ) others. 

9. If you engage ( ) something, you show interest in it. 

10. When you ( ) attention to something, you concentrate on it. 

11. This book is about a ( ) of people stuck on an island together. 

12. He goes to Egypt looking ( ) treasure. 

13. Historical fiction has a fictional story and is set ( ) the past. 

14. I grew ( ) in Tokyo. 

15. Although we have a good transportation system in our city, I think the best way to get ( ) 

is by bus. 

16. The mall is a good place to hang ( ) with friends. 

17. Can you get to the airport ( ) ease? 

18. People come ( ) from different part of Asia to live in Tokyo.  

19. I found ( ) that living in Hamamatsu is very convenient. 

20. I want to check ( ) the new restaurant. 

21. I like to ( ) camping with my friends. 

22. There is a real excitement searching ( ) fossils.    

23. The book turned ( ) to be extremely exciting.  
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24. Many people are attracted ( ) another country because they like the way they do things.  

25. When you are in a foreign country, try to interact ( ) others.  

 

Reprinted with permission from National Geographic Learning | Cengage Learning K.K. (Bohlke, 2016). 

  



110 

APPENDIX 

Appendix 5 Final Cloze Test with 15 Target Items 

 

1. I want to check ( ) the new restaurant. 新しいレストランに行ってみたいな。 

2. The mall is a good place to hang ( ) with friends. モールは友達とぶらぶらするに良
い場所だ。  

3. Although we have a good transportation system in our city, I think the best way to get ( ) 

is by bus. 私たちのまちではよい交通システムがあるが、あちらこちらに動き回
るのにはバスが最適だろう。  

4. If you engage ( ) something, you show interest in it. 何かに従事するとうことは、それ
に興味を示しているということである。  

5. I like to (  ) camping with my friends.   友達とキャンプすることが好きだだ。  

6. I don’t like the color. Can we look at something ( ), please? 私はその色が好きではな
いな。他のを見せて頂ける？  

7. I’m ( ) awe and have so much respect for the music.   私は音楽に対して畏敬の念を抱
いている。  

8. Historical fiction has a fictional story and is set (  ) the past. 歴史小説とはフィクショ
ンで、過去を題材にしている。  

9. This book is about a ( ) of people stuck on an island together.この本は、ある一組の団
体が一緒に島に取り残される話である。  

10. I found ( ) that living in Hamamatsu is very convenient.    浜松に住むことは大変便利
だと気付いた。  

11. Can you get to the airport (       ) ease? 空港まで簡単に行けますか。 

12. There is a real excitement searching (  ) fossils.  化石を探すことは本当にワクワク
する。 

13. The book turned (  ) to be extremely exciting.この本は結果的にとても面白かった。 

14. Many people are attracted (     ) another country because they like the way they do things. 

多くの人が他の国に惹かれるのは他のやり方に魅力を感じるからだ。  

15. When you are in a foreign country, try to interact (       ) others. 外国に行ったら、他の
人と関わるようにしよう。 

 

Reprinted with permission from National Geographic Learning | Cengage Learning K.K. (Bohlke, 2016). 
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