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1. Introduction

Communication strategies (CSs) are what learners use “to overcome the inadequacies of their interlanguage resources” (Ellis, 1994, p. 396). Although the importance of communication strategies is widely recognized, “little has been discovered about the developmental nature of CSs in L2 production” (p. 402). This study reports the results of the yearlong classroom research on how Japanese university students have learned to use CSs from a sociocultural perspective. In essence, the study reveals the dynamics of learning and teaching CSs in a language classroom.  
2. Definitions of CSs

· “a systematic technique employed by a speaker to express his [or her] meaning when faced with some difficulty”(Corder, 1981)

· “potentially conscious plans for solving what to an individual presents itself as a problem in reaching a particular communicative goal”(Faerch and Kasper, 1983)

· “techniques of coping with difficulties in communicating in an imperfectly known second language” (Stern, 1983)

· “enhance the effectiveness of communication” (Canale, 1983)

3. Strategic Competence and CSs

Strategic competence (one of the components of communicative competence, together with grammatical, discourse, and sociolinguistic competences) comprises two types of strategies—communication strategies and learning strategies. Although communication strategies are concerned with productive skills and learning strategies deal with receptive skills, in general, these strategies are interrelated.  Thus, the distinction is not clear (Brown, 2000; Faerch and Kasper, 1986; Dornyei, 1995).  

4. Taxonomies of CSs

· Dornyei’s (1995) list of CSs based on Varadi (1973), Tarone (1977), Faerch and Kasper (1983), and Bialystok (1990).  

· Willems’s (1987) list of CSs—a hierarchy 

5. Research Issues

(1) Teachability

· Strategic competence develops in the speaker’s L1 and is freely transferable to L2.  Therefore, there is no reason for strategy training (Bialystok & Kellerman, 1987; Bongaerts & Poulisse, 1989).  

· Strategy straining is possible and necessary (Rost & Ross, 1991; Dornyei, 1995; Savignon, 1972, 1983, 1997; Willems, 1987).  

(2) Relationship between the use of CSs and L2 acquisition is not clear.  
(3) Little is known about whether CSs are developmental in nature. 

(4) Methods

· little systematic strategy training research

· focusing only on one or a few strategies.  

· no longitudinal study

· use mainly quantitative data (focusing on individuals and ignoring the classroom context)
6. Method of This Study

(1) Participants

Subjects were 13 second-year university students (7 boys and 6 girls), who enrolled in “Active English” in the researcher’s class in 2003. The class aimed at developing students’ discussion skills. Students met once a week (90 minutes), for 13 weeks in the first semester and 12 weeks in the second semester. As for the level of students, seven students had taken the TOEFL test and the score raged from 400 to 470.  

(2) Descriptions of “Active English” class

“Impact Topics”(Longman,2002) was chosen as a textbook. The researcher selected five topics in the first semester and four in the second semester. The fifth topic in the second semester was free (students’ choice). Each topic was covered in two weeks. In the first week, a new topic was introduced, followed by the practice of new strategies. Writing homework was assigned to students so that they could participate in the discussion in the following week. In the next class, they had their conversations videotaped after having been engaged in timed-conversations several times. As an assignment, students watched their own videotapes at home, transcribed their conversations, evaluated their performance, and set up the goals for the next videotaped conversation. The same process was recycled over the two semesters.  

(3) Date collection and analysis

Multiple data sources, including a survey, diaries, videotaped-conversations & self-assessment, videotaped-debates, progress reports, and interviews, were used to describe how these students learned to use CSs and how their use influenced their L2 learning.  To elicit more comments, students were told to write their progress reports in Japanese and were also interviewed in Japanese by the researcher at the end of each semester.  The researcher transcribed Japanese into English. All the videotaped conversations and debates were transcribed by the research assistant. Both qualitative data and quantitative data were analyzed and integrated for this study.  

· Survey (three times)—April, July , December

· Diaries (25 times)—after each class

· Videotaped-conversation & self-assessment (8 times)

· Videotaped-debates (twice)—November, December

· Progress reports (three times)—May, July, December

· Interviews (twice)—July, December (about 15 minutes per student)

7. Results

7-1: Stages

(1) From April to May: being nervous, memorized what they wrote, used only familiar CSs

· I was so nervous in front of the camera that I could not say what I wanted to say.  (Interview 1)

· I did my best to keep my conversation going. Therefore, I could not afford to pay attention to new CSs and used only familiar ones. (Interview1)

· I relied on my memorization.  I mean what I said was exactly what I wrote on the paper.  When I was asked other questions, I was at a loss. (Interview 1)

(2) From June to July: got used to video-taped conversation and maintained a four-minute conversation, started to use other CSs such as “shadowing” and “sounds good.” (quick learners)

· I could use more English and maintain a four-minute conversation, compared to April. (Interview 1)

· I came to use some CSs naturally. (Interview 1)

· I tried to use other CSs consciously. (Interview 1)

· I think I made some progress and came to feel confident in speaking English. (Interview 1)

· I still rely on Japanese when I could not explain the meaning in English.  (Interview 1)

· I could not use “What does that mean?” Instead, I asked in Japanese—“Etto?” (Interview 1)

· Feedback was very useful. Daisuke and Kaori’s conversation was very good, because he used shadowing. Now I don’t use shadowing. So I want to imitate (Action log, May, 30, 2003)

(3) From September to October: forgot CSs after a long summer vacation, reviewed CSs, got used to a five-minute conversation and enjoyed it, started to use L2-based CSs (some students)

· I learned a new strategy—“What does that mean?” in today’s class.  I thought it would be useful. (Interview 2)

· I was able to use “What does that mean?” today, because many students started to use it. (Interview 2)

· I came to use more CSs naturally. (Interview 2) 

· I enjoyed listening to others’ opinions. (Interview 2)

· I relied less on my memorization and was able to respond to my partner’s new questions. (Interview 2)

(4) From November to December: Challenged difficult topics (two debates), used L2-based CSs (more students), started to use negotiating skills

· I started to ask clarification questions when I did not understand what my partner said. I did not ask those questions before. Also, my partners could explain the meaning in simple English words. (Interview 2)

· I came to feel that a six-minute conversation was not so long. (Interview 2)

· I did not want to lose in a debate. So I tried to get good information and practiced with my partner. (Interview 2)

· I tried to use “What does that mean?” in a debate, because I sometimes hear difficult words. (Interview 2)

· I enjoyed a debate though I thought it was difficult at first.  (Interview 2)

· Recording theme was “murder.” It was difficult for me to talk about this topic. But my partner Shihoko was good speaker and it was easy to talk with her. We used “What do you mean?” (Action log, Nov. 14, 2003)

7-2: Teachability

Students mainly used familiar CSs in the first semester. When they learned new CSs, they thought these CSs would be useful. However, only a few quick learners could use them right after the explicit teaching (ex. Shadowing). At this stage, students had difficulty keeping a four-minute conversation and could not afford to use new CSs. As they became accustomed to a video-taped conversation, they could maintain a longer conversation (5 to 6 minutes). They started to enjoy talking and started to use L2-based CSs in order to negotiate the meaning with the partner. Interestingly, quite a few students reported that they started to use new CSs because others used them in class.  Yet, due to a cultural difference or lack of their communicative competence, there were a few CSs students used less throughout the study (ex. Let me see. That’s a difficult question. Asking follow-up questions.)  

· I am shy and could not speak out “Pardon me?” or “Oh! Really?”  Instead, I used “Uhn?” in Japanese. (Interview 1)

· When I could not answer the question, I smiled and let it go instead of using “Let me see.” (Interview 1)

· I could not use “Let me see” and “That’s a difficult question.” Instead, I used  Uhnn or “Etto”in Japanese. So those CSs did not come out naturally. (Interview 2)

· I thought “Summarizing” still difficult, because I was not used to explaining what I wanted to say in my words. (Interview 2)

8. Summary & Implications

The study found that explicit teaching of CSs was useful to raise learners’ awareness but not sufficient for them to be able to use those CSs in their conversations. Learners need continuous opportunities to actually use English and to evaluate their use of CSs.  In particular, recycling the process seemed to be effective to improve not only their strategic competence but also their overall communicative competence. In other words, learning CSs affects their L2 acquisition. Moreover, the obtained data showed that learners were greatly influenced by others’ use of CSs. It seems to be essential to create a learning community in a classroom to develop autonomous language learners for life.  This study offers the following implications.

(1) Explicit CS teaching is effective to raise the learner’s awareness.

(2) Students need to be encouraged to use CSs.

(3) Video-taped conversations and self-evaluation are effective and need to be recycled.  

(4) CSs are developmental (Students learn formulas easily at the beginning. However, it takes time for them to acquire L2-based CSs such as summarizing and paraphrasing. ).

(5) Some CSs might be difficult for Japanese students to learn due to a cultural difference. 

(6) Choosing interesting and challenging topics are important so that students can share their opinions and enjoy meaningful conversations.  

(7) Building a learning community is essential because students can learn from one another, which seems to be a driving force for students to acquire not only CSs but also L2 communicative competence.  

In short, Savignon (1997) stresses the significance of “rapport” in the classroom, by saying that “Practice in communication, by definition, forces learners to come out from behind memorized dialogues and ready-made phrases, leaving them in a particularly vulnerable position. The rapport they feel with the teacher as well as with classmates may be crucial in determining the success or failure of the venture” (p. 81).  
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