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Abstract This study investigated the effects of two types of classroom
instructions on EFL learners’ oral proficiency by implementing
teachers’ judgment. Two intact classes of EFL university
students studied a compulsory subject of their department
under two different types of classroom instruction. The first
group of students was trained with explicit oral strategy training
instruction, which taught them to learn and practice strategies
to improve their speech fluency. The second group was
instructed to practice the task twice as much as the first group
using implicit task-based instruction. The audio recording of
both groups’ oral task performance in the pre-test and post-test
conditions were rated for proficiency, pronunciation, discourse,
vocabulary, grammar, and complexity. Two English teachers
were trained to rate the recordings based on two oral proficiency
rubrics. The non-parametric tests and estimation analysis
results showed that both groups’ oral proficiency improved
significantly, with effect sizes ranging from medium to large. The
comparison of both groups’ results showed that the two types
of instruction had a comparable effect on students’ oral
proficiency. The current study’s findings suggest that the use of

teachers’ judgments can be necessary for classroom-based
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studies to measure the effects of instruction on gains in

learners’ oral proficiency.
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1. Introduction

In the EFL classroom context, instruction for teaching speaking used to be
transmitted from one generation of teachers to the next with little to no
modifications over time. This practice occurred because the new teachers believed
in the effectiveness of the instruction they adopted in facilitating and enabling
learning, especially in the classroom (De Graaff & Housen, 2009). Therefore, they
did not attempt to investigate further or validate the instruction. However, second
and foreign language researchers are not “on the same page” regarding the
important role of instruction in language learning. Some researchers believe that
language learning is incidental and does not require intervention like instruction
(e.g., Krashen, 1985; Long & Robinson, 1998; Reynolds et al., 2022; Thomas, 2020);
others affirm that instruction could be a key element in second and foreign
language learning (e.g., Ahmadian & Tavakoli, 2011; Ellis, 2005; Kang et al., 2019;
Tavakoli et al., 2016; Ziegler & Gonzalez-Lloret, 2022). Nevertheless, it is generally
concluded that instruction has a substantial effect on learning outcomes (Norris &

Ortega, 2000).

In the area of speaking and oral proficiency, the role of instruction has been
recognized (Plonsky, 2011). Previous studies have reported that explicit instruction
could improve learners’ speaking (i.e., Sato, 2020; Seifoori & Vahidi, 2012; Tavakoli
et al,, 2016), while others have found that learners’ oral proficiency can also be
improved through implicit instruction, particularly when timing and tasks are
planned properly (i.e., Bygate, 2001; Foster & Skehan, 1996; Lambert et al., 2017;
Lambert et al., 2020; Wang, 2014). Considering the benefits offered by the two
types of instruction—explicit and implicit—in improving EFL learners’ speaking
proficiency, it would be beneficial for EFL teachers to know the kind of instruction

that would be more beneficial for their learners.

Research investigating the effect of instruction on oral proficiency usually
applies specific criteria or measures targeting certain elements of learners’

performance, such as speech accuracy, complexity, and fluency. No previous study
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has used teachers’ judgment to measure an instructional effect, however. To date,
teachers’ judgment is only applied to research to score learners’ oral performance,
not to determine the effects of instruction, based on specific criteria or scales.
Those research studies usually focus on investigating the variability among raters
(Isaacs & Thomson, 2013; Mohd Noh & Mohd Matore, 2022; Winke et al., 2013),
including the influence of raters’ accent on ratings (e.g., Carey et al., 2011; Derwing
& Munro, 1997; Huang et al., 2016; Xu et al., 2023). Therefore, the findings of the
current study offer an alternative to measure the effectiveness of classroom-based
instruction by applying a teacher’s judgment approach. The results of this study
have theoretical and practical implications in EFL instruction for the teaching of

speaking.

2. Literature Review

Ellis et al. (2009) suggest that implicit instruction should be able to stimulate
students to infer language rules without asking them to pay attention to the rules.
Implicit instruction presents the target features in a contextualized manner by
simply presenting the target information or the language features to students. They
would then be encouraged to conclude or create their own conceptual structures
by using their linguistic repertoires. In implicit instruction, teachers function as
learning facilitators rather than instructors. On the contrary, explicit instruction is
a teaching approach that draws students’ attention to a target feature and teaches
students a specific language rule (DeKeyser, 1995). In explicit grammar teaching,
for example, teachers provide an explanation about the grammatical rules being
learned. In implicit instruction, the students are encouraged to find the
grammatical rules by themselves. This process could be eased when teachers
provide comprehensive language input and practice or select pedagogic tasks that
will accommodate students’ learning. It is worth noting that Chun et al. (2011)
conclude that the central construct associated with implicit and explicit instruction
is students’ attention. Implicit instruction should not direct students’ attention

during learning, while explicit instruction should do otherwise.
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A body of research has been devoted to investigating the effects of implicit
task-based instruction (i.e., Bygate, 2018; Hsu, 2019; Ahmadian et al., 2015) on
EFL learners’ oral proficiency (e.g., Bosker et al., 2013: Bui et al., 2019; Lambert et
al., 2017; Lambert et al., 2020). For example, to reveal the benefit of implicit
instruction, Lambert et al. (2020) used four pre-task planning conditions to
improve Japanese EFL students’ oral performance. The study found that all four
planning conditions helped students in the speech production process by easing
the demand of conceptualization, formulation, and monitoring, which, in the end,
enabled the students to produce more fluent speech. In another study, de Jong and
Perfetti (2011) investigated the effects of task repetition on two groups of L2
learners. The first group was assigned to perform one task three times, while the
others had to perform three tasks without repetition. The results showed that task

repetition had a noticeable effect on students’ speech fluency.

Also dealing with task repetition, Lambert et al. (2017) investigated the
effect of the repetition of aural-oral monologue tasks on immediate gains in L2
fluency of Japanese university students in a classroom setting. The students were
assigned to complete three oral tasks six times. Results revealed that task
repetition was related to gains in oral fluency regardless of proficiency level or task
type. Meanwhile, Bui et al. (2019) used five task repetition conditions in their study
and investigated the effects on EFL learners’ oral performance. The participants
were divided according to the five different task repetition conditions: immediate,
one-day, three-day, one-week, and two-week time-space repetitions. The study
found that all conditions of task repetition had a positive effect on oral
performance, with speed fluency benefitting the most from immediate and small

intervals of time-space between initial and repeated performance.

Explicit instruction has been applied to improve learners’ listening (i.e.,
Dalman & Plonsky, 2022; Fathi & Hamidizadeh, 2019; Milliner & Dimoski, 2021),
reading (i.e., Brevik, 2019; Fathi & Afzali, 2020; Wang, 2016), writing (i.e., Rietdijk
et al., 2018; Teng & Huang, 2019; Teng & Zhang, 2020), and speaking (i.e., Chou,
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2018; Dao, 2020; Forbes & Fisher, 2018; Sato, 2020). Some studies have used
strategy training instruction as their method (e.g., Brevik, 2019; Dao, 2020;
Nakatani, 2005; Sato, 2020; Suzuki, 2021; Tavakoli et al., 2016; Teng & Zhang,
2020). Most of these studies have found that explicit instruction can have an effect
on L2 and EFL learners’ language skills improvement. Furthermore, Sato (2020)
found the effects of socio-affective strategy training on L2 oral performance when
investigating the effect of explicit metacognitive instruction for collaborative
interaction (MICI) during communicative tasks. He also compared metacognitive
instruction with implicit task-based instruction. The study revealed that learners
who received strategy-based instruction outperformed learners who received
implicit task-based instruction in strategy use and comprehensibility of their

discourse.

In addition, Nakatani (2005) investigated the effects of oral communication
strategies (socio-affective) on learners’ oral proficiency. During a 12-week course,
learners were trained with metacognitive strategies focused on oral
communication strategies such as help-seeking, time-gaining, and negotiation of
meaning. |t was reported that the training successfully improved learners’ oral
proficiency with the dominant use of specific strategies such as maintaining
fluency and negotiation of meaning. Finally, a short intervention study carried out
by Tavakoli et al. (2016) to examine the effects of pedagogic intervention in fluency
strategy training on developing fluency among L2 learners showed that after the
four meetings, which were conducted within a four-week duration, the participants

improved their speech fluency.

It is worth noting that most of the previous implicit and explicit instruction
studies were conducted to investigate the effects of instruction on improving L2
and EFL learners’ language proficiency, performance, and acquisition. In oral
proficiency, these studies usually applied specific criteria or measures targeting
some aspects of learners’ performance such as speech accuracy, complexity, and

fluency. The use of teachers’ judgment to measure instructional effects has never
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been applied. Judging from their expertise regarding their teaching topics and
familiarity with assessing and grading learners’ assignments, teachers should be
able to measure the effects of applied classroom instruction. The current study
aimed at investigating the effects of two types of classroom instruction on EFL
learners’ oral proficiency by implementing teachers’ judgment. Specifically, two
experienced English teachers were employed as raters to judge oral proficiency
development of two groups of EFL students who received different types of

classroom instruction.

3. Methodology
This study investigated the effects of two types of classroom instruction,
which were explicit strategy training instruction and implicit task-based
instruction, on EFL students’ oral proficiency. The three research questions
addressed in this study were as follows:
1. Does explicit strategy training instruction affect EFL students’ oral
proficiency?
2. Does implicit task-based instruction affect EFL students’ oral proficiency?
3. Do explicit and implicit instruction have different effects on EFL students’

oral proficiency?

3.1 Research Design
The present study was quasi-experimental research with a two-group pre-

test and post-test design.

3.2 Participants

The participants in this study were 54 EFL students from two intact classes
of an English Department at an Indonesian university. Participants’ English
proficiency as measured by the Test of English as International Communication
(TOEIC) ranged from 240 to 655, which is approximately equivalent to a Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) level from Pre-

intermediate or Basic User (A2) to Intermediate or Independent User (B1) (Council
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of Europe, 2001). The two classes served as the two groups of the study, with 29
students in the explicit strategy training instruction group (EG) and 25 students in
the implicit task-based instruction group (IG). Both groups were comparable in

terms of students’ level of proficiency, age, and gender distribution.

3.3 Materials

Three forms of pedagogic tasks were used as the study materials. The main
task was an output-based monologic news report that was meant to elicit
participants’ speech samples. This task required participants to work with a
YouTube news video and was labeled as Task 3. Meanwhile, Task 1 and Task 2
were two preliminary tasks intended to prepare the participants for Task 3. Task 1
was input-based and called /identifying factual errors in a news report. Task 2 was

output-based and named retelling a news report to a friend.

In total, the participants performed eight monologic news report tasks
during the study’s eight instructional meetings. The news reports were based on
eight YouTube news videos which dealt with (1) a terrorist incident, (2) a road
accident, (3) a natural disaster, (4) an airplane accident, (5) a forest fire, (6) an
accident at sea, (7) domestic violence, and (8) a hate crime. The pre-test and the
post-test also used Task 3 with different news videos. The videos were a terrorist
attack in Indonesia for the pre-test and a natural disaster in Indonesia for the post-

test.

It is noteworthy that in this study, raters’ judgments were used to provide an
independent measure of participants’ oral proficiency gains. Two experienced English
teachers judged participants’ performances in the pre-test and post-test based on
Brown’s (2001) and Choi’s (2005) oral proficiency rating scales. Brown’s holistic rating
covers only the general proficiency scale, while Choi's analytic rating includes five
independent scales: pronunciation, discourse, vocabulary, grammar, and complexity. The

results from both raters were then compared to ascertain if there was any meaningful
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improvement in participants’ oral performance when comparing their pre-test to their

post-test scores.

3.4 Procedures

Eight instructional meetings with different news topics were provided for both
groups. Each meeting consisted of three learning stages, which lasted two hours. The
stages were input-based, task preparation, and output-based. The instruction was started
with the input-based stage. This stage was intended to prepare the participants for the
lesson, especially the topic being discussed. They watched a video twice and were
instructed to get as much information as they could from it. After that, they worked on a

fact sheet to identify and fix any incorrect statements from the video.

In the second stage, the task preparation stage, the two groups went
through different treatments. The EG started their fluency strategy training, while
the 1G began their task practice. The training was focused on utilizing aspects of
utterance fluency (speed, breakdown, and repair) which were incorporated into
specific strategies such as (1) paying attention to personal patterns of frequent
pausing, (2) practical use of single-word and lexical-chunk fillers, (3) avoiding
repetition, (4) avoiding false starts, (5) avoiding reformulation, and (6) avoiding
replacement. These strategies were then distributed across the eight instructional

meetings. After the training, the EG continued to work on Task 2.

The only difference between the EG and the |G during this stage was the
number of tasks each group performed. The |G performed Task 2 twice with two

different topics, while the EG only did it once.

Meanwhile, in the output-based stage, the lesson was the same for both
groups. Here, the participants performed Task 3. They were asked to perform a 1-
minute news report speech based on a YouTube news video. They performed the
task three times by recording it on a computer. They were also encouraged to think
about it and conduct the task carefully as if their report might be broadcasted on
the university’s radio station. This stage began with the participants watching the
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news video twice, during which they could make notes. They could use the notes
for their first two recordings but not for their third one. Therefore, all notes were
taken by the teacher before they recorded their speech for the third time. This final

recording was used for the analysis

3.5 Data Analysis

Audio recordings of the participants’ pre-test and post-test were collected
and transcribed for analysis purposes. The transcription was used as an additional
reference for the two raters to judge participants’ performance. The raters were
two English teachers at the institution. They had more than five-years of
experience teaching speaking courses to students. To maintain the judgment

objectivity, all participants were anonymous.

The non-parametric tests of the inferential analysis were employed in this
study because the data were found to be highly skewed and not normally
distributed. The common data transformational tools, such as logarithmic and
square root, failed to improve the data. Mann-Whitney U and Wilcoxon Signed
Rank tests were then used. In addition, estimation analysis was used to explain
the magnitude and precision of an effect being investigated. Estimation analysis
focuses on the estimation of effect sizes or the point of estimates and their
confidence intervals (precision estimates) (Claridge-Chang & Assam, 2016;
Cumming, 2014). This analysis method was considered useful in explaining the
results of the present study that revealed non-significant effects as information
regarding the magnitude and precision of the effects would be considered

meaningful as well (Claridge-Chang & Assam, 2016).

4. Results

4.1 Raters’ Judgment for Explicit Group (EG)

For analysis purposes, the scales from both raters were combined and
divided by two (the number of raters) to obtain the average mean scores. These

mean scores were then analyzed using a bar chart for visual analysis, the Wilcoxon
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Signed Rank Test, for the significance test, and the paired mean difference
estimation of ESCI to determine meaningful differences between the pre-test and

the post-test scores of the EG.

First, a bar chart accompanied by the error bars representing the 95%

confidence intervals of the scales was created (Figure 1).

Figure 1
The Explicit Group’s Pre-Test and Post-Test Mean Scores for the Oral
Proficiency Scales
5.00
4.00
I L] 1l I I I I
c 3.00 = I =
3
2.00 3.66 3.623.55 3.553.78 3.50 3.763.76 3.48
2.93 2.83 2.91
1.00
0.00
Proficiency Pronunciation Discourse Vocabulary Grammar Complexity

Pre-test Post-test

As can be seen in Figure 1, for most of the scales, there was a visible
increase in the mean from the pre-test to the post-test, except for pronunciation.
The general proficiency scale appeared to have the biggest increase, followed by
vocabulary and complexity. To investigate whether the visible increases in the
mean scores of the oral proficiency scales were statistically significant, the
Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test was conducted, and the results are presented in Table

1.

E-ISSN: 2287-0024



PASAA Vol. 67 July — December 2023 | 224

Table 1
The results of the Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test of the Explicit Group’s Oral

Proficiency Scales

Variables Tests N Mean Rank z p
Proficiency Pre-test 29 1.14 -3.73 < .01
Post-test 28 1.86
Total 57
Pronunciation Pre-test 29 1.52 -0.46 .65
Post-test 28 1.48
Total 57
Discourse Pre-test 29 1.29* -2.08 .04
Post-test 28 1.71*
Total 57
Vocabulary Pre-test 29 1.12% -3.77 <.01
Post-test 28 1.88*
Total 57
Grammar Pre-test 29 1.41 -0.49 .62
Post-test 28 1.59
Total 57
Complexity Pre-test 29 1.10* -3.20 <.01
Post-test 28 1.90*
Total 57

Note: The mean difference was significant at the .05 level.

It can be seen from Table 1 that the four scales in the list resulted in a
statistically significant difference. These scales were proficiency (2 = -3.73, p <
.01), discourse (z=-2.08, p=.04), vocabulary (z=-3.77, p < 0.1), and complexity
(z=-3.20, p < .01). The average observed power of these scales was acceptable
(> .80), except for discourse, whose observed power was only .55. The differences
in two other scales, pronunciation and grammar, did not reach statistical
significance. These results support the visual analysis results of the bar chart
(Figure 1), indicating that the EG’s oral proficiency improvement was the effect of

the strategy training instruction.

E-ISSN: 2287-0024



PASAA Vol. 67 July — December 2023 | 225

Following the test of significance, a paired mean difference estimation
analysis was conducted on the general proficiency scales to determine the
magnitudes of the effects (effect sizes). The estimation analysis is detailed in

Table 2.

Table 2

The Results of Paired Mean Difference Estimation for Oral Fluency Scales for the

Explicit Group
. . 95 % ClI
Variables  Condition M SD d,eme N
Lower Upper

Proficiency Post-test  3.66 3.41 3.90 0.64 29
Pre-test 2.93 2.77 3.09 0.42 29
Difference  0.72 0.46 0.99 0.69 1.32 29
Pronunciation Post-test  3.55 3.25 3.85 0.79 29
Pre-test 3.62 3.38 3.86 0.62 29
Difference -0.07 -0.32 0.18 0.66 0.10 29
Discourse Post-test  3.78 3.52 4.03 0.68 29
Pre-test 3.65 3.40 3.71 0.41 29
Difference  0.22 0.01 0.44 0.56  0.40 29
Vocabulary Post-test  3.50 3.26 3.74 0.64 29
Pre-test 2.83 2.64 3.01 0.49 29
Difference  0.67 0.43 0.92 0.65  1.17 29
Grammar Post-test  3.76 3.48 4.04 0.73 29
Pre-test 3.76 3.56 3.96 0.53 29
Difference  0.00 -0.27 0.27 0.71 0 29
Complexity Post-test  3.48 3.21 3.75 0.71 29
Pre-test 2.91 2.75 3.08 0.42 29
Difference  0.57 0.28 0.86 0.75  0.96 29

Note: The standardized effect size was d,,.,... because the denominator used was SDavg. The
standardized effect size was corrected for bias. The bias-corrected version of Cohen’s d was also
referred to as Hedges’ g. Minus values in d.,,... were caused by higher scores in the pre-test than

in the post-test.
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It can be seen from Table 2 that the four scales in the list had a meaningful
difference between the pre-test and the post-test. The effect sizes average of the
scales ranged from .4 (near medium, for discourse) to 1.32 (large, for proficiency).
The general proficiency scale appeared to have the biggest mean difference (M,
= .72 [.48, .99]) and effect size (d,, = 1.32). In the pre-test, participants’ mean
score on the general proficiency scale was M = 2.93. This score was within Level
2 of the rubric, and the speaking skill at this level is called developing speaking
(Brown, 2001). In the post-test, the mean of general proficiency mean improved to
Level 3 (M= 3.66), which is categorized as competent speaking. The second scale,
representing a very large effect size (d,, = 1.17), was vocabulary (M, = .67 [.43,
.92]). In this aspect, participants’ speaking skills improved from Level 2 (M= 2.83)
in the pre-test to Level 3 (M = 3.50). Level 2 in this analytic rubric meant that
participants’ vocabulary was less varied, with many words used repeatedly. Level
3 indicated varied vocabulary with some use of idiomatic expressions. The other
scale, which also resulted in a large effect size, was complexity (d,,, = .96, M, =
57 [.28, .86]). The speaking skill in this scale similarly improved from Level 2 (M
=2.91) to Level 3 (M = 3.48).

A different trend was shown for the other two scales, pronunciation and
grammar, since their scores did not increase between the pre-test and the post-
test. In fact, pronunciation scores decreased. Apart from these two scores, it can
be concluded that based on the raters’ judgments, the participants from this group

improved somewhat in their oral proficiency.

4.2 Raters’ Judgment for Implicit Group (IG)

The same two raters also judged participants in the |G based on the same
oral proficiency rating scales. Similar to the analysis performed for the EG, the
analysis of oral fluency scales for the |G also involved bar charts, a test of
significant difference, and estimation analysis. The bar chart was used to visualize
the difference between the pre-test and post-test means for the |G and is

presented in Figure 2.
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Figure 2
The Implicit Group’s Pre-Test and Post-Test Mean Scores for the Oral
Proficiency Scales
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For most of the oral proficiency scales in Figure 2, an increase in the mean
from the pre-test to the post-test was visible, with general proficiency and
discourse seeming to improve the most. A visible increase was also evident for
complexity, while in the other three scales (pronunciation, vocabulary, and
grammar), the increase seemed moderate. Next, the Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test
was conducted to investigate the significance of this mean difference (increase)

between the pre-test and post-test scores for this |G (see Table 3).
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Table 3
The Results of the Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test for the Implicit Group’s Oral

Proficiency Scales

Variables Tests N Mean Rank z Sig. (p)
Proficiency Pre-test 25 1.16* -3.67 <.01
Post-test 25 1.84*
Total 50
Pronunciation Pre-test 25 1.48 -1.07 .28
Post-test 25 1.52
Total 50
Discourse Pre-test 25 1.20* -3.49 < .01
Post-test 25 1.80*
Total 50
Vocabulary Pre-test 25 1.26* -3.08 <.01
Post-test 25 1.74*
Total 50
Grammar Pre-test 25 1.22* -3.35 <.01
Post-test 25 1.78*
Total 50
Complexity Pre-test 25 1.20* -3.41 <.01
Post-test 25 1.80*
Total 50

Note: * The mean difference was significant at the 0.05 level.

Figure 2 reveals a statistically significant difference in means for five
variables between the pre-test and post-test. The level of significance (p) of these
five was less than .01. The observed power was also larger than .80. Pronunciation
was the only variable for which there was not any significant difference (2= -1.07,
p = .28). The results indicated that the implicit instruction improved the

participants’ oral proficiency.

To determine the magnitudes of the effects (effect sizes), a paired mean
difference estimation analysis using ESCl was conducted on the oral fluency scales
for this IG (see Table 4).
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Table 4
The Results of Paired Mean Difference Estimation for Oral Fluency Scales for the
Implicit Group
Variables  Condition M %5 % Cl SD d,eme N
Lower Upper
Proficiency Post-test  3.76 3.53 3.99 0.56 25
Pre-test 3.20 2.91 3.49 0.69 25
Difference  0.56 0.34 0.78 0.53 0.87 25
Pronunciation Post-test  4.10 3.85 4.35 0.61 25
Pre-test 3.96 3.66 4.26 0.72 25
Difference  0.14 -0.12 0.40 0.62 0.21 25
Discourse Post-test  3.98 3.77 4.19 0.51 25
Pre-test 3.46 3.22 3.70 0.58 25
Difference  0.52 0.30 0.74 0.53 0.94 25
Vocabulary Post-test  3.60 3.38 3.82 0.54 25
Pre-test 3.18 2.90 3.46 0.68 25
Difference  0.42 0.18 0.66 0.57 0.68 25
Grammar Post-test  3.74 3.55 3.93 0.46 25
Pre-test 3.34 3.10 3.58 0.59 25
Difference  0.40 0.19 0.61 0.50 0.74 25
Complexity Post-test  3.64 3.50 3.78 0.34 25
Pre-test 3.16 2.91 3.41 0.61 25
Difference  0.48 0.25 0.71 0.55 0.96 25

Note: The standardized effect size was d,,.,... because the denominator used was SDavg. The
Standardized effect size was corrected for bias. The bias-corrected version of Cohen’s d was
alsocalled Hedges'’ g. Minus values in d.,,.,... was caused by higher scores in the pre-test than the

post-test.

Table 4 shows that a potentially meaningful difference between the pre-test
and the post-test exists for the five scales. The effect sizes ranged from .68
(medium, for vocabulary) to .96 (large, for complexity). For participants in this IG,

the complexity scale had the largest effect size (d = .96) and the second

average

biggest mean difference (M, = .48 [.25, .71]). Improvement in participants’
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speaking skills in this aspect was still within Level 3 (M/ = 3.16 in the pre-test to
M = 3.64 in post-test).

Similar to the EG, the general proficiency scale for the |G manifested the
largest mean difference between the pre-test and post-test (M, = .56 [.34, .78])

with a large effect size (d = .87). In the pre-test, participants’ mean score on

average
the general proficiency scale was M = 3.20 (Level 3). In the post-test, the general
proficiency’s mean improved to M = 3.76 (Level 3). Meanwhile, pronunciation was
the lowest among all of the scales in terms of the effect size (d,,.,... = -21) and
mean difference (M, = .14 [-.12, .40]) between the pre-test (/= 3.96) and post-
test (MM =4.10). Therefore, it can be concluded that, based on the raters’ judgment,
there was a meaningful improvement in participants’ oral proficiency. Although this
improvement did not shift from one level to another (except for pronunciation), the
mean difference between the pre-test and post-test scores for the IG was
comparable to the EG. For EFL learners in the context of the current study, the

extent of the mean differences and effect sizes reflected a shift in their oral

proficiency development.

4.1. The Different Effects of Explicit and Implicit Instruction
Regarding the comparison of oral proficiency gains between groups, the
same analyses were also applied. Similar to the first analysis, bar charts were used

to enable a visual inspection of the gains (see Figure 3).
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Figure 3
Both Groups’ Oral Proficiency Gains
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Note: 1 denotes the explicit group, and 2 is the implicit group. Error bars represent 95%

confidence intervals of the means.

Figure 3 shows that the |G had a higher gain than the EG in three scales:
pronunciation, discourse, and grammar. The EG experienced a setback in their
pronunciation, while there was no gain for their grammar since the mean was zero.
The highest difference in gain between the two groups was found for grammar. On
the other hand, the EG’s gains were higher than that of the IG in terms of the other
three scales: general proficiency, vocabulary, and complexity. The gain in

vocabulary was the greatest difference between the groups.
Further analysis using the Mann-Whitney U Test was then performed to

investigate the level of significance of the differences shown by the bar chart in

Figure 3. The results of the Mann-Whitney U Test are presented in Table 5.

E-ISSN: 2287-0024



PASAA Vol. 67 July - December 2023 | 232

Table 5
The Results of the Mann-Whitney U Test of Oral Proficiency Gain for Both

Groups

Variables Tests N Mean Rank z Sig. (p)

Proficiency Explicit 28 30.21 -1.41 .16
Implicit 25 24.36
Total 53

Pronunciation Explicit 28 26.12 -0.72 A7

Implicit 25 29.10
Total 53

Discourse Explicit 28 24.59 -1.55 12
Implicit 25 30.88
Total 53

Vocabulary Explicit 28 31.48* -2.08 .04
Implicit 25 22.88*
Total 53

Grammar Explicit 28 23.69* -2.03 .04
Implicit 25 31.92*
Total 53

Complexity Explicit 28 30.10 -1.39 .16
Implicit 25 24.48
Total 53

Note: * The mean different was significant at the 0.05 level.

As reported in Table 5, the different in gains between the two instructional
groups reached a statistical significance in two scales: vocabulary (z =-2.08, p =
.04) and grammar (z =-2.03, p = .04). However, the observed power for these two
scales (.32 for vocabulary and .68 for grammar) was lower than .8, which was the
acceptable value. Therefore, while these results were statistically significant, they
were considered inconclusive. This may offer further support for the view that the
effect of explicit strategy training instruction was comparable to the effect of

implicit instruction in improving EFL students’ oral proficiency.
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In order to determine the magnitude of the difference between both groups’
oral proficiency gains, estimation analysis was performed on the six oral

proficiency scales (see Table 6).

Table 6
The Results of Independent Mean Difference Analysis on Raters’ Judgment for

Gains: A Comparison Between the Explicit and Implicit Groups

. " 95 % ClI Doverage

Variables  Condition M SD N
Lower Upper

Proficiency Implicit 0.56 0.35 0.77 0.53 25
Explicit 0.72 0.47 0.98 0.69 29
Difference -0.16 -0.50 0.18 0.62 -0.26 54
Pronunciation Implicit 0.14 -0.11 0.39 0.62 25
Explicit -0.07 -0.32 0.18 0.66 29
Difference  0.21 -0.14 0.56 0.65 0.32 54
Discourse Implicit 0.52 0.31 0.73 0.53 25
Explicit 0.22 0.02 0.43 0.56 29
Difference  0.30 0.00 0.60 0.55 0.53 54
Vocabulary Implicit 0.42 0.19 0.65 0.57 25
Explicit 0.67 0.43 0.91 0.65 29
Difference -0.25 -0.59 0.08 0.61 -0.41 54
Grammar Implicit 0.40 0.20 0.60 0.50 25
Explicit 0.00 -0.26 0.26 0.71 29
Difference  0.40 0.06 0.74 0.62 0.64 54
Complexity Implicit 0.48 0.26 0.70 0.55 25
Explicit 0.57 0.29 0.85 0.75 29
Difference -0.09 -0.45 0.28 0.67 -0.13 54

Note: 1. The standardized effect size was d,,,...; because the denominator used was SDpooled.
The standardized effect size was corrected for bias. The bias-corrected version of Cohen’s d was
also called Hedges’ g. 2. Negative mean scores in a group indicated that the scores in the post-test

were lower than the pre-test.
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Table 6 shows that the |G had higher means than the EG for three scales:
pronunciation (M, = -.21, [-.14, .56]), discourse (M, = .30, [.00, .60]), and
grammar (M, = .40 [.06, .74]). The effect sizes of these three scales ranged from
small to medium (d,,,...s = .32 for pronunciation, d,,,..., = .53 for discourse, and
A, pmseg = -04 for grammar). Meanwhile, the EG had a higher means than the IG for
the other three scales: proficiency, vocabulary, and complexity, although the effect
sizes for these were small (d, ... = -.26 for proficiency, d, ,...s = -.41 for
vocabulary, and d,,,....,= --13 for complexity). Further investigation was performed

to determine the meaning of the difference using a scatter plot for grammar (Figure

4), which had the largest effect size in the analysis.

Figure 4
Scatter Plot of Means and 95% Confidence Intervals (Cls) for the Gain in

Grammar Scale for the Two Groups
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Figure 4 shows that for Grammar, the length of the Cl on mean difference
between the two groups was roughly one and a half times the average of the
lengths of the Cls on the two groups’ means. This length of the Cl is normal for
analysis involving two independent groups (Cumming, 2014). These point and
interval estimates implied that the result was low for precision since the Cl’s range
was wide. However, Cumming (2014) believes that it could still contribute to a
meta-analysis. As can also be seen in Table 6, the IG’s Cl [.20, .60] was shorter
than the EG’s [-.26, .26], illustrating that the result in the former group was more

accurate than that of the latter.

As shown in Figure 4, the Cls of the two groups overlapped for more than
half of one arm, indicating the difference between the two means was not
meaningful. These results showed that when measured based on the raters’
judgment, both instructional conditions also had a comparable effect on students’

oral proficiency.

The explicit strategy training instruction seemed to have more effect on
students’ general proficiency, vocabulary, and complexity. It seems that instructing
participants to explicitly focus on aspects that could improve their speech fluency
(such as avoiding and filling their pauses and avoiding making repetitions and
repair moves) could improve their oral performance by producing a better-

organized speech with varied vocabulary and more complex sentence structures.

Meanwhile, the effect of implicit instruction on participants’ pronunciation,
discourse, and grammar seemed to be better than explicit instruction. Therefore,
it can also be argued that implicit instruction could improve participants’ oral
performance slightly differently. When instructed implicitly, participants were able
to produce a more plausible and logically informed speech. The speech also had

fewer phonemic and grammatical errors and better intonation patterns.
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5. Discussion

The results showed that participants in both groups showed meaningful
improvement in their oral proficiency. The effects of both instructional conditions
were also found to be comparable. Each instruction seemed to have stronger
effects on different aspects of oral proficiency. The explicit strategy training
instruction had a better effect on participants’ general proficiency, vocabulary, and
complexity, while implicit task-based instruction employed in this study seemed to
have a better effect than explicit instruction on participants’ pronunciation,
discourse, and grammar. Therefore, it can be argued that implicit task-based

instruction could improve participants’ oral performance, albeit slightly differently.

The findings showed that both instructional conditions improved
participants’ general oral proficiency. These findings corroborate previous
research, such as Garbati and Mady (2015), Nergis (2021), Norris and Ortega
(2000), and Spada and Tomita (2010), which have reported that classroom
instruction significantly affects L2 oral performance of learners. However, most
meta-analyses have measured the effects of instruction based on learners’
improvement in using specific language features, such as simple and complex
forms. No research has been conducted to measure the effects of instruction by
using raters’ judgments. The current study’s findings suggest that the use of raters’
judgments might also be necessary for classroom-based studies to measure the
effects of instruction on gains in students’ oral proficiency. Both instructional
conditions in the current study were found to have a meaningful effect on
improving students’ oral proficiency. Each instruction had a stronger effect on
different aspects of oral proficiency. The explicit instruction seemed to highly
affect students’ general proficiency, vocabulary, and complexity. The implicit
instruction also highly influenced students’ oral proficiency. Meaningful effects

were specifically found on pronunciation, discourse, and grammar.

Previous research has pointed out that instructing learners to explicitly

focus on aspects that can improve their speech fluency, such as avoiding and filling
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their pauses and avoiding making repetitions and repair moves, could also improve
their oral proficiency (Lee, 2019; Rossiter et al., 2010). In the present study, at the
end of the training, the students could produce a better-organized speech with
varied vocabulary and some embedded clauses. Mostly, 'their skills under explicit
strategy training instruction improved by one level from Level 2 (beginning
speaking) to Level 3 (competent speaking). However, pronunciation and grammar
did not show any improvement after the treatment. It can be assumed that this
result was partly due to the effects of the instruction. the students probably
focused heavily on making their speech fluent, as this was the focus of the
instruction, and somehow forgot to apply correct grammatical codes and accurate

pronunciation for the speech.

Previous research has revealed that learners can produce a more plausible
and logically informed speech when instructed implicitly (Khayr et al., 2023). In this
study, participants’ speech had fewer phonemic and grammatical errors and better
intonation patterns after they had received implicit task-based instruction.
Notably, the skill improvement of participants in this group was still within the
same level (Level 3). However, the range of improvement (mean difference
between the pre-test and post-test) was almost similar to that of the participants
in the explicit strategy training instruction group. This indicated that the implicit
task-based instruction group had a slightly higher starting point than the explicit

strategy training instruction group in oral proficiency.

The results of the present study suggest that raters’ judgments might also
be necessary for EFL classroom-based studies to measure the effects of
instruction on gains in learners’ oral proficiency. EFL classrooms can be
heterogeneous in terms of language proficiency; therefore, generalizing the results
of an instructional activity is challenging. Standardized tests or measurements
used in EFL classroom research might only apply to learners with specific

proficiency levels but not to all learners in the same class. EFL teachers could deal
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with this heterogeneity because they know their learners and could be sensitive to

changes or improvements in learners’ proficiency.

6. Conclusion

This study found that implicit and explicit instruction significantly improved
EFL students’ oral proficiency. The teachers, who acted as raters in the present,
were able to detect student improvement by using appropriate rating scales. This
detection was possible because EFL teachers usually know and understand their
learners’ language skills, especially from daily classroom interaction. When
teachers know their students’ language proficiency levels, are sensitive to
students’ developmental changes due to learning, and are familiar with end-of-
course assessments or other regular classroom assessment methods, they then

should be able to assess their students’ oral proficiency development.

Teachers' subjectivity in assessing or rating learners' performances could
be reduced by providing reliable rating scales and training them on how to apply
the scales. Teachers could also be informed and assured about the specific
purpose of the rating to assess learners' development objectively. In addition, the
teaching experience possessed by these teachers offers another advantage in the
rating because raters with teaching experience may be more focused on language
pragmatics, content, and rhetorical organization than the surface language
features (Cumming, 1990; Kim, 2009). These factors would ensure the accuracy

and objectivity of the rating results.

Creating an oral performance rating scale could be costly and time-
consuming. However, reliable rating scales are readily available. A combination of
holistic and analytic ratings should be used (Bachman & Savignon, 1986;
Namaziandost & Ahmadi, 2019) to provide each learner's oral proficiency profile. A
holistic rating captures the overall impression of oral performance. In contrast, an
analytic rating assesses various performance categories, such as content, delivery,

organization, and language features. An analytic rubric is used to identify language
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subskills, such as grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, and fluency (Fulcher, 2003;
Metruk, 2018). Hence, a combination of a holistic rubric and an analytic rubric
could be implemented on research investigating learners’ oral performance to have

a more comprehensive result.

Overall, the present study found that teachers' judgments could be essential
in classroom-based studies investigating L2 oral proficiency. For this purpose, the
mixture of a reliable holistic and analytic rubric to rate learners' improvement

would be required to obtain valid and detailed information.
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